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This Staff Report supporting the revision of the Clean Water Act 
section 303(d) list of water quality limited segments has four parts: 
(1) Volume I contains the listing methodology and a summary of the 
additions, deletions, changes, and priorities; (2) Volu~ne I1 contains 
summaries of the proposals for the North Coast, San Francisco Bay, 
Central Coast, and Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(RWQCBs); (3) Volume 111 contains summaries of the proposals for the 
Central Valley, Lahontan, Colorado River Basin, Santa Ana, and San 
Diego RWQCBs, and (4) Volume 1V contains the responses to 
comments received. 

This document is Volume IV ofthe Staff Report. The SWRCB 
responses to all comments received by Deceniber 6,2002 are presented. 
New comments received between ~ecembe;  7,2002 and February 4, 
2003 were responded to orally at the February 4,2003 Board Meeting 
(SWRCB, 2003). 

On April 2, 2002, a public notice for the public hearing was circulated to 
the public and a draft staff report (SWRCBIDWQ, 2002) was made 
available for public review. The hearing notice was sent to over 10,000 
interested parties. The SWRCB also held a Workshop in November 
2002 to consider a revised version of the staff report and the 
recommended section 303(d) list. The persons who submitted new data 
and information, written comments, or presented oral testimony are 
listed below. A key for reading the comment and response table follows 
the list of commenters. Finally, a table is presented with a summary of 
all comments submitted and the SWRCB response to each comment. 



Key for Reading the Comments and Responses Table 

Column 1 Comment Number: Each comment has been assigned a comment 
number consisting of three parts that are separated by periods. Starting 
from the let?, the comment number begins with a number representing 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) that was the primary 
focus of the comment submittal or testimony. If the comment letter 
provided general comments andlor provided comments on a number of 
RWQCBs the comment letter was designated as a general comment letter 
and assigned a "G!' 

The second number represents the interested party that submitted the 
comment. These numbers were assigned in the order the letters or 
testimony was received. Comment numbers less than 100 were assign to 
the written submittals. Comment numbers greater than 100 but less than 
200 were assigned to individuals who provided testimony at the May 23, 
2002 hearing. Comment numbers greater than 200 but less than 300 were 
assigned to individual who provided testimony at the May 24,2002 
hearing. Comment numbers greater than 300 were assigned to 
individuals who provided testimony at the May 30,2002 hearing. 
Comment numbers greater that 400 were assigned to individuals or 
organizations that provided comments or testimony between October 15, 
2002 and December 6,2002. Individuals providing testimony at the 
November 6,2002 SWRCB Workshop also were assigned comment 
numbers greater than 400. If written comments were submitted, these 
comments were used to represent the view expressed at the Workshop. 
Individuals providing testimony or comment letters between December 
7,2002 and February 4,2003 were assigned comment numbers greater 
than 500. 

The list of commenters, with their assigned codes, is provided in the next 
section. 

The third number represents the individual comment presented in the 
written submittal or testimony. 

Column 2 Summary of Comment: The column provides a summary of each 
individual comment the SWRCB received on the April 2002 draft staff 
report (SWRCBIDWQ, 2002a) and on the October 2002 draftfinal staff 
report and recommended section 303(d) list (SWRCBIDWQ, 2002b). 

Column 3 Response: The column contains the SWRCB response to each comment. 

Column 4 Revision: This column states whether the staff report or section 303(d) 
list was revised based on the comment. 



Column 5 SectionIArea: This coluinn provides the section addressed in the draft 
staff report dated April 2,2002 (SWRCBJDWQ, 2002a) or the draft final 
staff report dated October 2002 (SWRCBIDWQ, 2002b). If the 
comment did not result in a change to the staff report, no section is listed. 

List of Commenters 
Individuals or organizations that submitted written comments between 
April 2,2002 and December 6,2002 on the proposed staff report or 2002 
section 303(d) list are listed below. All comments received were 
addressed. A list of the individuals providing testimony or written 
comments between December 7,2002 and February 4,2003 are also 
listed below. A11 comments received between December 7,2002 and 
February 4,2003 were responded to orally at the February 4,2003 Board 
Meeting (SWRCB, 2003). 
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List of Commenters 
(April 2,2002 through 
December 6,2002) 

1.1 Thomas Herman 
Bamum & Herman 
2103 Myrtle Avenue 
Eureka, CA 95502 

1.2 Marcie Commins 
Merritt Smith Consulting 
760 Market Street, Suite 922 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

1.3 Alan Levine 
Coast Action Group 
P.O. Box 215 
Point Arena, CA 95468 

1.4 Rodney Mclnnis 
NOAANMFS Southwest Region 
501 West Ocean Blvd., Suite 4200 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

1.5 Chris Poehlmann 
Coastal Forest Alliance 
P.O. Box 61 
Annapolis, CA 95412 

1.6 Susan Warner 
NCRWQCB 
5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

1.7 Brenda Adelman 
Russian River Watershed Protection 
Committee 
P.O. Box 501 
Guemeville, CA 95446 

Craig Bell 
Salomonid Restoration Federation 
P.O. Box 1256 
Gualala, CA 95445 

Randy Poole 
Sonoma County Water Agency 
P.O. Box 11628 
Santa Rosa, CA 95406 

Steve Hackett 
Northwest Resource 
P.O. Box 505 
Femdale, CA 95536 

Stephen Launi 
Stephen M. Launi Forestry Services 
3542 18th Street 
Eureka, CA 95501 

Thomas Herman 
Barnum & Herman 
2103 Myrtle Avenue 
Eureka, CA 95502 

Richard Gienger 
P.O. Box 283 
Whitethorn, CA 95589 

Charles Ciancio 
P.O. Box 172 
Cutten, CA 95534 

Paul Berlant 
City of Windsor 
P.O. Box 100 
Windsor, CA 95492 



1 .I6 Rusty Moore 
No address provided 

1.17 Miles Ferris 
City of Santa Rosa 
100 Santa Rosa Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 

1.18 Chris Peterson 
Biology and Beyond, Rancho Cotate 
High School 
5450 Snyder Lane 
Rohnert Park, CA 94928 

1 .I9 Lawrence Dwight 
Humboldt-Del Norte Cattlemen's 
Association 
5630 S. Broadway at Spruce Point 
Eureka, CA 95503 

1.20 Joseph Russ IV 
Russ Ranch & Timber Co., LLC 
3592 Centewille Road 
Ferndale, CA 95536 

1.21 Elizabeth Finger 
Jacoby Creek Protection Association 
P.O. Box 6 
Bayside, CA 95524 

1.22 Andy Westfall 
The Buckeye Conservancy 
P.O. Box 5607 
Eureka, CA 95502 

1.23 Sterling McWhorter 
Mattole Landowners for Sensible 
Watershed Management 
P.O. Box 133 
Honeydew, CA 95545 

1.24 Todd Phelps 
No address provided 

1.25 John Benbow 
6667 Benbow Drive 
Garbewille, CA 95542 

1.26 Richard and Sally French 
French Ranch 
1205 1 Wilder Ridge Rd. 
Garbewille, CA 95542 

1.27 Kathleen and Daniel Scheel 
No address provided 

1.28 IllegiblelUnknown 
No address provided 

1.29 Marcia Bauer 
No address provided 

1.30 James Cook 
2 180 Prescott Drive 
Ferndale, CA 95536 

1.3 1 Margot Wells 
P.O. Box 4 
Ferndale. CA 95536 

1.32 Stephen Levesque 
Campbell Timber Management 
P.O. Box 1228 
Fort Bragg, CA 96437 



Clark Fenton 
281 Beverly Drive 
Arcata, CA 95521 

Katherine Ziemer 
Humboldt County Farm Bureau 
5601 South Broadway 
Eureka, CA 95503 

Sterling McWhorter 
Mattole Landowners for Sensible 
Watershed Management 
P.O. Box 133 
Honeydew, CA 95545 

Debbie Webster 
Sonoma Water County Agency 
2150 West College Ave. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95406 

Dan Carlson 
City of Santa Rosa 
100 Santa Rosa Ave. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95404 

Dave Smith 
City of Santa Rosa and Windsor 
3620 Happy Valley Rd. # 102 
Lafayette, CA 94549 

Brenda Adelman 
Russian River Watershed Protection 
Committee 
P.O. Box 501 
Guerneville, CA 95446 

Joe Dillon 
National Marine Fisheries Service 

1.106 Mary Etter 
P.O. Box 57 
Honeydew, CA 95545 

1.107 Sally French 
12051 Wilder Ridge Rd. 
Garberville, CA 95542 

1.108 Sterling McWhorter 
Humboldt Del Norte Cattleman's 
Association and the Buckeye 
Conservancy 
P.O. Box 133 
Honeydew, CA 95545 

1.109 Valarie Stansberly 
Buckeye Conservancy and Matolle 
Rancher Association 
P.O. Box 56 
Honeydew, CA 95545 

1 .I 10 Craig Bell 
Salomonid Restoration Federation 
P.O. Box 1256 
Gualala, CA 95445 

1.1 11 Alan Levine 
Coast Action Group 
P.O. Box 215 
Point Arena, CA 95468 

1.1 12 Chris Poehlmann 
Coastal Forest Alliance 
P.O. Box 61 
Annapolis, CA 95412 

1.1 13 Vivian Bolland 
Pacific Coast Federation of 
Fishermen's Association 
850 Greenwood Hills Drive 
Kneeland, CA 95549 



Tom Herman 
Burnum Timber Company 
P.O. Box 173 
Eureka, CA 95502 

Bernie Bush 
Redwood Creek Landowners 
Association 
P.O. Box 68 
Korbel, CA 95550 

Richard Gienger 
P.O. Box 283 
Whitethorn, CA 95589 

Charles Ciancio 
P.O. Box 172 
Cutten, CA 95534 

Tom Weseloh 
California Trout 
1916 Archer Road 
McKinleyville, CA 95519 

Daniel Myers 
Friends of Navarro Watershed 
P.O. Box 178 
Philo, CA 95466 

Brenda Adelman 
Russian River Watershed Protection 
Committee 
P.O. Box 501 
Guerneville, CA 95446 

Brenda Adelman 
Russian River Watershed Protection 
Committee 
P.O. Box 501 
Guerneville. CA 95446 

Ken Miller 
Humboldt Watershed Council: 
Salmon Forever 
1658 Ocean Drive 
McKinleyville, CA 95519 

Alan Levine 
Coast Action Group 
P.O. Box 215 
Point Arena, CA 95468 

Craig Johns 
California Resource Strategies 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 2200 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Randy Poole 
Sonoma County Water Agency 
P.O. Box 11 628 
Santa Rosa, CA 95406 

Toben Dilworth 
Northern California River Watch 
P.0 Box 944213 
Sacramento, CA 94244 

Craig Bell 
Salomonid Restoration Federation 
P.O. Box 1256 
Gualala, CA 95445 

Vivian Bolland 
Pacific Coast Federation of 
Fisherman's Associations 
850 Greenwood Hills Drive 
Kneeland, CA 95549 

Susan Warner 
North Coast RWQCB 
5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 



Richard Dowd 
City of Santa Rosa 
100 Santa Rosa Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 

Edwin Brauner 
City of Santa Rosa 
100 Santa Rosa Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 

Susan Warner 
North Coast RWQCB 
5550 Skylane Boulevard 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Daniel Wickham 
Friends of the Russian River 
P.O. Box 95430 
Duncan Mills, CA 95430 

~ i ' chae l  Stanley-Jones 
Watershed Management Initiative 
2501 Embarcadero Way 
Palo Alto, CA 94030 

Steve Moore 
San Francisco Bay RWQCB 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Adam Olivieri 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
699 Town & Country Village 
Sunnyvale, CA 94086 

Michael P. Carlin 
San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission 
1155 Market Street, Suite 401 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Marvin Rose 
City of Sunnyvale 
PO Box 3707 
Sunnyvale, CA 94088 

Lena Brook 
Clean Water Action 
814 Mission Street, Suite 602 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Arthur Fienstien 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 
San Pablo Avenue, Suite G 
Berkeley, CA 94702 

Michael B. Hoover 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, W-2605 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Gina Solomon 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
71 Stevenson Street, Suite 1825 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 

Carl M. Mosher 
City of Jose, Environmental Services 
Department 
777 North First Street, Suite 450 
San Jose, CA 95 112 

Karen DeGannes 
Environ~nental Justice Solutions 
1007 Gen. Kennedy Avenue, #6 
San Francisco, CA 94129 

Steven M. Moore 
San Francisco Bay RWQCB 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA 94612 



Torri J. Estrada 
Latino Issues Forum 
785 Market Street, Suite 300 
San Francisco, CA 94 103 

Jennifer Clary 
Alliance for a Clean Waterfront 
41 Suner Street, Box 1364 
San Francisco, CA 94 104 

Jonathan Kaplan 
WaterKeepers 
P.O. Box 29921 
San Francisco, CA 94129 

Jonathan Kaplan 
~ a t e r ~ e e p e r s  
P.O. Box 29921 

'San Francisco, CA 94 129 

Dave Tucker 
City of San Jose Environmental 
Sewices Department 
4245 Zanker Rd. 
San Jose, CA 95134 

Ray Arnold 
Copper Development Association 
360 Madison Ave. 
New York, NY 10016 

Jonathan Kaplan 
WaterKeepers 
P.O. Box 29921 
San Francisco, CA 94129 

Steve Moore 
San Francisco Bay RWQCB 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland. CA 94612 

Paul N. Singarella and Ward J. Lon 
Latham & Watkins (on behalf of 
General Electric) 
650 Town Center Drive 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

J.J. Coffey 
ChevronTexaco Corporation 
1201 K Street, Suite 1910 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Steve Moore 
San Francisco Bay RWQCB 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Michael Ban 
City of Petaluma 
P.0 Box 61 
Petaluma, CA 94953 

Michael P. Carlin 
San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission 
1145 Market Street, Suite 401 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Michael P. Carlin 
San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission 
1145 Market Street, Suite 401 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Kevin Buchanon 
Western States Petroleum Association 
1115 1 lth Avenue, Suite 150 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Debra Bolton 
~ h e v r o n ~ e x a c o  
940 Hensley Street 
Richmond, CA 94801 



Michael P. Carlin 
San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission 
1145 Market Street, Suite 401 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

James Kelly 
Bay Area Clean Water Agencies 
P.O. Box 24055, MS 702 
Oakland, CA 94623 

Michael P. Carlin 
San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission 
1145 Market Street, Suite 401 
San Francisco, CA 94 103 

Shana Lazerow 
WaterKeepers Northern California 
55 Hawthorne Street, Suite 550 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Paul Singarella and Ward J. Lon 
Latham and Watkins 
650 Town Center Drive, Suite 2000 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

Jodi Frediani 
Citizens for Responsible Forest 
Management 
P.O. Box 167 
Boulder Creek, CA 95006 

Bruce Johnston 
Paradise Homeowners Association 
2 Fremont Lane, Star Route 
Santa Barbara, CA 93 105 

Roger Briggs 
Central Coast RWQCB 
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Lawrence Prather 
San Lorenzo Valley Water District 
13060 Highway 9 
Boulder Creek, CA 95006 

Hope Malcom 
Applied Survey Research 
P.O. Box 1927 
Watsonville, CA 95077 

Jean Choi 
The Ocean Conservancy, Pacific 
Regional Office 
116 New Montgomery Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Holly Price 
Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuary 
29 Foam Street 
Monterey, CA 93940 

Kelly Huff 
Coalition of central cbast County 
Farm Bureaus 
P.O. Box 1852 
Capitola, CA 95812 

Jodi Frediani 
Citizens for Responsible Forest 
Management 
P.O. Box 167 
Boulder Creek, CA 95006 

David Ragsdale 
California Polytechnic State 
University 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

Chris Berry 
City of Santa Cruz, Water Department 
715 Graham Hill Rd. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 



Chris Berry 
City of Santa Cruz, Water Department 
715 Graham Hill Rd. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Robert Almy 
Santa Barbara County Flood Control 
& Water Conservation District and 
Water Agency 
123 E. Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93 10 1 

Heather Lamberson 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District 
P.O. Box 4998 
Whittier, CA 90607 

Bonnie Teaford 
City of Burbank, Public Works 
Department 
275 East Olive Ave. 
Burbank, CA 91510 

Melissa Thorme 
Downey, Brand, Seymour & Rohwer 
555 Capital Mall, loth Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

James E. Colbaugh 
Las Virgenes Municipal Water District 
4232 Las Virgenes Road 
Calabasas, CA 91302 

Donald Nelson 
City of Thousand Oaks 
2 100 Thousand Oaks Blvd. 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362 

Judith A. Wilson 
City of Los Angeles 
433 South Spring Street, Suite 400 
Los Angeles, CA 900 13 

David Fike 
City of Monrovia, Department of 
Public Works 
415 South Ivy Avenue 
Monrovia, CA 91016 

Deborah Smith 
Los Angeles RWQCB 
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Ashli Cooper 
Lany Walker Associates 
100 E. ~housand Oaks Blvd., Suite 
124 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 

Stan Holm 
Exxon Mobil Refinery & Supply 
3700 West 190th Street 
Torrance, CA 90509 

Vicki V. Musgrove 
City of San Buenaventura 
501 Poli Street 
Ventura, CA 93002 

Mark S. Norris 
City of Oxnard 
6001 S. Perkins Road 
Oxnard, CA 93033 

Lisa Carlson 
Los Angeles RWQCB 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Brian Hobbs 
325 Tenth Place 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 



4.23 
County of Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

Pat Malloy 
City of Arcadia 
P.O. Box 60021 
Arcadia, CA 91066 

Sharon Green 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90607 4.26 

Ken Farfsing 
City of Signal Hill and Coalition for 
Practical Regulation 
2175 Cherry Ave. 
Signal Hill, CA 90806 4.27 

Larry Forester 
City of Signal Hill 
2175 Cherry Ave. 
Signal Hill, CA 90806 

Vince Brar 
City of Cerritos 
18125 Bloomfield Ave 
Cerritos, CA 90703 

4.29 
Richard Watson 
City of Bellflower 
166600 Civic Center Drive 
Bellflower, CA 90706 

4.30 
John Oropeza 
City of Bell Gardens 
8327 South Garfield Ave. 
Bell Gardens, CA 90201 

Pat Malloy 
City of Arcadia 
P.O. Box 60021 
Arcadia, CA 91066 

Blane Frandsen 
City of Lawndale 
14717 Burin Ave. 
Lawndale, CA 90260 

Michael J. Huls 
21825 Copley Dr. 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765 

James A. Noyes 
Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

Mark Gold, Leslie Mintz and Shelley 
Luce 
Heal The Bay 
3220 Nebraska Avenue 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

Lisa Carlson 
Los Angeles RWQCB 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Lisa Carlson 
Los Angeles RWQCB 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Richard A. Rojas 
California Department of Parks and 
Recreation 
1933 Cliff Drive, Suite 27 
Santa Barbara, CA 93 109 



4.31 Victoria 0. Conway 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90607 

4.32 William Stratton 
County of Ventura, Resource 
Management Agency 
800 South Victoria Avenue 
Ventura, CA 93009 

4.33 Bonnie Teaford 
City of Burbank, Public Works 
Department 
275 East Olive Ave. 
Burbank, CA 91510 

4.34 Michael W. Lewis 
Construction Industry Coalition on 
Water Quality 
2149 E. Gamey AvenueN., Suite A- 
l l  
West Covina, CA 91791 

4.35 David Fike 
City of Monrovia, Department of 
Public Works 
415 South Ivy Avenue 
Monrovia, CA 91016 

4.36 Doug Pottenger 
Chevron Products Company 
324 W. El Segundo Blvd. 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

4.37 Mark Gold, Leslie Mintz and Shelley 
Luce 
Heal The Bay 
3220 Nebraska Avenue 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

Ralph G. Appy 
Port of Los Angeles 
425 Palos Verdes Street 
San Pedro, CA 95812 

June Yotsuya 
City of Seal Beach 
City Hall - 21 1 Eighth Street 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

Victoria 0. Conway 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90607 

Charles Mink 
City of Calabasas 
2635 Mureau Road 
Calabasas, CA 91302 

Gerry Green 
City of Downey 
11 11 1 Brookshire 
Downey, CA 90241 

Jaqueline Lamberth 
Friends of San Gabriel River 
P.O. Box 3725 
South El Monte, CA 91733 

John Oropeza 
City of Bell Gardens 
8327 South Garfield Ave. 
Bell Gardens, CA 90201 

Ken Farfsing 
City of Signal Hill, and Coalition for 
Practical Regulation 
2175 Cherry Ave. 
Signal Hill, CA 90806 



Lany Forester 
City of Signal Hill 
2175 Cheny Ave. 
Signal Hill, CA 90806 

Blane Frandsen 
City of Lawndale 
14717 Burin Ave. 
Lawndale, CA 90260 

Mark Pumford 
City of Oxnard 
6001 South Perkins Road 
Oxnard, CA 93033 

Randall Orton 
Las Virgenes Municipal Water District 
4232 Las Virgenes Road 
Calabasas, CA 91302 

Tim Piasky 
The Building Industry Legal Defense 
Foundation, the Construction Industry 
Coalition, and the Building Industry 
Association of Southern California 
1330 South Valley Vista Blvd. 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765 

Susan Paulsen 
Flow Science 
723 East Green Street 
Pasadena, CA 

Clayton Yoshida 
City of Los Angeles 
12000 Vista del Mar 
Playa del Rey, CA 91803 

Adam Ariki 
Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works 
900 South Fremont Ave. 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

Sharon Green 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90607 

Heather Lamberson 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District 
P.O. Box 4998 
Whittier, CA 90607 

Anjali Jaiswal 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
6310 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 

Leslie Mintz 
Heal The Bay 
3220 Nebraska Avenue 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

Shelley Luce 
Heal the Bay 
3220 Nebraska Avenue 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

Louis Celaya 
City of Monrovia 
415 South Ivy Ave. 
Monrovia, CA 91016 

Vince Brar 
City of Cerritos 
P.O. Box 3 130 
Cerritos, CA 90703 

Pat Malloy 
City of Arcadia 
P.O. Box 60021 
Arcadia, CA 91066 



Jon Bishop 
Los Angeles RWQCB 
320 West 4th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Richard Watson 
City of Bellflower 
21922 Viso Lane 
Mission Viejo, CA 92691 

Bonnie Teaford 
City of Burbank, Public Works 
Department 
275 East Olive Ave. 
Burbank, CA 91510 

Sharon Green 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 

.Districts 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whinier, CA 90607 

Donald Nelson 
City of Thousand Oaks 
2100 Thousand Oaks Blvd. 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362 

T.J. Kim 
County of Los Angeles Departinen1 
Public Works 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 9 1803 

Judith A. Wilson 
City of Los Angeles 
433 South Spring Street, Suite 400 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Victoria 0. Conway 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whinier, CA 90607 

Victoria 0. Conway 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90607 

Mark Gold, Mitzy Taggart, and Leslie 
Mintz 
Heal The Bay 
3220 Nebraska Avenue 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

Sharon Green 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90607 

Adam Ariki 
Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works 
900 South Fremont Ave. 
Alhambra, CA 91 803 

Randy Bomgaars 
City of Bellflower 
16600 Civic Center Drive 
Bellflower, CA 90706 

Eric Hassel 
City of Lawndale 
-14717 Burin Avenue 
Lawndale, CA 90260 

Clayton Yoshida 
City of Los Angeles 
12000 Vista del Mar 
Playa del Rey, CA 91803 

Heather Lamberson 
'County of Los Angeles Sanitation 
District 
P.O. Box 4998 
Whittier, CA 90607 



Sam Bell 
Industry Advisory Council, Sanitation 
District of Los Angeles County 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whitter, CA 90607 

Jesse M. Luera 
City of Norwalk 
12700 Norwalk Blvd. 
Norwalk, CA 9065 1 

Harold Hofmann 
City of Lawnsdale 
14717 Burin Avenue 
Lawndale, CA 90260 

Dennis A. Dickerson 
Los Angeles RWQCB 
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Gregory Broderick 
Pacific Legal Foundation 4.501 
10360 Old P lace~i l l e  Road, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95827 

Dr. Kathleen Sullivan 
Palco 4.502 
No address provided. 

Bernie Bush 
Simpson Resource Company 4.503 
No address provided. 

Peter F. Ribar 
Campbell Timberland Management 
P.O. Box 1228 4.504 

Fort Bragg, CA 95437 

Jim Ostrowski 
IFWM 
No address provided. 

David Bischel 
California Foundation Association 
1215 K Street 4.506 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Joanne Dranginis 
Madrone Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 191 1 4.507 
Santa Rosa, CA 94244 

Michael P. Carlin 
San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission, Planning Bureau 
11 45 Market Street, Suite 401 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

David 0. Butler 
City of Whittier 
13230 Penn Street 
Whittier, CA 90601 

Leonis C. Malburg 
City of Vernon 
4302 Santa Fe Avenue 
Vernon, CA 90058 

Mark Gold, Mitzy Taggart, and Leslie 
Mintz 
Heal the Bay 
3220 Nebraska Avenue 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

Yvonne Arceneaux 
City of Compton 
205 South Willowbrook Avenue 
Compton, CA 90220 

Students from 
Compton High School 
601 S. Acacia Street 
Compton, CA 90220 

T.J. Kim 
Los Angeles County Public Works 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

Bonnie Teaford 
City of Burbank Public Works 
Department 
275 East Olive Avenue 
Burbank, CA 91514 



James A. Noyes and Adam Ariki 
County of Los Angeles, Department 
of Public Works 
900 South Fermont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

Victoria 0. Conway 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90607 

Vicki Conway 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District 
1955 Workman Mill Rd. 
Whittier, CA 91745 

.Julie Conboy 
City of Los Angeles, Department of 
Water and Power 
11 1 N. Hope Street, Suite 340 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Anjali Jaiswal 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
6310 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 

Leslie Mintz 
Heal the Bay 
3220 Nebraska Avenue 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

Sujatha Jahugindar 
Environment California 
3435 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 355 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 

Richard Watson 
Coalition for Practical Regulation 
21922 Viso Lane 
Mission Viejo, CA 92691 

Rodney Andersen 
City of Burbank Public Works 
275 E. Olive Avenue 
Burbank, CA 91 510 

Adam Ariki 
Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works 
900 S. Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 

Peter W. McGaw 
Turlock Irrigation District 
2033 North Main Street, Suite 800, 
P.O. Box 8035 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 

Joe Karkoski 
Central Valley RWQCB 
3443 Routier Rd. Suite A 
Sacramento, CA 95827 

Jim Wells 
Makhteshim-Agan of North America 
910 K Street, Suite 325 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Alan Candlish 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Steve Chedester 
San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors Water Authority 
541 H Street 
Los Banos, CA 93635 

David Cory 
San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors 
P.O. Box 576 
Dos Palos, CA 93620 



Peter McGaw 
Turlock Irrigation District 
2033 N. Main Street, Suite 800 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 

Shana Lazerow 
WaterKeepers Northern California 
55 Hawthorne Street, Suite 550 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Sejal Choksi 
San Francisco BayKeepers 
55 Hawthorne Street, Suite 550 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Christine Diemer Iger 
Southern California Water Quality 
Coalition 
650 Town Center Drive, Suite 1250 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

Shanda M. Stephenson 
Southern California Water Quality 
Coalition 
650 Town Center Drive, Suite 2000 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

Lany 'McKenney 
Orange County Flood Control District 
300 N. Flower Street 
Santa Ana, CA 92703 

Mary Jane Foley 
No address provided. 

9.502 Jimmy Smith 
San Diego RWQCB 
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92123 

9.503 Jimmy Smith 
San Diego RWQCB 
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92123 

G.501 Linda Sheehan 
The Ocean Conservancy 
116 New Montgomery Street, Suite 
810 
San ~rancisco, CA 94105 

G.502 Noelle Cremers 
California Cattlemen's Association 
121 H Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

G.503 David Smith 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

G.504 Bill Jennings 
DeltaKeeper 
3536 Rainer Avenue 
Stockton, CA 95204 

G.505 Linda Sheehan 
The Ocean Conservancy 
116 New Montgomery Street, Suite 
810 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 

Jimmy Smith 
San Diego RWQCB 
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92123 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

1.1.1 For Redwmd C m k  the 14.8 d- temperature criteria is The tempenolrr erimia are appropriate, am at the upper No 
inrpppciate and, at the lower a d  ofthe threshold mgr t h d o l d  range, and will reduce p w i h  10 psrssnt fmm 
Also, i t  fails to consider the temperatureconditions of optimum. Theupper thrshold for the MWAT of 14.8 dc- 
Nwthm California. uud by the RWQCB (Sullivan etal.) will also, sffcstivsly 

block migration, inhibit smltification, and asate d i m e  
problem for sslmonida. The temperature data svaiuated by 
the Regional Boud forths update ofths 303(d) list were 
reviewed by the cornparim to the MWAT as well as an acute 
threshold of24 d-. The IcmperaNre conditions o f  
Notihem California-considered. The temperature data 
were waluatsd with rsrpat to the mmnt and historic 
prssmss ofcold water fish. I f a  smam which exhibill 
temperaNm within the chmnic redud-gmwth MWAT 
range, has n h s e d  ralmnid fishely compared with 
historic Nonhem California Isvslr, then it is infemd that 
historically the s m m  exhibited acceptable tempentums 
(MWATs). 

1.1.2 For Redwmd Creek, the turbidity threshold is set at the lower The Nrbidity threshold used is appmprists. No spssifis No 
md  of the rangeofvalues found in the literature and does not thmrhold w life stage requiremat was used as an absolute 
r e f l a  conditions on the N o h  Coast where high levels have w h a  making a 303(d) listing determination, but rather this 
misted historically. information was ussd as guidance. Beneficial use impaimnt 

due to su~psnded sedimaUrurbidity andlor substrate 
conditions is assessed by evaluating site speeific suspended 
sediment consmtntions, turbidity levels, andlor critical 
salmonid life stage q immcn t r  pmscntsd in the literature. 

1.1.3 Staff has wt the bar so high as to justify the listing ofvimually Commmtacknowlcdged. No 
any water body in the region. 

1.1.4 The number of water bodies recommended for listing is so Commmt acknowledged 
high that it will be impassible to completethe required work 
in the next decade if slaff devoted all their time to theeffon. 

1.1.5 Clear and compelling evidence exists and has been put into All the data and Nidencs that was placed in the record has YS VOIU~II, 
the rccord that shows Redwood Creek should be remvsd been reviewed by staft Them is evidence in the raard Ulaf Regim I 
fmrn the list. suppais that Redwood Crock should not be removed fmm the 

303(d) List. The data for Redwmd Cr& havebeen 
sumr i red  in a new Fact Sheet. 

.- 
1.2.1 Disagree with putting Laguna dc Santa Rosa on the Watch Staff has reviwed available copper, chmmium, and zinc Ysr Volume U, 

List for Coppa because no mcscdancss ofcopper levels have water quality and sediment data, including additional (nw) Regim 1 
b a n  indicated. data submitted by the City of Santa Rosa (Lstta 1.17), 

collated fmm Ssnta R- Creek and Laguna ds Santa Rosa 
Comparison of these data to applicable &mia (maximum 

Responses-l 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECrMIN 

eontaminant levd, an agriculwl crisrim, plblis health 
goals, -tic lifccriterim, and CalifamiaToxis Rule eritaia) 
shows thal all available data are below applicable criteria. The 
RWQCBs previous -mnt did not include mmparison to 
CTR. The CityofSanta Rosa fontinus tomwitor both Santa 
Rosa Crsd: and tho Laguna de Santa Rosa forthese nxtals, 
andthe RWQCB will continue to w i n v  the 4 1 5  when 
available. Santn Rma Cieek and Laguna dc Santa Rma do not 
wannnt listing on the Monitoring List fwmpper, chmmium 
and zinc. 

1.2.2 No evidence ais ta  for elevated copper concentrations in the PI- refer to the response to comment 1.2.1. Ye3 Volume ll, 
Santn Rma Creek or the Laguna de Santa Rosa and they Region 1 
should be taLen offthe Watch List 

1.2.3 The RWQCB has indicated Ulst the Watch List will not be Pleasereferto thsmpon~ctocomment 1.2.1. Yen volume Il, 
used for rrgulaorypupxes and plsecmnt of Santa Rosa Region I 
s tmms on the Watch Lirt should have. But whet about the 
potmtial cost of funher s ~ d y .  

1.2.4 Stakeholders maymisintcrprefinclurian on the Watch List as Pleasereferto theresponse tocommmts 1.2.1 and G.lO.1. No 
indicating a serious problem when none exists. 

1.2.5 Although the RWQCB urnriders the Watch List lo be "on- Commmf acknowlcdgsd. No 
regulatory and for i n m a l  use only, there ir no guarantee that 
the USEPA will u ~ c t h c l i a i n  this manner. The USEPA may 
decide to list all ofthe Walch List waterbodics. 

1.2.6 No evidence ofelevated Diazinon exists, so Santa Rosa Creek Monitoring of pesticides in Ssnta Rosa, Montalu~s, Piner, Yes volume ll, 
should not be singled out for plae-nt on the Watch List. Pete-, and Brush Craks in Navsmbn of 1999 by the City Region I 
Thc Watch List far Diadnan should be wised  to include all ofSanta Rma were n o n d e m  for all pesticides, inoluding 
wban stream. diadnon. Presmted in the RWQCB Novsmbsr 16,2002 

303(d) List Update Rnommcndations nport, a 1997 
Depatlmmt of Psticides Regulations rhldy nponed that huo 
afthc 6Ry huo samples hom the RuiJian Rivet above the 
rsporting limit, at mnccntrations above that believed to be 
darimental to freshwater organism. The RWQCB 
rccommcnds placing the Russian River watershedon the 
Monitoring List far dialinon, but not specifying individual 
tributaries. 

The uibutaries of the Russian River should not be placed on 
the Monitoring List. The Russian River should beon the 
Monitoring Lid for diazinon. 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

1.2.7 The RWQCB is rsmmmsnding adding dinolved oxygen and The fa* shm was in m r  in refming to a USEPA "micaion" Yes Volumn,  
nubism to the 303(d) list No widen= exists that reducing of0.1 m@. for total phosphow. This Lotal phosphow Regim I 
phosphorus in the Lagunr de Ssnta Rasawill -It in omcentration is in fact a "dsired goal' for the prevention of 
increased dissolved oxygen mnemhations and phaaphow plant nuismar in sMams or otha flowing wales not 
should be removed h m  the list mommendatiom, and should d i i i n g  directly to l a k s  or impoundments. 
also not be included on the Watch List 

T h e m  of the phmphow gosl dos not add- the 
sonditiom p m t  in the Laguna de Santa R e  Thas is 
significant disag-cntovsr phosphorus limitation in the 
Lagum. The rrsponse of water M i 6  10 nubimt cnrichmml 
diffcr among vmec bodis, and one appLicabCe nutrient 
objective is not available. USEPA and the state arc in the 
p-s of developing nutrient objectives for the biargionr of 
California. 

Even though the phosphorus goal is not applicable in this 
specific situation, it is clear that the Laguna de Santa Rosa 
does not mca standards for law dissolved oxygm. It is also 
clear that nutrient concentrations are a probable cause of the 
law oxygen concsntrations. New monitoring should be 
complacd that identifier the mntribution of nutrients and 
their relationship to the obxwsd low oxygen mncsntrations. 
For t h s e  reasons, the Laguna dc Santa Rosa (for nutrients) 
has bem placed on the Monitoring Lin. 

1.3.1 There is sufficimt information, dirsussion, and data U, There is sufficient information and available data to list all six YS Volume 11, 
indicate impaimnt of the Gualala River (and five other nonh of the North Coast rivers proposed for tcmpnahlre listing. The Region I 
mast rivers) by the pollutant temperahlre. Gualala River, Mad River, Rursian River, Ten Mile River, Big 

River, and Redwwd Creek, arc all pmposcd to be listed for 
t rmoeram on the 2 0 2  wnion 3031d) list. 

- 

1.3.2 The choice toplace the Gualala River (and other rivers Agree. Please refer to the response to commmt 1.3.1. YCS volume n, 
pmpoxd for listing as l a m p r a m  impaired) on the Watch Regim 1 
List is an nmr. The water bodies are not meeting their 
designated hc t i c i a l  uws and their cold water f i r h a i s  are 
impaired 

t-' 
QI 

- t-' 
W 
4 

1.3.3 The decision not to list the Gualala River ir not supported by A p e .  Please refer to the response to comment 1.3.1. Yes Volume 11, 
reasonable and justifiable argument or findings. The SWRCB Region l 
should mmider th i s  imueand add the Gualsla Rivn to tho 
303(d) List citing the polluranf as tempmhlce. 

1.3.4 RWQCB staff have supplied more than ample data, Agree. Please refer to the ~csponre to Comment No. 1.3.1. Yes Volume 11, 
monitoring data, information, ~ ien t i f i c  review, and Region l 
justification to list the Gualala River as trmpcrature impaired. 

R ~ p o n x s J  



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

1.3.5 Nnre of& ammptbnr for being placed on the Watch List Pkiss mfertolhs -na to Connrnt1.3.1. Y a  V o h l l ,  
bold rmc for the data and infomation pmvidd on the Region 1 
p-ed listing afthe Gualala River fartnnpemmn. 

1.3.6 Scientific mfsrsncsrpmvided by the RWQCB are quite Please refertothe r r sp~ lse to  Commsnt 1.3.1. Yes Volum 11, 
w f f i d a g  and &eimt evidence and data were pmvided by Regim I 
the staff. T h s s  waters d m  fwher review b t h e  SWRCB. 

1.3.7 The RWQCB based much oftheir scimtific dirwsion of Plsase mfer to the -nw to C o m t  1.3.1 
tmpemm nb on Sullivan el *I. 2000. Many other 
nfmnces pmvided by the RWQCB arequite sufisisnt and 
dsrcrve furfhernviru by SWRCB. 

1.3.8 Thmnal &en andwatm with elevated temprabre limit Comment aehrowledged 
oppomnilyto s e k  and find fmd as wcll as ow fish to 
congregate in limited mol areas subjecting them to mass 
prsdation. 

1.3.9 T h m  are a m n t  p a p s  mtt thne on temperature sffats  on Plsass refer to the rcsponrc to comment 1.3.1. 
salmonids not considered by the RWQCB. One papa by 
Ersig (1998) on the backgmund effects of temperature on 
Salmonids. 

1.3.10 Them am many s f l .  of elevated lemperabre. Elevated PI-= mfsr to the response to comment 1.3.1. 
tmpnatwe m l h  in impaired growth rates, i n m s e d  direax 
rames, 1 0 s  of swimming speed and stamina, impacted 
cmbnyological d s w l o p m f  respiration p m b l m ,  
smoltifiotion imres, inrrcased predation and competition. 
All of these impacts an m n s  to list the North Coast r ivm 
for tsmoeratwe. 

Yes Volume 11, 
Region I 

Yes Volume 11, 
Region I 

1.3.11 ThcGualalaandotherNonhCoastRivsnlistedforwdiment Pleawrefcrtotherespo~eforComnt1.3.1 
impainnent arc subjm to tempcrabre problem as well. 
Sediwnt impaimmt is wt separate or distinct from elevated 
ternpaatwe levels These rivers should all be listed for 
tnnperatwe as wcll as sedimt 

Yes V~lumeIl, 
Region 1 

The nearseam minalimate is a major fontmlling factor of Please refer to the respona for Comment 1.3.1. Yes Volumell, 
insaesm IempnMlrc It is easy to xe how both sedimnU Region I 
aggrcdalion and hillslop fanon can work in combination to 
raise the level of instnam temp"bm. Tsmpmhm should 
be listed forthe Gualala and all of the North C o s t  Rivm. 

If you apply the tempnature f m o n  (such as sediments filling Comment acknowledged. No 
deep wtsrpoolr displacing mol water refugia for fish) to the 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

Gualala you'll find revas  nosional pmblan$ action by 
coarse and fine sediment, lack of dssp hols, pcorriparian 
cover or cl- with vuy little abundance of large m i f a $  a 
lack of wwdy debris and elevated s M  tcmpenNm 
thmughout m m  of& wakrshsd. Tlwe is vuy little available 
suitable s e a m  habitat fwralmonids. 

13.14 Givm the infomarion fmm the T i m k  Harvut Plans (THPs) Comment acknowledged. No 
the Gualala River is s highly dcgmded JyJtsm. It is probably is 
bad or wnse shape as any of the r i v a  on the North Carst 
Elevated LnnperaUR and a m m  pool filling dominats Gualala 
River mrams arechoked with sedimcnt fmm recent highly 
intensive land use are limiting factors for salmonids. 

1.3.15 Sixty-five location on lhe Gualala were sampled for Plcaw referto the response to comment 1.3.1. Yes Vol- 11, 
t m p t w c .  54 locations s h o d  cxccedancs ofcoho r c d d  Regim I 
gmwh thnrhold of 14.8 d e g m  Cslsius. Fortyanc locations 
showed cxccedancc in a nngs o f n t r s m  concern and sub- 
lethal effcch. The tcmperahlrs of the Oualala River is very 
slcvated.. 

1.3.16 Dala sampling in the Gualala River at Buckeye Creek, South Please refer to response to comment 1.3.1. Yes Volum 11, 
F o 4  Wheatfield Fork, Rockpile Creek, and Nonh FM* Region I 
indicakr by the 54 samples with MWAT execedanca, that the 
tsmperahlre of the Gualsla River is devated. 

1.3.17 The Gualala River and five other North Coast rivers pmposed Comment acknowledged. No 
to be listed for tcmpcrahlrs are mbja t  to land use impacts, 
mostly due to timber h a m 1  operations. As noted by recent 
listings ofNorth Caast Rivm for sediment, tsmpcrahlrc, and 
some nubienb; land use activity, primarily Fomt  Practices, 
b r s  the largest share ofmponsibility far these pollutant 
inpuh. 

- -. . - 
1.3.18 The California k p n m e n t  of Forsrtry and Fire PmtMion Comment acknowledged. No 

(CDF) is responsible for Basin Plan compliance. CDF claims 
the RWQCB staff do not understand timber operation. 
HowcvnCDF finds it extraordinarily difficult to pmvids 
water rienecs training to slaff and they have no program to 
accomplish this rask. 

1.3.19 There is sufficient evidence, dimusion, and ssicntifie review Please refer to the response to comment 1.3.1. Yes Volumc 11, 
to lia the Gualala River for temperature impairment Failure to Region I 
place the water bodies on the 303(d) List will likely delay the 
recovery of the cold walu fishery. 

Raponses-5 
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RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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1.4.1 The lirting of the Rwian Rivers  impaired by tempemrum Pleascrrfertothc mp"~e formmmmt 1.3.1. YS V o k l l ,  
was appmved by h c  RWQCB, but is p r o w  to be placed on Region I 
a Watch tin by the SWRCB Baad. The mmmmtsr soongly 
dim- with this decision. 

1.4.2 The pmpmcd listings of Redwood Cmk, and the Gualals. Comment acknowledged. No 
Big, Ten MI+ and Mad Rives for tempemom by the 
RWQCB staff, -njeeDd by the RWQCB membm 
without viewing m h  ofthe staffs presentation. The 
mmmmmsoongly disagras with this decision. 

-- 
1.4.3 The SwRCB shouldadopt the listings in Region I for Please nfcr to the response to comment 1.3.1. Y Volum l l  

tnnp"Nm, based on the recommendation ofapeneneed Region I 
RWQCB staff. The water bodies am not d n g  their 
designated bsncficial uses and, in particular, the cold water 
fishsrvuc is imaind.  

1.4.4 The SWRCB should adopt t h e  listings based on the Please rsfer to the response to comment 1.3.1. 
rrmmmendation of the experienced RWQCB staff. The six 
water bodies (Oualda, Redwood Crcsk, Big, Ten Mile. 
Rwian and Mad R i m )  proposed for temperature listings nrs 
all ~ m n t l y  llwcd for rxecstvc wdtmnt Exccsrlvc 
ssdlmcntauon s oflsn a factor in tcmpnarurr impalrmmt 
Ihc A m n t  Ollodesppmlo, dlrplacmg thecold uatcr refuge 

YS Volume n, 
Region I 

far fish. 

1.4.5 A very impressive data wt was gathered and analyzed by the Please refer to the mpome to comment 1.3.1. YS Volume 11, 
RWQCB staff in support of listing all six ofthc North Coast Region 1 
Rivets (Gualala, Redwwd k k ,  Big, Ten Mils, Russian and 
Mad R i m )  as i m p a i d  by temp"om. The data sd includes 
multiple yeam of monitoring data at a minimum ofthirty-thm 
sites in each watershed. The data seu for the tmp"fun 
listins rep-t two years w m data gathmd for nearly all 
subwatasheds. In many ax four or mare yean of monitoring 
data wereconducted and analyzed. 

- 

1.4.6 The maximum weekly avsmp tempcrahlre (MWAT) Pleas refertothensponse tocammmt 1.3.1 and 1.1.1. No 
methodology was uxd  in all the srudies, and has k e n  a 
standard used by the rtates and the U.S.EPA for st least two 
decades. The detailed data clearly illustrates that these 
watersheds an likely impaired due to excessive temperatures 
and that they require more thorough evaluation and a TMDL. 

Responses4 
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1.4.7 A stmngmmlatian bctwnn land usc adivitic. andspecific Cammmt acknowledged. No 
beneficial use impaimxnb h a r a n q e d  on the NaRh Coast of 
California. Thus, it is rmt difficult to mmlate historical 
timber harvat praetiar with the alhrsd rsgims aftheNorth 
Coast r ivm due to an in- in dimentation and d m  
in shade pmvided by large trees. 

1.4.8 Coupled with the data wt prsmted by the RWQCB staff, it is Please refer to the responss to m m e n t  1.3.1. Yes Volume 11, 
likcly the water quality and beneficial w of the Russian Region 1 
River syaan are impaired due to high 

- 

1.4.9 The data& are m b w  enough to justify thcNonh Coast Please refer to the response to c m t  1.3.1. Y a  Volume 11, 
Riwn inclusion on the 303(d) LisL The State andlor EPA is Region 1 
obligated to l ia  them in compliance with their duties under 
the Clean Water An. Failure to place thcv water bodies on 
the list will likely dday the ncovcryofthe designated 
beneficial use, panieularly the cold water fishcry which 
includes spaics and habitat listed undaths Endangad 
S p e i a  Act. 

1.4.10 The Watch List is an unfunded mnsspt. A watnbody placed Please refer to the response to Comments G.IO.1 and G.11.8. No 
on the Watch List will not be watched due to the ~ m n t  
mum problems of the Stateof Califmia. 

1.4.11 The SWRCB should mnsiderthe addition of the six water Please refer to the response to mmmsnt 1.3.1. Yes Volums 11, 
badics Nonh Coast Rivers (Gualala, Mad, Russian, Ten Mile, Rcgion I 
Big R i m  and R e d w d  Creek) listed previously to 
California's 303(d) list of impaired waters and TMDL priority 
schedule. 

1.5.1 TheRWCQBsraffpmvidedmorrthansufieisnhiawieal Pleaserefertotheraponsetocmmcnt1.3.1. 
and new data and science, discusion of listing factom, and 
assessment o f ~ m p e r a m  impaimrnt to junify adding these 
riven to the 303(d) list as impaired fortemperatme. 

1.5.2 The "Watch List" &rignation of Gualala, Big, Russian, Ten Plca~c refer to the response to m m m t  1.3.1 
Mils, Mad R i m  and Redwoad Creek is not supported 
bcsauss the ample amount of data shows that these rivm are 
the moatemperam impaired rivenon the coast 

YCP V O I U ~ ~ ,  

Region I 

Yes volume 11, 
Rcgion I 

1.5.3 The temperatme r r q u i m t s  for the Coho salmon are not Comment acknowledged. No Volume& 
being mct in these riven whas they were once vny  Region 1 
abundant. There are few areas now that suppon suitable 
rsfugia to support viable populations and atlly a handful have 
been sighted in the area. 

Rnpansss-7 
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1.5.4 Nmvhere was thcrr widen= that the ideal MWATof 14.8 Comment admowledged. No 
de- Celsius misted for any mended reaches along with 
suitable sediment ~ b m t c ,  

1.5.5 l n a u s a  i n  sediment (which the rivers are already liskd) fmm Please refer to the mpnsetocmuncnt 1.3.1. 
humanuused s o m a r e  cwtributing to higher temperatures 
in thac rivers. An added listing of temp"(we would give 
added pmls t iw to these rivers 

1.5.6 Failure toplace thss rivetson the 303(d) lirt for mnpmture Please refer to the mponse to comment 1.3.1. 
will delay the mmery ofthcir beneficial nss and conh~bute 
to the extiptition o f  the last m i n i n g  Coho salmon 
population. 

1.5.7 PI- support the RWQCB staffs decision to list these water PI- referto the rsrponrc to comment 1.3.1. 
bodies for temoeratllR. 

Yes Val- 11, 
RM0111 

Yes Vol- 11, 
R*O" I 

1.6.1 The RWQCB quests that changes need to be made to the Revisions to the staff report regarding mirringlincomt Yes Vahunc 11, 
SWRCB staff report regarding missinglincomct information information and changes in the language will be addressed. Region 1 
and changes in the languageused. The information that needs Several sMions ofthe report w m  changed to include the 
to be addedlchanged is outlined in the leu% potential source of the pollutant the meet "medium" and 

minor grammadoll changes pmpscd by the commenter. 

1.7.1 Cornenter ~ u ~ o n s  the RWQCB staffs decision to list the Commcnt acknowledged. Please refer to the response to Yes 
Russian River for temperamre. comment 1.3.1. 

1.7.2 The Russian River listing for pathogens should be expanded to This listing should not be expanded. The RWQCB site that No 
include the m t i n  river downmeam of Healdsburg. cxtmsive manitoring is ongoing and will include the entire 

river downstream of  Hcadlrburg. Thir will help in the 
assessment of the lower Russian River. Based on misting data 
we are only reco rnd ing  Healdsburg and Monte Rio a- 
for 303(d) listing. 

1.7.3 For yet's fishmen have notncd water quality problem Please refer to the response to c o m n t  1.7.2. 
downsveam of Matk Ws f  Creek. Santa Rm's wastewater 
discharp into the Laguna ds Santa Rosa which cmptic~ into 
Mark West W k .  

1.7.4 Pathogms in Santa Rma'r storage poodskgmw and multiply Please refer to the response to comment 1.7.2. No 

P and then are released (unmonitored) into the sveams where 
they are a recreational h r d .  

0 
P 

1.7.5 Temperantre, DO, turbidity and pH a n  m u r e d  upstream Please refer to the response to comment 1.7.2. No 
- and downsueam of  Mark Wsrt Creek during the discharge 

I@ 
season and sampling for pathogens should owur as well. 
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1.7.6 Pathogms a n  being deposited and r t o d  in the sediments, Plcax referto Ule raponre to comment 1.7.2. No 
which are then stimd up by pmplc -ling in ths summer 
thelresulll in thcn bdngapathogcn h d  in thenon- 
dischamine season. 

1.7.7 The commenter welcomes a RWQCB rmdy of sediments in Comment acknowledged. No 
addition to Mter quality. 

1.7.8 Mmt people in o u r s w e y  swim in the Fonstvillc lo Please nfer to the = p o w  to c o m m t  1.7.2. No 
Ouerncville area and not Monte So. The sommmter has 
m i v e d  complaints aboutthe Foraville area justdowmtmm 
of Marlr W a t  Creek. 

1.7.9 Thssommenter supporn, at a minimum, including the Plcase nfer to the response to comment 1.7.2. No 
Mirabsl (Fomtville) area as p n  of the pathogens listing on 
the Russian River. 

- 
1.7.10 Baeteriologieal data in RWQCB files is irregular and Comment acknowledged. No 

inconsistea G t h  county health department and RWQCB 
decisions neardine aoathazm oroblsm in this area. 

1.7.11 The commenkr dira- that only Healdsburg and Monte Rio Please refer to the rerponss to comment 1.7.2. 
a n  on the 303(d) list far pathogens when evidence indicates 
that thcn is a much widsrpmblem that may be eaused by 
sources other than failing septic systems. 

1.7.12 The cammcnter supporn a phogen  monitoring smdy of the Please refer to the r a p s e  to comment 1.7.2. 
entire lower river in order to determinethe source of the 
oathoeen cxccsdensss on the lower Russian River. 

1.7.13 The pathogen data is not valid bawd on the fan that there is The RWQCB data appears to be usable forthe purpows ofths No 
not clear and consistent description ofhow the samples were section 303(d) list. 
taken and anal@. Furthamore,pthogen monitoring is not 
frrqumt enough. 

1.7.14 War there seimtifk basis for why the Russian River war not Plsax refer to the raponsc to comment 1.3.1 
listed for tsmosrawe? 

Y a  Volume 11, 
Region I 

1.7.15 The following daummfs give suppon to listing the Russian Please refer to the response to comment 1.3.1. 
River for temperarun. RWQCB staff report, nport fmm 
Sowma County Water Agmcy and National Marine Fisheries 
Sswies - Repon #3, Flow-Related habitat, and Santa Ross 
Subrsgiond Water Reclamation System TcmperaNn Limit 

Yes velum ll, 
Region 1 

SNdy. 

1.7.16 The following dacummfs give support to listing the Russian PI- refer to the rapanre to comment 1.3.1. Yss Volumcll, 

Raponss.9 
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R i w  for tempantwe: RWQCB staff rrpM, rcpat fmm Region 1 
Sonoma Caunty Wata Agency and National Marim Fisheries 
Serv&- Re+ #3, Fbw-Related Habitat, and Santa Rou 
Svbregianal Water Reclamation SystemTnnpcnm Limit 
Study. Thae documme eamc as attachmnts to the Isttsr. 

1.8.1 The RWQCB staffdid an ual lent  job characterizing the Pleas ref" to the rsponse tocomment 1.3.1. Yes Volumc 11, 
tsmpsrnlure problems on the Gualala River. Re* I 

1.8.2 The Coho was once abundant in the Gualala and should be the Comment nclmowledged. NO 
tared -ks for m e w i n  tlie basin. 

1.8.3 Water temperature information provided by Gualsla Please refer to the raponse to comment 1.3.1 
Redwdr  Inc. along with timber hawests shows that water 
templure problems are pervasive in the basin and do not 
matthe eriteris fmCoho rearing anywhm aerpt in small 
mhl,trrirs 

1.8.4 The Oualala i s  not suitable for Coho wring anywherc Comment acknowledged 
temperamrr data is measured and recorded. The Gualsla 
River in the pt, below thcNonh Fork, was optimal habitat 
for steelhead. 

1.8.5 The filling of the streams with sediment is contributing to the Please referto the response to comment 1.3.1. Yes Vohmcll, 
in- in tmpan(wes which is wnvibuting to the lore of Regim I 
beneficial uws necessitating the temperalure listing. 

1.8.6 The SWRCB should list the Gualala River for temperature so PI- refer to the response to comment 1.3.1. Ycs VolumsU, 
that each potential impaef has to formally address l n n p t u r e  Region 1 
impaimxnts. 

1.9.1 The m ~ n e n t ~ ~ p p o r l s  a 303(d) listing pmess where the Commmt acknowledged. No 
water quality impairment is clearly and appropriately 
identified thmugh adopted water quality objslives and 
adequate data and when TMDLs can bs developed that will 
cffectivcly improve waterquality in a reasonable time petid. 

1.9.2 The mmmenter is m n m e d  when constituents are added to a Comment acknowledged. No 
303(d) list due to lack ofadequate data or adoptedobjeetives, 
only to havc the constituent de-listed aRer significant public 
funds havc been expended lo determine that a pmblemdid not 
exist. 

1.9.3 The eommenter ~ppor ts  the SWRCB staffs decision to put PI- refer to UK r s p ~ n s e  to comment 1.3.1. No 
the Russian River and istributaries on the watch list for 
tempanlure rather than on the 303(d) list. 

ResponseslO 
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19.4 The criteria used by the RWQCB to iustifylisting the Russian PI- mfsr la the rssponw to,commnt 1.1.1. No 
River for tetmma& is of &I-. 

1.9.5 The commnter supports a Watch List mmmendation while 
additional data is g a t h d ,  appropriate temperatwe criteria 
am developed and adopted h u g h  the baFin planning 
pmeas, and legally m i d  pollution cenhol mechanism 
and BMPs an developed and applied. 

- 
1.9.6 Neither the SWRCB northe RWQCB staff q r t s  show 

justifiatian for the rile of the Russian River, which is 
impaired for pathogens. medata  d- not support this 
decision. 

Comment aclmawledgcd. No 

The bounda"a for the Monte Ri-aw pathogen listing (horn No 
the conflumce of Dutch Bill Creek to the conflumce of Fife 
Crssk) were idsntlfied and due to suspssted potential sou- 
fmm the communitna ofMonte Rio, Camp Msdrer, 
G-ville Par*, and Gwmsville. PI- rsfsr to t h e m p m c  
to comment 1.7.2. 

1.9.7 The Rwian River listing that unduly burdens Wo small Comment acknowledged. No 
sanitarian distriels that an limited to wintertime discharges is 
afconcm. 

1.9.8 The Monte Rio segment of the Russian Riva should be put on Please nfsr  to the response to comment 1.7.2. No 
the Watch List (for pathogens) rsthuthan the 303(d) liJt 
while mom data is collected in ordm to further define the 
pmblem. 

1.9.9 Any pathogm listings should be limited to only the Though the pathogen listing p commendations for the Monte No 
summertime when the area is used for -sation. Rio area and Healdrburg Memorial B e &  were bawd on 

monitoring conducted only during the summer seasan, it is not 
known whether the impaimnt is limited to this season. Until 
mom is known about the ervnt ofthis pmblcm it is 
appropriate for the listing lo apply to all scarom 

--- - -- 
1.9.10 Tahlc I of the SWRCB staffs -mendations is unclear Comment acknowledged. No 

about the rr tmtaf  the impaired (pathogen) segments, and we 
feel this will crate  confur,ion. 

19.11 The Laguna dc Santa Rosa should be included on the Watch Pleax refer to the response to comment 1.2.7. Y e  Volumc 11, 
List rather than an the 303(d) lid for DO and nutrients, while Region I 
appropriate nitcria is dcvelopcd and implnnented. 

1.9.12 Since diarinon was not defsted in any of the samples taken Refer to the response to comment 1.2.6. Y volume 14 
fmmthe Laguna de Santa Rosa and Santa Rosa Cnek, there is Rsgion l 
no basis for t h s e  water bodies to be placed on the Watch 
List. As such, we rnommsnd that they be removed fmm the 
Watch List. 

Rcsponosrll 
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1.9.13 ThsRWQCBda.notpmvidsanyevidsnssthatcoppaar P l - r e f e r t 0 t h e - ~ I o ~ 0 ~ t r 1 2 . 1 .  Y s  Val-Il, 
zinc am (or have been) pmblms in t h s c  water bodies, and Region 1 
thcreforeshould be m v e d  hom the Watch Lirt. 

1.10.1 The RWQCB staff has overly e m b r a d  NPS sediment as a Comment acknowledged. No 
pollumt mnwry to U r ~ i & n s s p ~ t s d  to fhem 

1.10.2 Assasment sNdis  ofthc Salt and Lower Eel Rivers have Comment nclmowledged. No 
eoneluded that sedimntalion is s normal historical 
-nee, and the pn-inhrruial s m m  wdimnt loads am 
n n  known at this t im.  

1.10.3 Based on as-msntr that haw bem mads the Eel Riwr is Comment acknowledged. No 
impaidcompared toits pn-industrial state. 

1.10.4 In regards to the Eel River, there is a need to identify problems In the RWQCB development ofthe TMDL the naNnl sources No 
and plan the solutions for lhow pmblcna, it is a vsry political and the human soma of the sedimentation will be 
process. How can standards be xl when no one knows what dctermined.The task of the TMDL ir to dstsmine what can 
the natural condition should be? be reduced. The TMDL is scheduled to h completed in 

September 2006. During the RWQCB analysis aswssmmts 
will be mads of both the natural and humm s o w  of 
sedimentatian. 

- -- 
1.10.5 In regards to the Eel River, there arc more appropriate courses Please refa to the response to comment 1.10.4. No 

of adion ratha than TMDLs, such as cost share p j e m  
behwen landawnen and government agencies. 

1.10.6 On the Eel River,= ritethat was s h o w  to have a massive Please refer to the =pan% to comment 1.10.4. No 
sediment problem in 1998, ques ted  assistance to address this 
pmblem fmm thcRWQCB w a ~  not received. 

1.10.7 landownen feel threatened by the TMDL and regulatory staff Please rder to the response to comment 1.10.4 No 
and the L o w a  Eel River listing is an impairment to landowner 
cmpat ion  in what would be a functional and cost effective 
programthat eonsaves and p m w s  public m t  resources. 

1.11.1 The sommenta is opposed to the adoption of TMDL Comment acknowledged. No 
standards for the ""on-point source" factors potentially 
affecting fuh habitat in the Mattole River watershed. 

- 
1.11.2 D i d  observation by myself and othcn, over a protracted Comment acknowledged. No 

period oftims, indicate a Penvery in ralmonid numbsnon the 
Mattole River. This isduc to the good landmanagement 
practice of the surmunding larger landownen and adequate 
winter and spring flow. 
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1.11.3 Each spring inthe Manole River, large numbm ofjuvenile Conmmt aeknowldgsd. No 
salmonids merge and with them the signifant numbers of 
Mhsr animals that pmyon thm. This is additional evidence 
of ralmnid -MIY. 

1.11.4 The use ofin-slmammnditions in Maltole Riverto The Maltole River TMDL is being developed by the RWQCB. Ysr Volume 11, 
charackrizcwamshd conditions places an unfair burden and The technical TMDL fwthc Maltole is schcduledto be Region 1 
long-termsmnomic hardship on legitimate land managcmenr established by the USEPA in DMmbsr2002. A fan sheet 
activities. It is nn pamiblc for the lrndo- orthe describing the available dataand informstion has ken 
mgdamryagmcis ta m n m l  thcmnditions d t h e  watershed. included in the StaffRepon 

1.11.5 Changes in thc sediment load ofthe Mamlc River occur over The n u m k  targee for ssdimmt sre oflen exprssed as a No 
just as few minutes and it is not technically porsible to regularly milingaverage oftotal laad per time. Thetargee are 
establish a m&d. not dcalt with as a conemwtion. 

1.11.6 The Manole River fisheries am impaired during the w m m r  Plcarc refer to the mpansw m sommcnts 1.1 1.4, and 1.1 1.5. No 
when low f low and wann water tsmpaams are present. 
Juvenile rearing is impaired at that time, but other life-cycle 
functions arc gmd and impmving. 

1.11.7 The problem on the M m l s  River ace point sourns such as Please refer to the re~ponrsr to comments 1.1 1.4, and 1.1 1.5. No 
water divmionr, theuse of pmrly maintained mads by 
landowners of small lots. Site specific cnfommsnt action 
should betaken againstthese sourccr rather than punishing 
everyone. This would be m r e m s t  cffccfivc. 

1.11.8 The watershed wide TMDL appmaeh is wong and should be Plcaw refer to the " p o n s  to c o m n t  1.11.4. No 
stoppod. 

1.12.1 Redwwd Creek is meding all applicable water quality Plsax refer to the response t o m m m t  1.1.5. No 
standards. There is no substvtiial evidence to support a 
303(d) s s t i n $ $ o f R d w d  Creek. 

1.12.2 ThefollowingisNidencethatRdwdCrrekirpmducing Pleawrrfertothcmpoll~etommmt1.1.5. No 
salmonids at levels that an thc high= ever mmrded in the 
Pacific Northwen and that rcdimsnt conditions an as gmd as 
Uley have ken atany timein the lasl sollmy. including times 
b e f m  the influence of intensive land manaEemsnt. 
-A compllallon d m f m h o n  on ~cdulood-Cmk tn a q o n  
esntlsd,'A S ~ d y  ~nChangc Rcdvmd Creek and Salmon'. 
~ublxshed by CH2MH)ll. lne nn &t .20M) 
LA letter fmmDr. Donald W. chap&, an expert on Pacific 
Northwest ralmnids 
-A library of repom, studies, photographs and other 
matsrials, with complete refernee lists and electronic 
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bnbl#oenohv. cons~rtineaf479 m f f m t  wrurssr of  - . .. 
information related to c&ditions in Redvvmd Creek, 
including marerials cited in "A Smdy in Change: Rcdumd 
C m k  and Salrmn" 
-Two ycan ofdata fmm a f i h  population - taken in 
Redwmd Creek 

1.12.3 The R e d 4  Cmek listing would cwtea significant burden Commmt acknowledged. No 
on landowners and the public that wananb clmsrcrutiny of 
available evidsnse to asrun lhat no listing occurs that is not 
necessary. 

1.12.4 The rcmmmmdations of the RWQCB staff lack factual Please refer to the responses to mmmcnts 1.1.1, 1.1.2, and No 
evidence ofthc basline mnditions of Redwmd C m k  and are 1.1.5. 
b a d  an several inappropriate, faulty assumptions regarding 
thresholds for listing. 

1.12.5 The RWQCB rtaff show an apparent bias towah expanding The RWQCB has recommended listing barsd on the existing No 
the list, thereby inemsing their influence on regional l a d  data and information. 
management. 

~ ~~~ 

It is time U, stop listing water bodies where the bcnefieial usss Comment acknowledged. No 
are flourishing and start applying mson to this critical issue. 

&n't be "%jsled by the oRen repeated notion that the simple Comment acknowledged. No 
inclusion ofa water M y  on the lia has no impact on 
landowners in the watenhed. This is simply not tw. The 
listing afa water M y ,  even More a TMDL is developed, has 
significant impacts on land use. 

1.12.8 Listing any water body that is meeting all applicable water Comment achawledged. No 
quality slandards and thenby imposes unnecesa'y bwdens is 
not in the interest ofthc citirms ofthis slate. 

1.12.9 ,The time q u i d  by sfaff to addrss a listing defracts fmm Comment acknowledged.. No 
other important agency fundions. With faday's seer* public 
funds, i t  is imperative to assure that no water body is listed 
without compelling evidence that the listing is warranted. 

1.12.10 Redwood C m k  has bcen unnecessarily lid and the Please refer to theresponse tocomments 1.1.1, 1.1.2,and No 
evidence to support ruch a listing is not available. 1.1.5. 

1.12.11 In order for Redwmd Creek to be included an the 303(d) list, Please refer to the responx to comment 1.1.5. No 
there must bc evidence in the w r d  o f  legal significance 
which is reasonable, credible and relevant which would lend a 
reasonable mind to a finding that surpsnded sediment is 

Respow-14 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

advmely affecting bmee ia l  -or that twbidity is mars 
than 2 W  abovebackgmund levels. 

1.12.12 Redwood k k  ha m i n e d  on the 303(d) list without Plsnwmfsrtothc-~~mcommmO1.1.1, 1.1.2,nnd No 
additional facolal evidence. Redwood Creek was summarily 1.1.5. 
painted with the same bmad b w h  as s e v d  the n o d  mast 
rive= wiuilhout any real evidence that there was an actual 
pmblan with sedimcnt and fish populations. 

1.12.13 Substantial cvidsn~s has bem submined into the m r d  Pleaserefertothe-nsetocwnmmrp 1.1.1, 1.12,and No 
showing that in the past Nm yam the population of out- 1.1.5. 
migrating salmonids in Rshvwd h e k  has bem nothing l eu  
than astonishing. It defies logic to conclude that sediment is 
advasely affatingthc fihpoplation when the population 
dependent solely on the river environment is at record levels. 

1.12.14 Ifsediment conditions in Redwwd h e k  today are, according PI- refer totheresponse tocomments 1.1.1,1.1.2, 1.1.5. No 
to contempomynatin, afwhat constitutes g w d  fish habifat, 
superior to conditions at the turn of the century when human 
c a d  smrion was not a factor, it is illogical to conclude that 
sediment is not mating applicable water quality standards. 
The logical conclusion to bc drawn is that human caused 
nosion has had little mom than subtle effects. 

1.12.15 While them i; evidence that sediment conditions are not Please referto the response to comments 1.1.2, 1.1.5. No 
mating the "dream rtmm" apestations of soms rsxarshek, 
the historic sediment information and the capacity ofths 
stream to pmducs young fish in record numben casts question 
on the value of that cvidcnsc and defies a conclusion that 
Redwood Creek is i m p a i d  by sediment 

1.12.16 In order lo conclude that human advity has changed Plcasc rdcrto the response to comments 1.1.2 and 1.1.5. No 
Redwwd Creek sedimnt conditions so as to impair bcncticial 
uses, one must have what the baseline conditions wm prior to 
hwnan activity. There is a fatal gap in the b l i n e  
information andthat this essts doubt on the conclusions made 
by Regional Boardstaff. 

- 
1.12.17 In the repon "A Study in Change: Redwwd Creek and Please refer to the response to comment 1.1.5. No 

Salmon" photographic cvidmce fmm the last century provide 
pmofthat cumnt sediment conditions are within Ule "natural" 
sediment range ofthe sueam. 

1.12.18 Water trrnpemms in California are higher thanhose in Please refer to the response to comment 1.1.1. No 
Ongo", Washington, and British Columbia. It is impmpsr to 
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we a MWAT b a d  on dab that is rmt hom California for 
listing purposa which will d t  in m y  mcceswy listings. 

1.13.1 Ref-55 to a mpm publirhcd by the Univnsity of Co-t acknowledged. No 
California, Bakeley i n d i i s t h a t p m ( l I m  maybcJtbe 
studied at thewateshed level. 

1.14.1 What is the pmeedure to p staffand B o d  mbm to . It is n-ly to participate in the public pmass and public No 
answer questions and to m i d m  input pmvidcd by hearing held by the RWQCB and SWRCB in order &the 
landowners and ow pmfc~sionals. information you have to be considered. 

1.14.2 We were notified to r m d  meting,  ctc., but sbff ignms our The SWRCB m i =  m p i a a f  all information provided to the No 
input and questions at Mining sessions and pre-hearing staff. 
mming.  The Board only gas  what rtlfftslls them. 

1.14.3 What can a l a n d m a o r  profcsional do when their input and Please refer to the rsponx to comment 1.14.1. No 
questions arc ignored by staffand Board mmbers? 

1.14.4 Thc Rrdwwd Creek listing was based on professional Plcawrefcr to thcmponse to c o m t  1.1.5. No 
judgment, but no one h s  provided m with any evidence to 
back up thseopinians. 

1.14.5 The mmmsntcr pmvided over five b n s s  of site specific Please refer to the response to commmt 1.1.5. No 
informstion on Redwood Creek during the xhcduled hearing 
pmcsrs, but sbff said here was not enough time to nview this 
information, so ow input was not considered. 

1.14.6 With no required time lines for w i w ,  and staffhaving final Comment acknowledged. No 
say on what is acccptablg and no sffcctivc h o d o f  appeal 
by a pcrmitta in the Sbtc nppmved Garcia lmplmenbtion 
Plah how will unjustified and unrupponcdadons by staffbe 
rectified, and how will staffbe hcldaaountabls fwtheir 
actions. 

1.14.7 I've bcen ignored when I've tried to obtain a copy of the The RWQCB has a d d r e d  this request. The doevmmt No 
"Bible" for monitoring and sampling requirements that was referred to as the "Bible" is a copy ofthc Standard Methods 
shown at the 2/27/02 RWQCB workshop. for Analysis of Water and Wastewater. It is uwd by the 

RWQCB staff as a reference for field monitoring. 

1.14.8 Im't the "Bible" for monitoring and sampling rrquirements a The standard methods are being used for monitoring purpooa No 
violation of Gov. Code d o n  11340-1 1340.7, which and are not considered to be a water qualify conlml plan, 
prohibits the use of agency criteria and inMlal guideline that policy or guidance of gmeral applicability. 
have not bem adopted as n regulation and filed with the 
Smetaly ofstate? 

1.15.1 The prop& 303(d) and Watch Lists will dived limited water Plcax refer to the -nsc to Comrnmt G.10.2. No 
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qualilypmtecl+m m- sway fmm m l  warn qualify 
issues. 

1.15.2 available data and infwmahon for b g u ~  de Santa Rosa Please d e r  to thenrponse to mmmnt 1.2.7 and 1.9.1 1. No 
and Santa Rosa Creek d a r  nof mppn the listing o f thac  
water bodies. 

1.15.3 Laguna dc Sane Rosa should not belisted for nuhiem, but Please refer tothe response to comment 1.2.7 and 1.9.1 1. No 
shouldbe on the Watch List for phmpholus so that additional 
infonnationw be mllcued in ndcr  to determine if 
phosphonrcammiuting tonlgssgrowth and low DO in the 
Lama 

1.114 RWQCB and mmmnrch  intnpntation ofthe data suggests Please refer to the response to mmmsnta 1.2.1. Yes volume 11, 
that mppm is w t  elmfed in wala or sediments and the Rsgion I 
Laguna should not be on the Watch List for copper. -- 

1.15.5 Santa Rma. Creek should not be Watch Listed for diadnon Refer to the response to comment 1.2.6. YEJ V o l ~ c l l .  
since it has not been detected ththne. In addition, since USEPA Region 1 
is phasing out itsus+ it would be a waste of limited resource 
to develop a TMDL fora pollutant that is being phased out 
and will be no more sources to neulate. 

1.16.1 The mmmmter protests the reistons to the 303(d) list Comment acknowledged. No 
beeass  it will m e  real hardship for ranchers who fry to 
preserve their land. New regulations cause new expenses that 
forecus to sell to landdevelopers which would result in worn 
consequences in thewatmheds, 

1.17.1 R-ve nuVimta from thspmposd303(d) list and add Please nfsr to the response to comment 1.2.7 and 1.9.1 1. No 
Laguna on the Watch List for phosphorus. The mmmmtcr is 
willine Io~~Riciosfc in a rmdv for elnrated ~homhorus. 

1.17.2 Laguna de Santa Rma should not bc included on the Watch Please refer to the m p s e  to comment 1.2.1. 
List foreopprrbssause copper levels are not elevated in water . 
2nd d i m m t  

Yes V0I"mc 11, 
Region 1 

1.17.3 Remove Santa Rosa Creek fmm the pmposed Walch List for Please refer to the response to comment 1.2.6 
diarinon beeawe diazinon was not defected in Santa Rora 
k k  and dnccfcd in only 2 p m n t  ofthe Russian River 
sampls. 

Yes 

1.18.1 Data was provided on sediment and m l i f m  bactaia lcvclr in Comment acknowledged. No 
the four main hibutaria of Layna dc S a m  Rora (which is a 
hibutary ofthe Russian River). 
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1.18.2 Suggest further monitoring for sediment sndpthogms in Conmat  acknowledged. No 
thae stnamr armnsrmetianpmjslg i n c d  dsvelopmmt 
and land uw c h a n g s a m u m u n d  the d s .  Particularly 
sol~cmod r a i d  *bad thae =hangs &ng"pmtaIn at 
high elmtion.. 

1.18.3 Enmuraged by the disovnyofjuvenile stoclhud in Commcnlacknowledged. 
Copsland Creek. OIhsrsalmonids may be found in the other 
wafer bodia, as they are all hibuety to the Lnguna ds  Sanla 
RM. 

1.18.4 All of thcsrakr (Copeland Creek, Lagunade Sane R o q  Comment acknowledged. 
Hincbaugh Creek, Cmnc Crick, FivcCmk) should continue 
to benefit fmm reve@ation pmjcctr, habitat restoration work, 
and the discontinuation of lhs a n m l  bulldozing efforts to 
nmovc vegetation fmm hchannsls. All Uvse effolu should 
nducs sediment load into thae  f n i e r i e s  to the southan 
Lagun& 

1.19.1 The cornenter sup@ removing Redwood Creek fmm the Commc"t acknowledged. No 
303(d) List. 

1.19.2 The inclmion of Redwmd Creek on the 303(d) List has Comment acknowledged. No 
resulted in increased nrtridonr and eosl which have 
negatively impacted the ability cattlmm opsratc on their 
private lands. 

1.19.3 The RWQCB s l a m  reliance m inappmpriah thrrshalds for PI- referto the rapona  m mmmmt 1.1.1. 
temprram and sediment as well as a lack ofbaslinedata 
u l l s  into question whether or not the Redwood Crak  listing 
war originally justified. 

1.19.4 Thae is substantial ~ i d e n c e  lhatthe mnditions in Rcdwwd Redwood Creek should -in listed. Plcme referm the No 
Creek meet or ex& Wafer Quality standards and the creek response to mmmcnt 1.1.5. 
should be de-listed. 

1.19.5 The report "A Sfudy in C h a w  Redwood C m k  and Salmon" Pleare ref" lo the -nse to s ~ ~ e n t  1.1.5. 
and two other recent fish w e y s  point towards a different 
mncluion than the one reached by RQWCB staff on the 
listing ofRedwwd Creek. 

120.1 The commentsr anended the May 23rd 2002,303(d) Hearing Comment acknowledged 
in Sacramento, and gave support far the testimony on 
RedwoodCreek by Cornmolter 1.10015 andCommcnta 
1.10014. 
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120.2 Theoriginal inclusion of Redwood Creek on the list was a Please refer la c o m t  1.1.5. No 
m S e d u e  to k k  ofbewlinc scientific dam. S M i i  
conducted after the original listing have show with factual 
&dm-, s e d i m t  conditions are in acaptable range as d l  
ss healthy fish popularimls in Redwmd C d .  

1.20.3 The RWQCB sraffadapted a Uvahald o f m n m  for Plso~srefsrtothc-nrstommmcnt 1.1.1. No 
tempemlure associated with the i m p a i m t  ofR&ood -k 
with littleor no bascline dataor relevant hefual data. This 
additional tunperaNremnm is nnjlrnified in the context 
ofpollution for an impaired stream givm the abundance of 
anadromus salmonids in the smm 

1.20.4 The facts are that fish numbers in Redwood Creek at record Comment acknowledged. No 
levels and sediment conditions as good as they have bssn at 
any time in the last cmturj. 

1.20.5 Studies conducted aflerthe original listing have shown, with Please refer to the m p o n a  to comment 1.1.5. No 
f a l  evidence, sediment conditions are in acceptable ranges 
as well as healthy fish populations in Redwood Creek. 

1.20.6 RWQCB staffadapted a tempenmre thmhold that was based Please referto the -nw to comment 1.I.I. No 
linle or no base line data or relevant faefual data for Redwood 
Creek. 

1.20.7 Remove Redwood Creek fmm the list ofwater quality limited PI- refer to the mponsc to comment 1.1.5. No 
SCgmentE. 

120.8 Additional temperature concern is notjustified in the context PI- refer to the response to comment 1.1.1. No 
ofpollution for an impaired stream given the abundance of 
anadromous salmonids in the Redwood Creek raam 

1.21.1 me information p-ted attest to rllc increased flooding and Comment sclolowledgsd. No 
sedimentation in the Imby Creek watershed. 

1.21.2 Rsnnt observations ofthis past winter mea l  that Jacoby C o m n t  asknowlsdged. No 
Creek continues toahibit signs of depadation. 

1.21.3 Sampling datapmvided shows high turbidity levels far Jacoby Comment acknowledged. No 
Creek. 

1.21.4 Redwood Seienccr Lab installed a new gauging station in the Pleasereferto the - m a  to comment 1.21.5 No 
watershed at a previous USGS station in 2001. Using this rite 
to establish backpound lsvslr, hlrbidity lsvslr in Jacoby 
Creek are more than 500% higher than the background data. 
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1.21.5 Data collected by Humboldt Stale Univnrity (mm 1992-2001 C o m n t  acknowledged. Thee new data NP~DR the No 
shows 1-15 fcstofa@tion in the Jamby Creek s m  nmmmendatim~ to list lacaby Creek 
(ma -ng since 1995). 

1.21.6 Data collected in Juneof2002 that shows h t  the Jawby PI- refer to the response to e o m n t  121.8. No 
Creek rtrcam continus to exhibit signs ofdegradation. 

1.21.7 h d a  ago one inch ofrain w u l d  nci havebeen a Commcnt acknowledged. No 
s i ~ B - t  event forlmbyCree~buttoday.oneinehof rain 
mulls in f l d i n g  (pvhich is m w  vny bqucnt for this creek). - 

1.21.8 The bencfieial useo designated by the basin plan (Eureka Plain This water body is pmposed for listing. No 
HU) are no1 nvrcntly being met on Jamby C& due to 
hinoris and amen1 land-. Sedimsntationand in& 
f l d i n g  arc Uls -ns why agrieulDlral irrigation, dometis 
watersuppliq ralmnid fishsriq rare and adangaed 
species habitat, shellfish pmdunion, and srmary habitat are 
being adversely affected, - 

1.21.9 Jacoby C r a k  is part ofthe Humboldt Bay National Wildlife Comment acknowledged. No 
Rchrge emsystem and due to the degradation m r r i n g  in 
Jacoby Creek, the Humboldt Bay National Wildlife Refuge is 
suffering a lws of habitat as well. 

1.21.10 Two other tributaries to Humboldt Bay (Fmshwatsr Creek and Please refa to the m p n x  to comment 1.21.8. No 
the Elk River) are on the 303(d) list and wevrgc that Jamby 
Creek be placed on there as well. 

1.21.11 No signs of impmvaneni and as a mul t  of the sedimentation Cnnmmt acknowledgd. No 
and biological and pmperty values a n  being si@ificantly 
diminished in Jacoby Creek. 

1.21.12 Inardsrtopmtectthcbenefieialusesofnu-kandrsstore Plea~srefcrtotherrsponsetocommcnt1.21.8. No 
its water quality Jaeaby Cmk should be listed. 

122.1 R&md Creek shouldbs removed fmm the303(d)lirt. PI- refer to the responx to eommmt 1.1.5. No 

1.22.2 Given the visual condition of Redwood Creek and the Plcasc refer to the response to comment 1.1.5. No 
impresive &la that% been collmed in -at years, this 
conrtihltcs a healthy stream 

-. . -- 
122.3 If Redwwd Cr&k docs not qualify as "healthy", someone Comment acknowledged. No 

n d  to uplain to these landownas (who's support and 
swpnation you m i r e )  and the public what that standsrd 
looks like. 
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123.1 lnfwmationpmvided will gim you and ywsfaffevidenee to The Maplloc River is already listed. The RWQCB repem that Y a  Val- 11, 
supportthe dclidng ofths Manole Watershed. thisTMDL is underway. Them will be a period of time for Region l 

public m m n t  and review ofthc Mattole River TMDL A 
fad s h a  for theMattole Rive h u  besn prspred for the Staff 
q r t t h a t  s u m r i m  the masons, data, and infannation used 
to.list this watahdy. 

1.23.2 Cwrmt regulations are more than adequate fwthssmtinued PI- rdsr to the rsrponrs to m m s n t  1.23.1. No 
-very ofthc Manole Watershed and that additional TMDL 
replation will d e n  linksof and uurt bdwm 
landownm, mtorstion p u p s  nnd agensy personnel working 
in the Mattolc Watershed. 

1.23.3 It is the landowncrs'raponsibility to maintain their lands and Canment acknowledged. No 
prsvmt depchtion. 

1.23.4 The Mattols Watershed is one of the worst waters ofths state, Comment acknowledged. No 
thus requiting additional regulation. 

1.23.5 Fish populations are rising in the Mattole Watershed. This Please nfer to the response to comment 1.23.1. No 
proves that the Mattole Watmhed is supporting the habitat 
and beneficial uses. 

1.23.6 me pictures and Synthesis Report that have been provided are Please nf" u, the rcsponsc to comment 1.23.1. No 
evidence ofthc health and vigor ofthc Mattols Watmhed. 

1.23.7 A eomminee should be appointed to w i c w  the stahls of the Plat refer to the rsponsc to comment 1.23.1. No 
Manole Watmhed. 

1.24.1 . The commenter strongly o w e  the listing of the Mattole PI- refer to the response to comment 1.23.1. No 
Watershed. 

124.2 The TMDL d s l  has not takm normal m i o n  (sediment) Please refer to lhe response to comment 1.23.1. No 
inlo proper aaount. 

1.24.3 To assign landowners total daily loads for the land would be Comment acknowledged. No 
i q s i b l e  withwt an accurate measure ofthe natural base 
I d  in the Manols Watershed. 

1.24.4 Base loads have never bnn calculated and would be almost Please ref" to the rsponrs to comment 1.23.1. No 
meaningless in the Mattole Watershed with such dramatic 
" a m 1  evmta. 

1.24.5 Establishing arbitrary TMDls on the Manole Wntsrshed Please refer to the response to comment 1.23.1. No 
would serve no science-based oumase. 
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1.24.6 Ths Manole River is in p t  shape and ha. haled itselfvery PI- refer to the nrponrs to ununent 1.23.1. No 
well fmmthe landslides and flmds that ossur in the watershed. 

124.7 It is impntant to IUO@~~ Ur significant mnflict of i n m  The Mattole River isalready listed. Please referto the 
that mi- within the effmto g d  the Mattolc Watmhed on Raponse to mmmnt  1.23.1. 
the 303(d) lisr TheTMDL backen make their livings on 
-smpmrslars6on" projects. An additional layer of 
regulation (hom the listing ofthc Mnttole Watnshed) would 
m l t  in more m, morem-Is and more litination. 

1.24.8 The biggest t h t  to the M a l e  River is lors of summer-tim Comment acknowledged. 
flow. This is Ur defining fador ofthe habitat. Development 
m l U  in that I-of flow a*i newcomers tap into the water 
VPlY. 

1.25.1 A longtime rsridmt ha. seen the Manole and Eel River Comment acknowledged. 
-very hom pr rv im poor land management practices. 
Additionally, the mmmmta  has impmved the conditions an 
his land (in many cases is waking to mnhol erosion). 

1.25.2 The TMDL pmgram is not nesdsd and would be undesirable Please refer to the ~ p n x  to comment 1.23.1. No 
in this region as movcy horn prior abuse is taking place and 
is mntinuing at an in-d rats as the vegetation r s w c r s  
with time. 

1.25.3 The TMDL concept in the Mettole and Eel Rivers and Dobins Commmt acknowledged. No 
C d  would have bem relevant and timely 40 years ago, but 
it is unncecssary now. 

1.26.1 The eommentcr is againsf the Maltole Watershed being on the Plcaw refer to the response to mmment 1.23.1. No 
303(d) list 

1.26.2 The Mattole Watershed is doing just fine on i s  own. The PI- refer to the -nsc to mmment 1.23.1. No 
habitat is in gmdshqe .  

1.26.3 There are many other areas in Humboldt Counly that would The Manlae R i ~ l  is already listed. Please refer to the No 
benefit f m b c i n g  on the 303(d) list butthe Mattole r e ~ p ~ n ~ e  tommmnt  1.23.1. 
Watershed is not one of them. 

1.26.4 In the Mattole Watershed, another layer of regulation will Comment acknowledged. No 
cause landowners to suMividc their pmpntiss which will 
mull in moredevelopwnt and more watershed degradation. 

1.26.5 Themst to taxpym and the landowners in the Manole Comment acknowledged. No 
Watershed will outweigh any benefits that may mmc fmm a 
TMDL. 
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126.6 Mush o f  the driveto list ths Mattole Watmhed is mming CommmtaeLnowledged. , No 
fmm a x l faaving fnu w h o m  their living fmgnn t rand  
rsr tmt iw pmjsstr. 

1.27.1 The commsnta is against the listing of the Mattole Wamhed. Commentrcknowledged. PI- referto the rrrponx to No 
commmt 1.23.1. 

1.27.2 Another layer of  reguldion and undue burden on the Co-t aclolowledpd. Plcass refer to the -nrc to No 
landowners in the Mattole Wstnrhed. comment 1.23.1. 

1.27.3 In regards to the Mattole Watmhed, it is innppmpriate for the Commsnt aclolowledgcd. Please refer to the -pons to No 
laxpayerto pay for this regulation that is not neeessaly. comma1 1.11.4, 1.11.5, and 1.23.1. 

127.4 The Manale River is in pristine condition. Please refer to the response to comment 1.1 1.4, and 1.23.1. No 

1.28.1 The commenter is against the listing ofths Msnols Watmhed. Please refer to the respanre to comment 1.23.1. No 

1.28.2 The sediment load of the Mattole River has not changed in 50 Please referto the response to comment 1.1 1.5 , 1.1 1.4 and No 
Y m .  1.23.1. 

1.28.3 The tempcmrure ofthc Manole River has not changed in 50 Plsars refnto the response to comment 1.23.1. NO 
years. 

1.28.4 Funding would bs bsnsr rpsnt on dredging the aruary each Please refer to the response to comment 1.23.1. No 
year than wasted on so-called rNdies in the Manole 
Watershed. 

1.29.1 New regulations will hurt this Manole Watershed more than Plcsx refer to the response to comment 1.23.1. No 
they will help it. 

1.29.2 Replation will m l t  in more dcvelopmmt, which will cause Pleax refer to the r a p o m  to comment 1.1 1.5 and 1.23.1. No 
more damage to the Manole Watmhed. 

1.29.3 The Mattole Watershed is healing ifself, and this (along with Pleax refer to the r a p o w  to comment 1.1 1.4 and 1.23.1. No 
management practices already in place) should be allowed to 
continue without the intcrfnenee o f  more regulation. 

1.29.4 Taxpyer money should not bs spent on a TMDL for the Pleaw refer to the responses tocomment 1.1 1.4 and 1.23.1. No 
Manole Watmhed where i t  is not needed. 

130 1 I t  a unclear how nallmcntcroslon. uhlch a naNnl. can bc In ih~scaw. ,rrllmcnt comes from a non-pomt wuree Fsctoly No 
put mto the rams category as factory p l lu t~on dnsharg-are typtwlly pomt sourecpollutanlr They are not 

in  Ue same category. Please refer to the mponse to eommmt 
1.11.5. 

1.30.2 Does this mean that I would need a permit for the ranching PI- sontan Ue RWQCB with any quationr you may have No 
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tha I been involvedwith for all 81 ysarr ofmy life, and I regding psmrits. Please refer to the rsrponse tocomment 
wauldhavetokespthcbrnkrofthcrivafmmnoding?This 1.11.5and1.11.4andI.Z1.1. 
msku no senx. 

1.31.1 It isunclear how s s d i m U m i o h  which is natural, can be Please refa to the rsponrs to wrmmnt 1.30.1. No 
put into the sunsutsgoryns factory pollution. 

131.2 How is sediment which is natural, now considered unnatural Ssdimsd is eomidcrd a nonpaint same polhtant Plcasc No 
and= pollutant? Why has it been changed fmm n Nonpoint refer to the -nsc to comment 1.30.1. 
Source b a Point S o w ?  

-. 
1.31.3 Wmld landapmmwha bordertheriver be considered waste Please mnlaet the R W W  with any questions yau may have No 

discharges and rrquirepermits for a natural phenomenon? regarding pmnits. Please refer to the = p o w  to comment 
1.11.5and 1.11.4. 

- 
1.31.4 R i i r r  on the Northwest Coast are wry hsallhy. They have Comment acknowledged. No 

b e n  maintained well by the ranchen and othsn. 

1.32.1 Thc RWQCB srafl inappropriately uxd a tempnardre Please tefer to the responsc to commcnt 1.1.1. No 
threshold (Sullivan el al., ZOW), which is not applicable to 
Northern California Jtnams and mulled in the incorrect 
listing of many water bodies, 

1.32.2 Supportthe Watch Listing far temperature for the Ten Mile Comment acknowledged. No 
river and a t h s  watnahcds. 

1.32.3 ConscmsdthatthcRWQCBstaffsd~isionswcrsbarsdon Plcasenfertothemponsetowment1.1.1. No 
a d i s  mdudsd outside California and on incomplete data 
sets. 

1.32.4 More tchperabm and sedimmt data have k e n  provided for Please refer to the response to w m e n t  1.32.2. No 
the Big, Ten Mik and Nyo R i m .  

1.33.1 Dataeollsted by Watershed Watch for 2Wli2W2 for Beith, Comment acknowledged. No 
Gmmnan and Jawby h h  wm submitted. 

1.34.1 Coneem is raised about regulations that mulled fmm Commcnt acknowledged. No 
continued, unjuJtified listing ofNorth Coast s i n a m  that limit 
the use ofprivate lands and rcsult in drastic increases in uats  
to their timbsr and mge operations. 

1.34.2 The information used to listthe water bodies found that of la  The RWWB and SWRCB used d l  mdily available and No 
only limited and sometime andota l  information wasused to existing information and data in the mord to dctnminc their 
supportthe listings. rcmmmcndations for listing water bodies on the 2002 303(d) 

List 
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1.34.3 Old lislings were not w a l u ~ t e d  using faeolal evidence to Please nfertothc-nrs tommmsntG.Il.12. No 
suwort themtinwd listing ofthe water body. 

1.34.4 New rcgvlatim md theTMDL will place additional b& C m e n t  acknowledged. No 
and corn on landowners who wish to use their land. 

-- 
1.34.5 There was no f i m l  evidenceused to support the listing of Factual and existing information and data wmused to No 

Redwood Creek. supportthe continued lining of Redwmd Cnek. A fact shM 
for R e d 4  Creek has brm preped tha t sumwira  the 
reasons, data, and information used to list this watcrbody. 
Please refer to the m n v  to commmt 1.1.5. 

1.34.6 The= is a wealth o f n w  data collected by intensted This data was reviewed. PI- refer the raponsc to No 
landawnem and companies that indicate that the Redwmd comment 1.1.5, and 1.34.5. 
Creek listing is not appropriate. 

1.34.7 Redwood Creek should be delistd. Rdwmd Creek should remain on the 303(d) List Please refer No 
to the lcJWnSe to comment 1.1.5. and 1.34.5. 

1.35.1 The final Manolc Synthesis Rep- due in July from DFO Comment asknowlcdgd. No 
should be entemd inu, the administrative record for the 303(d) 
list. 

1.101.1 Suppan the 303(d) listing p m s  so long as thoK listings are Comment acknowledged. No 
made with adequate dataand with water quslityobjstiveo 
that have b n n  legally adopted and some of our issues p 
towards that fact. 

1.101.2 Suppon the SWRCB's decision to put the Russian River and Comment acknowldgd. No 
i h  tributaries on lhc Watch Lin for t e m p h m .  The Somona 
County Water agmcy is providing funding to the RWQCB to 
develop appmpriatecritmm~ for tcmpnahuc. Until thc criteria 
is develop, Uu Watch List rreolmmrdation is justif&. 

1.101.3 A m  with lhe Healdsburg Memorial Beach listing for Comment acknowledged. No 
pathogens. 

1.101.4 Recommend that instead of Russian River w e n t  beput on Please refer to the rsponrs to comment 1.9.6. No 
the 303(d) list for pathogens that the Monte Rio Beach 
segment be put on the 303(d) list, or as alternative, that 
stretch be put on the Watch List until adequate data o n  be 
collared fmm that reach of lhe Russian Rivcrand its 
trib~tarisr 

1.101.5 The Wateh List and the 303(d) proposed listing includes issue Commentacknowlsdged. No 
regarding dissolved oxygen issuance, diazinw and same 
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&Is. W e  -Id like to say that the agency is ~ppoRing  
by timding Basin P h  ammdmmta for the Regional Board to 
-up with appmpiatenitnis to be&. Until that 
&a isdevelops4 theagency mp+mts sithn a Watch 
Listing or no listing at all when data is notamilnbls". 

-. 
1.102.1 Concerned that s o m  dUle pmporsd 303(d) and watch Comcnt  achowledged. No 

listings may have the &st ofdiverted limited H e r  quality 
pmration m m r c s a w a y  fmm real waterquality issues. 

-- 
1.103.1 Cowcmedwith the listings of Laguna de Santa Rosa for Please refer to the r a p o m  to comment 1.2.7. Yes VOI"& 11, 

nutrients and dissolvedoxygen. NuVienb in the Lagum refers Regim I 
to nitmgsn and phorphomus, wntmlling nutrients in the 
gmwh ofnlgac. It seems to us that there has not been a 
relationship mads bstu+sn the phosphomus that is in Laguna, 
algae gmvlm and  id oxygm. The nilmgen 
phosphomus ratio in the ~ m d i m  is v n y  low, appmaching 
one, indicating nitmga limitation, not phosphomus and it's 
also not in the phospho- limitation range. Disagree with 
the RWQCB's justificetion for listing phosphorous, there is 
already a USEPA critrrion for phosphomur. If there is a 
303(d) listing for phosphornus or nutrieds as is currsntly 
pmpowd, thm that implies that a TMDL and a reduction of 
phorphomus would not have an impact on the dissolved 
oxygen concentration which is the ultimeteeancern for 
Lagun2 ds Santa Rosa. 

1.103.2 Disagree with placing Santa RosaCresk on n Watch List for Plcasc refer to the MpoNe to comment 1.2.1. Yes Volum n, 
mppcr based on the staffreport "consmtratians in streams Region 1 
sediments may be elevated daumsmm of reference rites in 
baUl Laguna and Snnta Rosa Creeks." There is not a soppsr 
mncenbation diff-ce between r e f m c s  stations and 
dowmueamstatio~. Achlally, the copper wneenbation in 
watn samples wen l s s  than applicable standards. Adequate 
data orrrgulatoy p m p m  in place to contml the pollutant is 
available. There is not a need for the listing. 

1.103.3 Da not Watch List Santa Rosa Creek far diazinon. The Please refer to the response to comment 1.2.6. Yes Volume 11, 
listing wa b a d  on I report fmm the Depamnent of Pesticide Region I 
Regulations where 2 of52 ramples t a k a  from the Russian 
Riverwet dstcstable, one ofwhich was at a msmtration to 
be c o n s i d d  harmful to aqwtie life. However, the fws 
samples that werecollccted from Santa Rosa Creek were 
nondcteerP for diminon. In addition, there are two pmgrams 
in place to a~sure that copper will not be detected, I) an 
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Integrated Pest Managemt P r o m  by thecity and 2) 
d k i m n  is &np. &swd out 

1.104.1 Althaugh the wmmentcra- with the lising of Monte Rio Please refer to Ihe rsporacr to comments 1.9.6 .nd 1.7.2. No 
and Huldrburg B e c k  for pthogsnr is inadcquatc, there arc 
about 10-12 beaches benu- Healkburg and Duncans Mill 
(which is6 miles fmmthsmnnh ofthe Russian Rim) whns 
daUjus6fisraddition.I listings. The baaeriological data is 
very rconrirtnt. Thm are m wnriNnlly high radtngi that 
would justify s~ngltng out Monlc Rio Cmk. Alro, t h m  ~s an 
imponant n d  todtlfemtiate bnwm human wlifomand 
animal solifom, 

1.IM.2 Rmmmmd listing the Ruuian River for tcmpemfure. There PI- refer to the response to comment 1.3.1 and 1.1.1. 
has been an enormous s m m t  ofdata to support the listing. A 
report has been submitted to the Board hom wnsultant 
addressing thir pmblm. The rrpon states that tanpcmtwes 
are frequently high in the psriod of the outmigration in April 
and May, which can be strsrrful for salmon and the threatened 
m i c s .  

Y a  Volume 11, 
R e o n  l 

1.104.3 In regards to the listing of Snnta Rosa Creek for phosphornus PI- refer to the response to comment 1.2.7 
impacts, the xisntish report that there was not aphasphoms 
problem. However, in the sumn ime  i t  is evident that the 
lagoon is in serious troublg because you can we the nutrient 
pollution. 

1.104.4 In regards to qpereoncenhation in Laguna de Rosa and Please refer to the rerponx to commcnt 1.2.1 
Santa Rose Creek, it is my understanding that thceity 
measurer hardness of the water to affects the wppcr reading in 
such a way that i t  show Iowa impacts of copper on their 
wastewater. 1 think that n& to be look at vny earefvlly if 
vou are wnsidaine not listin= the comer. 

Yes V0l"ms ll, 
Region I 

1.105.1 The data st far the Rursisn River as well as the North Coast Please refer to response to comment 1.3.1 
R i v m  is sumciently robust to indude their placement on the 
303(d) list and not the Wsfch List. 

Y a  Voluw lI, 
Region 1 

1.105.2 Concsmcd about the watch list bscaw i t  is not adcfined Plsssc refer to the response to comment 0.10.1 and G.10.2 
concept and how i t  will be used. In thir ease, the watfh list 
smns tobe ud as a place to put these panieulw water bodies 
away fmm the 303(d) list, so they won? be actively examined 
until at least the next listine~vcls. 

1.106.1 Delist the Manole River. Disagree with the 1998 303(d) Please refertothe response to wm-t 1.1 1.4. 1.1 1.5,and No 
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lisfing ofthe Maltale River forsedimmtation and 1.23.1. 
tcmpmme. Ths-mmsndation fma TMDL was based on 
i n % m t e  and incomplete information p t h d  fmm the 
North Coast Walmhed An+smad Rogram Fish and Game 
have conduded fish nwey for the past 9 yeam and the -Its 
fmm t h e  survqsshow Ulat the fish population are v a y  
health. H-at the a m e  time we a n  cited fortcmpsrahvs 
impacts. 

1.107.1 Delis the W l c  R i m  for dimmtation and tcmpmmre. PI- refer to the -se. to commnts 1.1 1.4,and 1.1 1.5 No 
Maat of the hclvy flaw ofsediments in the watersheds a n  and 123.1. 
fmm naturslly caused sou- such as flwds and earthquakes. 
Vay  liltle, if anything can be done to impmve remedy or 
control the pmblsm The subdivirinu accompanied with 
mads, septic system, Mta us% home site preparation are the 
wont unnatural pollutersof this mgpd watershed. A TMDL 
would cause a -tian of logging, which would devastated 
the ranchers. We already have strict laws for logging. 

1.108.1 The Mattole River should be listed for sedimentation and Please refer to the responses to comments 1.1 1.4, 1.1 1.5 and No 
temperature. There is more men1 information and thnc was 1.23.1. 
flaw in theinformationwhen it was listed 1998. 

1.109.1 The condition of the Mattole Watershed has improved within Please refer to the responses to commmts 1.1 1.4, 1.1 1.5 and No 
the last20 y-. T h m  a n  big boulders and pools for fish to 1.23.1. 
w i v e  and there are also riparian anas. So, l a  nature take 
it's c o w  and not i m p  projccfs to impmve the condition of 
the watershed. 

1.110.1 Rssemmend adding the Gaulala River to the 303(d) list for Please &r to the response to comment 1.3.1. Yes volume 11, 
temperature sec t s .  The RWQCB staffand public comment Region I 
has provided mon than adequate pmof linked to the best 
available r i m ,  ta support. temperature listing on the 
h l s l a  River. The Gaulals is fa- with limn impacts from 
extensive vineyard dsvslop-r Stmm restorations will fail 
unlas suppotted by the regulatory framework that pmteets 
basic biological mi r smsnts  sueh ascwl water trmoerature. 

1.111.1 There is sufficient information available to support the 303(d) PI- refer to the mponss to comment 1.3.1 and I.1.1. Yes V o l m  U, 
listing of Oualala Riverfortnnpemre impacts. Thnc are Region I 
m n y  fadm that contribute to the increase ofwater 
tempaahms thae  are dear cutting, loss of riparian 
tempmature, and the riparian is the detmninant ofthe climate 
mne in the "car streams. Otherriven that have increasing 
temperatures arc the Big River, Ruuian River, Tm Mils 
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River, Mad River and Radwmd Creek. 

1.112.1 Rcmnnnend adding (halala Rivu on Ulc 303(d) for Plcavrsfsrtothe-rvx to wmmcnt 1.3.1. Y a  Volume 11, 
tcmpcratun. Sevasl application have been submitted for the Region I 
eonvsnions fmmmnifer forest, traditional m i f e r  forest to 
"insyards. WithouttheeonifuforesIs and the development of 
vineyard, it muld Isad to impacts on water qualify and 
wtify.  

1.112.2 The CDF should be held formore accountable for pmtecting Comment acknowledged. No 
water qualily ad GualaIa W a m h e d  A d n g  lo my THP 
review, CDFare mdoingthsirpantoprotstwatsrquality in 
watershed. 

1.112.3 If Uc watch list is being uxd as a cost saving masure; one Please refer to the response to comment G.lO.l and G.I0.2. No 
pmibilify is a m o n p m g r a m t i e  approach hying an 
economy ofscale and during the wllcction and the analyrir of 
data in the% North &st r ivm pethaps apply the same 
pmcas to everyone and to cxpeditc their listing for 
temperatun where it is nppmpriats. 

--- 
1.113.1 Measvrablc objectives and timelines are needed for the Watch Please refer to the response to comments G.10.1. Yes VoIwncI, 

List in addition, what criterion would be used to initiate a Methodology for 
monitoring pmgrsm to f m s  on the collection dda ta  for developing the 
those rivers on the Watch List, where there is inadequate data list 
for listing? 

- - . 
1.113.2 What criteria am used fore water body to mcst the needs of a The Nonh Coart Riven are being pmpoxd to be placed on the Yes Volum 11, 

TMDL? For the Nonh C a m  Rivers, some ofthe riven that 303(d) List for temperamre. Plsare refer to the response to Region l 
are being pmposed for tsmpnatun listing are already comment 1.1.1 and 1.3.1. 
sediment impaired. The major uses are industrial, forestry 
and urban mads that conhibuts to the sedimentation issue. 

1.113.3 There is more than a d e q u c  data to list the six rivers for Please refer to the response to comment 1.3.1. Yes Volume 11, 
temperatun that are beingpmped. Region l 

1.113.4 In the Nonh Coast Rivers, the Department of Forestry Please refer to the response to comment 1.3.1. Yss 
consistently overlooks concerns and nonwn~rrences by 
RWQCB and Fish and Game on the timber harvest plans. It 
may be a matterafeolrcm if CDFs pmgram was sonsidmd 
adequate to pmtnt the bmdicial uses when it hasn't been. -- ~ 

1.114.1 Rcmmmsnd Redwood Creek be removed fmm the 303(d) list Please refer to the response to comment 1.1.5. No 
for sediment impacts. A subswntial amount of eviden~e~that 
was submitted shows clear and compelling evidence that the 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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condition of Redwood Creek mesl or ex& the water quality 
standards. 

1.1142 CMEemed about the wight ofevidsnse in sampls that the Please refer to the r a p o m  to comment 1.1.5 and 1.1.2. 
stafftook in m i d d m  with wdimntarion impacs. A 
m e b i c w  dcvclDpcd called V-Wlhd uxd to munve 
r e d i m t  dynamics in rivas. The RWQCB rraffsits 
l i teram f m  the geologic type found in Redwmd Creek 
called Uu Fnmstrcan formstion. Bavd upon messurrmsnt of 
60 arrarm, that V-star lwsl of 0 21 or lcrs rr-ntcd good 
smam modition. RWQCB houwer found ram other 
lttcratwc of msawrmms in one smarn the Franei- 
fomtmn whns the V-nar war measured at 0.09, and dccidcd 
that they should average 0.09 wiUl0.21. G~ving w sample 
the sample weight as M) sampls seem inmrrsst. This is an 
example of the kind afcritaia that is dcvcloped, the 
thmholdr ofmneem that the RWQCB s d  up, thecast 
majority dthose are r d a t  kvels blow that cited in the 
literature. 

1.114.3 When reviewing comments, keep in mind the motivation of Comment acknowledged. No 
y o u  Raff(RWQCBs and SWRCB) behind their 
rsommcndations. Clcarly, the more water bodis listed, the 
more wok that must he performed, the more staffthat is 
needed to accomplish it. It gives staff a greater influence on 
land managemmt decisions within theirjurisdiction. Listing 
under 303(d) is affecting a major shill in government land 
m a n a g a n t  regulation farm those agencies specifically 
established forthat pwpaae by the Legislalure tothe water 
agencies. The Legislature did not intend that -It when 
they mated this agmcy. 

1.114.4 Recommending lhd Rcdwaad Crak  not to b on the Watch Pleae refer to the raponse to comment 1.1 .I and 1.3.1. 
Lia  for temperature. When recommending thresholds adopted 
fortemperam, you need to considerthat the information 
uxd to daemrinc thox thrrsholds are generated *om 
literature coming horn m r e  nonhero latitudes in British 
Columbia, Washinglon and Oregon, where quite inherently by 
the latitude ofthose location one would expect cooler 

1.114.5 Sedimnt is a n a m l  and cnssntial component ofthe river Sediment is considered a non-point s o w e  pollutanL PI- No 
system. I h  oxymomnic to classify sediment as a pollutant. refer to the response to m m m s  1.1.2 and 1.1 1.5 for more 
Both too much and too little wdirnent can affset flah survival. information. 
To conclude that sediment conditions well within to r s n p  (too 
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little and t m  mush) of natural conditions is adv- to fish is 
simply m g .  

1.115.1 Suppnt the Beard's placanent on the Wabh List of Redwood Plcas refa  to the response to commsnts I.I.1 and 13.1. Ys Vohme 11, 
Creek a s b d n g t m p e r a ~ m  impaired or as an altema(ivcly not Region I 
on anylist at dl. In m e o f t h e  1iIcraD.m for dewloping 
trmpsaturr aitaia, the g r m n d w a t c r t e m ~  we= 
approximately 9.3.3.0degreeseentigrads. in other words, 
moler. The gmundwatsrlempmturr in Redwmd C m k  a m ,  
the Mad River- srccedappmrimately 13 d e w .  So, the 
isme of latinds ir very important. Need to lake into 
consideration when you are talking about tsmperatun listing. 
that Region I is north and south narmw region, snwmpassing 
awidc range. Therefore, a disfussion needto take place lo 
consider that distinction in t -mn listinas. 

1.115.2 S ~ a a l  years of fish trapping by Fish and Oam and the Please refer to the response to comment 1.3.1. Yes Volume 11, 
wmmenbr, exhibited that data (numben of fish) a n  Region 1 
wnsistent with the erst and second year, as well as this year's 
dae. This data appears to disagree with som of arguments 
regarding the parameters for listing. 

1.115.3 The a m  of Redwood C m k  that is above the park off the list Plcar nfer to the rapnse to comments 1.1.5, 1.1.2, and No 
forsediment i m p a i m L  Ovrasocis t io~ Redwaod C m k  or 1.1 1.5. 
Redwood Nationnl State Pack an m n t l y  addressing 
potential sediment wrcs Sdicvc that the cyclical 
sedimentation patterns in Red-d C m k  are governed by 
local geology, tectonics, and dimate wmts, tectonic and 
elimats that normally shiflvecguickly. Most sediment is 
dsposited during rare dramatic ecological evenu and 
transported by wntinual flows. The sediment levels in 
RedwoodCrsk havenearly m e d  to lsvels that pnceded 
the 'SLk - 7% ~ 1 2 5  year flooding period. This is a pmblm 
in thecshraw. 

1.115.4 In the staffdmmmf the Redwood C m k  listing for Plcase&r~,thcrspnrctocomentsI.I.I and1.3.1. Y Volume 11, 
tcmpsraNre impairment listing, it nf-ccr that thm's Region I 
insufficient information to list MWATs and so-called values 

P 
for ihs Ten Mile River which is included inthe Redwood 
Creek plat Then snm to be either a type mor or s o m  

a information is in the wrong spot. I think that it should say, 
"the values for Redwood Creek as opposed to the Ten Mile 

P River," bsausccash of the atherrivers have their o m  

01 
designation. 

- 
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1.116.1 Tk TMDL pmers is d l y  impormt to getting a Comment acknowledged. No 
multaisciplinsry look at m r y  and pmtscting bsneficial 
uas of we. mere neck to besdcquab funding, penonal 
m~ultat ion and matm'al help to enable t h e  wmmurws to 
be ddisted and alw help a b l e  landowners to cope the neck 
to mover beneficial we.  

1.116.2 Them are n number of impediments that need to be a d d m  PI- rder to the -me to c o m t  1.1 1.4. 
during TMDLdevelopmnt. TMDL is basically a significant 
pnrtofmulativs watmhed effects pmccsr. An among tbs 
impedimnts, which relates to lhir pmcesr, i n f m t i o n  and 
knowledge impediments absence monitoring of habitats 
population and water quality, inadequate technical expertise 
and lack scientific knowledge. Among the cconomis and 
social impedimmfs an inadequate funding, time, dversarial 
relationship between industry and scientists and yw can 
cxoapolatc b n w m  landowners and agcnon In mpK1 to 
the Manole m~dmls, the edge ofthc Manole should not be 
delvslcd Howctcr, I thtnk that thlr procnr could bnng pmplc 
together and be a poritivesxpsrisna to all involved, ifthere 
is enough resources to actually deal with the problem 

1.116.3 Support Watch Listing of Usal Creek for sediments. It Comment acknowledged. No 
oualifies ssscdiment i m m i d .  

1.117.1 Input is not really getting to the Board mcmbsn, even at the Please refer to the response to comment 1.14.1. No 
Regional level. What can we do to get the our concerns to the 
Board Members? 

1.117.2 The Watch List is a possible tw l fo  put some of these things C o m t  acknowledged. Please refer to the response to the No 
that are not significant pmblnns (a=) on a list and review comment G.1O.l. 
them to do the right thing and this can be done by getting 
some additional good data. 

1.117.3 Concern whether or not all ofour information on Redwmd PI- refer to the response to comment 1.1.5 and 1.34.5. No 
Creek was rraived by the SWRCB staff. Con- since 
there was 5-9 file borer send to the RWQCB, they did not 
have time to reviewm they could not consider it. The original 
listing of Redwmd Cmk was in 92. The listing was based on 
two repom stated that i t  w a ~  listed bccausc of professional 
opinion and judgment and i t  did not cite speeific facts. In one 
of the anicles "American Fishery Saciely," the condition of 
streams end Redwood Creek wasn't even mentioned. %t was 
the basis of listing streams for impairment and that is not right. 
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1.118.1 Support some ofthe comments made by Clean Wlun Aaion Camment acknowledged. No 
a d  O m n  Consavancy rgarding UK Watch List and some of 
+he a t h s  issues thev bmushtu~.  

1.118.2 Sympathile~viUIMdresognirethcovehurdmsomnaNreof Plsaarsfertothe-~etocommnt1.3.1,1.1.1,1.1.2, Ysr Volwn 11, 
regulation rqirsments. However, the matter is that we have and 1.1 1.5. Rgiw 1 
b t h  tanpenNre Md Ydimmt impai-ts. Thm water 
tsmpnahres hit the high 70s everyyear and there is an 
abundance of information on this fact 

Thereare fsh there, but numbas of fish are not the ultimate 
ms~lrs. We have ~pssisr  that are not there. So ifwc have 
half a million ofone species a d  a m  of another, we havea 
problem 

In diving to investigate the fish population, you wt v n y  few 
speeis, and some of themare relatively abundant. 

In Redwood Creek that had chum salmon and coho salmon, 
they have bscn dosumsnted five y a r s  in a row in ths90s and 
they an no( getting any in the downmsam migrant mps in 
that are+ that had summer steelhead. Basically, 90 la 95 
percent of the steelhead I find are d i m l y  related to what few 
cold water sources we have Is& Coho salmon are not in the 
upper part of the watershed anymore beeawe lhey do not 
tolerate t h e  tempersNres. So, temperature and sediment 
impairments the issue. 

The cornenter is c o n m e d  a b u t  when these rivers and 
water bodies are put m the lists, we do it based on biology. 
And w h m  the l anhers ' conerms  erne into play is how do 
we add- that Whsl we nesd to have isarguments where we 
a making the decisions is the facts ... yes, we have high water 
tan-hucs. 

1.118.3 Wc haveto baw'lMD15onbiological merit and work hardto Plcax refer to theresponse tocomment 1.3.1 and 1.1.1. No 
resolve the problem. Thcn how do we implement the plan and 
how do wedo it without putting everyone out of business in 
an effort to do the right thing. How do we deal with priorities 
and with what is m l l y  going to impact the river as far as 
tempnaturr, sediment, o h  pollutants and how that is going 
to impaa the fish. 

1.119.1 Recornend list the sir Nonh Coast river for sediment and Please refer to the response to comment 1.3.1. Ysr Volume 11, 
temperature impairments. Thas is an isms that arises when Region l 
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Maling with pool deplh. It is s factw for trmpsrsturr but it is 
saused by sedimmt And to deal with a TMDL forscdimcn 
at this point on thse  six rivers, but lo put off for huo or four 
yean the TMDL for bmpmtun is a mislake. The r ivm 
shouldbe dealt with in mmhination dthsethings. 

1.119.2 Sup* the m m h  of NMFS and Clem Watn A d i a  of Pl- refato the m s p o u s  to mmmems G.lO.l. No 
San Francism. I think it i s a g m n  misrakc to have a WaWl 
List We will end up with a very long Watch List end very 
f w  number of i b ~  on the TMDL list. We needs decision, 
either the wata bodies is impaired or it's not. Enmwags the 
SWRCB to =mi= ownight and to putthose six riven baek 
on the TMDL list 

1.401.1 Wc Stmngly ~ p p o n  the revissd t s m p n a m  I i J l i  Commcn(acknowledged. No 
remmendation for the Russian River. We are vayplsawd 
that the SWRCB staff has revised it's decision to place the 
Russian River on the Watch List. For the rake of the 
endangered v i a  ~ w i v a l  we snmursgc the SWRCB lo 
afirm this recommendation. 

-. 
1.401.2 The Laguna dc Santa Rosa had been listed far nutrients in the Please refer to the response to Comment No. 1.402.1. No 

tarly 1990's yet in the 1998 process it was dropped ss a w e  
of impairment under questionable circumstanssn. In the 
revised rreommcndation for Laguna 303(d) listings no 
mention is madeof the nutricnls listing. If the non-listing was 
an oversight or clerical cmr, it should he reinslaled. 

1.401.3 The adelelhat sppssred in the San Diego Tribune on 10-29- Commcnt acknowledged. No 
02 highlighted the alleged plight of the City of Santa R-. 
%here is w wmmendation by your staff to list Lapan for 
copper as alleged in thir article. Thc tone of this aRiclc is very 
disparaging of k 303(d) listing p m s s  and is based on false 
information. 

1402.1 In the scnion of my fin1 lsltsr I refer lo the elimination of the The listing for Laguna ds Santa R- will bc included on the Yes Volumsll, 
nutrient and dissolved mygm listings for r)le Laguna ds  Santa proposed scdion 303(d) list fordissolved oxygen as W o n  I 
Rosa in the revised draA. recommended in the fact rhea for this water body (Volum I1 
I sethat the L a m  is listed i n k  original April 2002 h f I .  ofthc staffqm). 
The omission of the impaimntr in the current drafi may have 
bsm a claim1 emr. The fact that they w m  l i d  in the 
original draft sesms to verify thir. It would be helpful if this 
were formally clarified. 

1.403.1 The mmmenter supports the pmposed revision ofthe CWA Commcnt acknowledged. No 
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Section 303(d) Lia(Octoba2W2) in whish the following 
Rim wcn popwed far listing for the pollutant tsmpsnlue: 
Guslala rim, Mad river.Tm Mils River, Russian River, Big 
Rim. Redamad C d .  

1.403.2 The mmmenta con- with the findings ofths SWRCB Commmt acknowledged. 
supporting thsw issues. We wish to provide the Board with 
mom inf~rm~tionsupporting the finding that the Mad Rivsr 
should bs listed f w  Trmpmlue impairment. 

1.403.3 The Mad River is listed under 303(d) for sediment and Comment acknowledged. 
turbidity. High sedimmt loads are associated with elevated 
w s t a t c m p l u m .  Ex-ivc sediment oRcn fills dccp water 
pis, eliminating mol water areas that serve as critical 
summa rsfugs forjuvenile ralmonidr. The micmlimatc near 
the rtrramir s f f d  whsn tna an m o v e d  fmm the banks 
and uoslooe. Causinn the water temmturss  to increase. 

1.403.4 A propored Aquatic Habitat Conservation Plan. which SWRCB staff propose placement of the Mad River for Ya Volume 11, 
ineludaenvimnmental analysis of the 24% of the Mad River Temperalure on the sMion 303(d) list. Please refer to the Region I 
watershed. The data are provided that show of the 142 seven response to comment 1.3.1. 
day averages, 34% exceed the 14.8 degree C threshold 
determined by thcNonh Coaa RWQCB to relate to reduced 
gmwU, in salmonids even lower temperalum can blak  
migration, inhibit smoltification, and create disease problems. 
Clearly much of the Mad River is dangerously warm for 
salmnids. 

1.403.5 Based on this evidence we believe that the listing for impaired Comment acknowledged. 
t m ~ l u m  conditioru on the Mad River is fully justified. We 
alw support such listings for the five 0th- watmhcds k ing  
considered by your Board. 

1.404.1 The eammenVrsuppo.tn revisions of the Clean Water Act Comment acknowledged. 
smion 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segmcnb dated 
Octaber2WZ. The commenterconnrrs with the findings 
( t h m  is suficient science, evidence, and confidence l&sl to 
supponsuch listing) of SWRCB supporting thsx listings. The 
proposed listings supported are the listings ofGualala River, 
Big River, Ten Mile River, Russian River, Mad River, and 
R e d w d  Creek- far the palluant temperahlrs 

1.404.2 11/6/02 Workshop Comment: The commentasupports the Comment acknowledged. 
listing oftheNorth Coast r ivm Mad River, Gualala Rivsr, 
Big Rivsr, Russian River, Ten Mile River, and R e d w d  
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C m k  for Tempan- 

1.405.1 I I/M)2 Warkrhop Cnnmnt: The commnln dosr not The listing for Lapna dc SInta Rora will be included on rhc Yes Volum ll, 
suppntths listing for Lapna de Santa Rosa far nuhicnts. The d o n  303(d) list for dissolved oxygen as rrmmmnded in Region I 
p r o p o d  listing isoverly bmad. The City of Santa Rosa the fact s h a t  for this water body (Volume 11 of the staff 
would have to impl-ta multi-million dollllarpmpam to rspon). The Laguna dc Ssnta Rosawill be p l d  on the 
add- nuhimts. Monitoring List for nutrients as dixusred in the revised Fact 

S h a  farthis watErbody (Volum I1 of thestaff repal). 

1.405.2 TheannmntundsdUlattherspo~etoCommenfN0.12.7 nK-nrchrrbaneditedtobemonrsponsive(Volume Ysr Vol~ l l c IV 
was u n m p ~ c . i v c  IV of the SLaffRsport.) 

1.406.1 ThesslmonidwaterDmpcrahlrssriteriausedtoremmmend PleaserefertothcrcrponrstoCommentNo.1.1.1. No 
the listing of the Russian River and its hibutnriss as impaired 
for temperature arc not relevant to the salmonids inhabiting 
the Russian Riva, and therefore, the Russian River should not 
be listed fortmpmhlrs. 

1.406.2 The 303(d) Rssommendatians state that the RWQCB chose Please refer to the response to Comment No. 1.1.1. No 
notto rcly on the narralove tempcratumobjatvsmnta~nsd in 
the Basm Plan, stncc 11 wss d8mcull to d n c m ~ n c  thc 'natural 
rccclvtng water" urnperarm, and therefore rsltcd on lttcmturc 
detailing impacts to beneficial u r a  instcad. 

1.406.3 This literature is based on tolmnccr for the salmonids in the Please rcfcr to the mponss to Comment No. 1.1.1. No 
Pacific Northwest (Washingon), not in Nonhsm California. 

1.406.4 The Agency is mmmending that the Russian Riverbe Commnt acknowledged. Plcsx refer to the response to No 
removed fmm the 303(d) List far tempnature. AR" CommmtNm. 1.1.1 and 1.3.1. 
appmpriatc criteria are adopted into the Basin plan and legally 
required pollution contml meas- and best management 
prsaices an developed and applied, the RWQCB should then 
consider listing as is appropriate, as contemplated by the 
CWA. 

1.406.5 Thscommmtermmmmds that the Russian River be p l d  Please ref- to the fact sheet for the Rursian River pathogem No 
on the Watch List for Parhogem rather than on the 303(d) List listing (Volume ll ofthe Staff Report) forthe dclailr ifthis 
for pathogens. nK upsmam boundary should be adjusted recommmded listing. PI- also refer to the respo- to 
downstream to include Monte Rio Beach. Any listing should Comments 1.9.9, 1.9.6, and 1.7.2. 
be limited to the summenime, bawd on cwnnt data and 
seasonal uw ofthe Russian River. 

1 406 6 Thccommmtcr rrsommmdr lhat lhe Lagunadc Sanw Rosa Commmt acknouldgd The low d#uolvcdorygsn ~bclthm No 
bc ~ncludcd onthc Watch L~rt only brd8ralvcdox)gm and hwnaniaw.d(cg. by Inputs of pollutantsruch sclcvated 
nanmts The RWQCB is u n m  what tr csus~ngths low nutnmts or changcr in npanan hab~tat) or a natural 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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dissolved arygm levels. phmmsnon (cg., due to natural changes in w t e r  flow). 

1.406.7 11/06/02 W h h q  Commsnt: The cammsntawnt a letter The letter was provided to SWRCB staffat the 11/612002 No 
onDmba6th,2001thatSWRCBrtaffddnotrsspsnd. W W n U l o p a n d w c n l m d i n t o t h e a d m i n i m i v s  

record. R a p o m  to thecomments were developed. See the 
mpanse to connmrta 1.406.1 thmugh 1406.6 above. 

1.406.8 11/06/02 Wokhop  Comment: Does not suppon the listing Comment ndmawledged. No 
for Santa Rosa k k ,  it is b a d  on old data. 

1406.9 11/06/02 Workshop Comment: Does not support the Monte PI- nfcr to the response to Comment No. 1.406.5. . No 
Rio Beach listings for Region I. 

1.406.10 11/06/02 Wobhop  Comment: Supports all the ~omments of Comment acknowledged. No 
Ulc City of Santa Rosa 

1.407.1 The commentsurged the SWRCB to adopt the Comment acknowledged. No 
rec-&lions ofthc Regional Water Quality Contml 
Board to list the North Caaa Riven for temperamre. Thae 
water bodies a n  not meting their bsnsfisial user and the cold 
water fisheries a n  impaired. 

1.407.2 Thw six water bodies are all listed for sediment Comment aeknowledgsd. No 
Sedimentation is a fador in tsmpcrahln impairment as 
sediment tills deep pools and displam sold water refuge for 
fish. 

1.407.3 We ask that youtake action to preserve, enhance, and restore Comment acknowledged 
the quality ofaur water resources for prncnt and future 
gensmtiom 

1.408.1 11/6/02 WorLshop Comment The mmmenter supports listing Comment acknowledged. 
the No& Coast riwm Mad River, Gualala River, Big River, 
Russian River, Ten Mils River, and Redwmd Creek for 
Tempmature. 

1.409.1 1 l/M)2 Wwkshop Commmt: the comment" supports listing Comment acknowledged 
the North Coast rivers; Mad River, Ouelala River, Big River, 
Runian River, Ten Mile River, and Redwmd Creek for 
Temperature and Algae blwms. 

1.409.2 11/6/02 Workshop Comment: Supports the mmmmt letten of Comment acknowledged. 
the Coast A d o n  Gmuo. 

- r 

- P 1.409.3 
4 

11/6/02 Workshop Comment: Supports the listing o f low Commmt acknowledged. No 
Dissolved Oxygen in La- de Santa Rosa. 

p Rssponw~J7 
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1.410.1 The City of Santa Rma has mnnniued to hmd a shtdy to The SWRCB staff pmpms placing nutrients fwths La- de Yes Volume 11, 
develop s TMDLannlysis fordissolved oxygen that would be Santa Rosa on the Monitoring List Region I 
used to set waste load and loadalloeations for the Laguna de 
Sam Rosa lhe RWQCB stnffrrunmnd plaeingthe 
Waguna de Ssnta Rosa on the 2002 303(d) List for dissolved 
oxygm and on the mi tor ing  List fwnubicn1S kc- such 
a m d y  and the rsulting TMDL, whm implmted, would 
help to nwrr that beneficial usep of the Lagunads Srnta 
Rosa aremct. 

1.411.1 ThcCity o f  Santa Rosa reconfinned the City's continued Based an thc uncertainties in the evaluation value far No 
mmmi tmt  to Water Quality impmvcmcnt and e w p t i o n  phosphorus, s r ~ d y  is the mast expeditious way to a n a l p  the 
with the RWQCB to rtudy andas appropriate take action to DO problem in thir water body. When p e r f o d  i t  is 
protect walsrquality in the L o w  Russian River Watmhcd. important for the sNdy to address DO as well ssmlrimts 
The C i t y e x p d  its intent to participate in a study ofthc sinn they an a likely cause of the law D O m b l a .  In 
Laguna dc Santa Rosa in m o p t i o n  with the North Coast developing thir study, the stakeholder pmess should be 
RWQCB to develop aTMDL analysis far dissolved oxygen. transparmt and inclusive and the study should be pafanned 

independent of any stakeholder. Plcasc also =fa lo the 
response to Comment No. 1.405.1. 

1.412.1 The City of Santa Rosa met with the staff fm  the N o h  Plcass refer to the response to mmment 1.41 1.1. No 
Coast RWQCB and the SWRCB staff to discuss the Laguna 
ds Santa Rosa nutrients listing. The City o f  Senta Rosa re- 
confirmed thecity's continued commitment to Water quality 
improvment and cooperation with the RWQCB to sNdy and 
as appropriate take action to pmtsn water quality in the Lower 
Russian River Watershed. The City expressed its intent to 
participate in a study ofthe Lagunade Santa Rosa in 
eoopcration with the North Coast RWQCB to develop a 
TMDL analvsir for dissolved oxvesn. 

1.413.1 On page 16 of the staff rrport under "Monitoring List" states: PI- refer to the response for Commcnt No. 4418.17. Yes Volume1 
7%; waters on the ~ o n i & r i n ~  List ar. high p&ida for 
SWRCB and RWQCB mmtoringbdomthe n n t  welionof 
303 (d) bst ir cnnplned. The R WQCB should use these 
priorities for impl;msnlation of the site-specific monitoring 
portion of SWAMP an4 to the u t m t  pssible, should use 
other authorities to obtain the needed data". This language 
climinsts the flexibility o f  this region to address its SWAMP 
~rinit ics. 

1413 2 Twoof the four stated SWAMPgoals am to erwteanambtcnt Commcnt acknowledged. 
monitoring program that monitors wch hydrolo~e untl svny 
firs y e n  and will davment ambient warn quality mndiliam 
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in potentially clean and polluted a m .  
-. 

1413.3 We M imlementinp, the site--ifis cation of the SWAMP Commmt acknowledzed. No 
thmugh 'uting ~ h % .  rppm&h. ~ur&mpling pmgnm 

. 

includes long tam s i t s  in the WMA, ar well as sitc-specific 
foeus. Both clean and pMmtially polluted s ics  are included in 
thesampling scheme. Collecting information on c l m  
watersheds is integral in comparisons to water bodis that an 
potentially polluted. 

1.4134 Rceognbing the importance ofcowdinating and integrating C o m n t  acknowledged. No 
aurpmgram p a  guidance in the Watershed Managrmcnl 
Initiative and the sumnt Soatsgis Plan, we have integrated 
SWAMP with the fiveagency NCWAP, the S a i o n  303(d) 
pmcrs, and the TMDL developmmt pmgram. We arc 
collaing water quality information on water bodies in which 
TMDLs an being developed (both clean and potentially 
polluted) and an coordinating with the data gathering. 
mllection, and a-ment efforts ofNCWAP. In addition we 
are coordinating with numemus state and federal agmeia and 
Native American tribes in monitoring cffolu in the main stem 
of the Klamath River. Requiring Region I lo dmp those sites 
in favor ofths "Monitoring Lisl'sites will seriously affect our 
pmgram integration, interagency soordination, and the TMDL 
development pmgram. We prefer lo address l h s c  objectives 
with an integrated approash. 

- 
1.413.5 The language in the SWRCB staffrepon implies that we Please refer to the response for Comment No. 4.418.17. Yes Volume1 

should f a r  our cfforu only on polluted sites, thus completely 
depriving us the ability to collect badly needed ambient 
monitoring data on many ofour water bodies far which we 
have very litds information. 

1.413.6 Request lhat the staffrepon language be changed to be Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.418.17. Yes Volume 1 
cornistent with the SWAMP pmgram goals of monitoring both 
clean and potentially polluted sites. Replacing the word "use" 
with the word "consider" would address thc issue. 

1.414.1 I have reviewed several comments forwarded to your Comment a~knowlcdged. No 
committee regarding wommmdations by the North Coast 
Regional Board Staffto include phosphate on the 303(d) list 
update for the Laguna de Santa Rosa. I have had the 
opportunity to exhaustively review extant data on phosphate 
pollution in the Laguna and am enclosing a report that I 
prepared for the City of Santa Rosa under contract. 

Response-39 
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~p ~ ~- 

1.414.2 Both ofthes reports relate to &ons by the City to have your Staffhv reviewed the information sent by the m m n t a a n d  No 
board m i n d  the langovnduc listing of the L a w  for . -nsa am presented for Co~omnt Nos. 1.414.3,1.414.5, 
nmients, crpceially phosphate. The Lagma Phwphate smdy I and 1414.6. 
am fowrding is mmprshcruive and q i m  a thomugh 
review by puragency, however the following points 
rummarire the man implant findings. 

1.414.3 The Lagum dc Santa Rma has unsktently exhibited 
~hos~hatcc~nccnlrations that exceed all but a few k h  water ~~~- 

badl; ln Be United Stales. Typical d n g s  range fmm 1000- 
2000 u& whac, as aebwledged by the City's consultaa. 
the €PA criterion is 100 u w L  nK €PA eritcrion is bsscd on - ~ 

widely accsphd slanifications oftmphic stater that dctine 
Olieatmohie (the likslv orieinal oresivilizalion slate of the 

~ "~ . r ~~~ 

Laguns) as d 0  u g n  dhas&te; msotmphic at 20-80 u g 4  
and eutmphic at >80 ugn ofphosphate. Conmtntions 
gmtnthan 100 u#L an generally classified as hypatmphic, 
with the Laeuna fallin* at almost 10-20 tima the level the - - 
€PA considen as excessively phosphate laden. 

1.414.4 USEPA clearly and stmngly states that of the nutrients 
nitrogen and phosphate only phosphate is "mntmllable*. This 
is because nitmgm will k loaded to phosphat-riehed 
waters fmm aunosphuie so- when dissolved nitrate 
becoma unavailable While nitmgen oxides fmm laeal urban 
atmospheric sources am significant, the mast important 
nivogm loading famr -Its fmmchanges in the algal 
community from green algae and diatom, the typical 
organism in unpolluted water, to bbe-green algae and 
eyanobxteria. These organisms fix nitrogen fmm the 
amosphelr w, they csn outcompete the others whm nitmgm 
bscomes limiting. Blue-- algae oftsn ars toxic and are 
u& as indicators ofpollution byvirmally all regulatory 
anencia. 

There ir no applicable numuis water quality stadad for No 
phosphorus and the available evaluation values amof 
gueaionableuse. I t  isc lur  that d i i lvedmygcn s- io 
the Laguna am not mst and that nutrients am the likely cause. 
When the low dissolved oxygen TMDL i s  developed any 
nulrisnt enrichment causing ormntributing to the W 
problem should be addrrrscd. Please also refer m the mponse 
to m m m t  1.402.1. 

- 
Comment acknowledged. No 

1414.5 While phosphornus may k limiting the available nutrient data Comment acknowledgd. No 
suggest these chemicals arc rssponsible for the low DO levels 
in the Lagma 

1414.6 In over 95% ofupnremdownmcam samples taken at Santa While important in developing the TMDL, sourca o f  No 
Rosa Subregional System nl- points thns is a significant pollutants are not relevant to the defermination that standards 
and measurable inrrea~s in  phosphate eoneentration. Total are met in the waterbody. 
phosphorus load, baxd on flow and mneentration in the 
rc lca~r  is o h  within the range to suggest the City's releases 
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arr the predominant, even salc, source of the elevated levels 
~cnr in the La- 

1.414.7 Laboratory beneh sfale arpsrimcnts cited by thecity of Sanra T h m  is stmng disapement an wheUIer nitmgm and No 
Rosa p m p l t o  show nitmgsn limitation in thse wotsrr. phospholus are limiting in the Laguna de Sanra Rosa. There 
How", that crpcrimenk w m  poorly designed and have no is not disa-cnt thaf stnndards are not me( fordisrolved 
relevance to mdirions in the field since they eliminated the o x y p .  PI- referto the responss to commnt 12.7. 
sources of atmospheric nitmgcn that would be available in 
&Id mdiu$ns. 

1.414.8 The City is pmud to creditthe nitmgen removed fmm the Please refer to thc response for Comment No. 1.414.6 No 
cmuent in the Ueamxnt plant through dmitrification to their 
a-mt. This is misguided for the following -n. In natural 
systems the ratio of carbon to n i t m p  to phosphorus is 
appmximately I W: 10: 1. In the s i ~ m s h n e e  ofSants Rosa 
this mans thd even though a good deal of the nitmgen is 
removed during treatment, the unregulated release of each I 
Ib. ofphmpholus in the cmuent stimulates fixation of 10 lbs. 
ofnitmgcn downstream due to gmwh ofnitmgm fixing alga 
and bacteria. In reality, the City has no nitmgsn reduction 
pmgram since they neglect to mntml phosphate. Your board 
should m t  give them credit for N cmtml in their TMDL until 
theycontml phosphate. 

1.414.9 Sediment stores of phosphate in the Laguna are the primat-y Please refer to the response for Comment No. 1.414.6. No 
point of rel- to the wale column during the summer 
gmwing period. Phosphate is bound to finc clay sediments. 
The City of Sants Rma release the largest portion of 
phosphate enriched wastewater in winter when finc sediments 
are prevalent in the water column where they act as foci for 
adoorpti?n. 

1.414.10 Most of the DO readings dled by the City in the Laguna are It is clear that standard3 are exceeded far D.O. The Laguna de Ys Val- 1, 
biologically imlevant. During daylight Algal blooms produce Santa Ross will be listed for low D.O. Region 1 
supersaturation with W to ar high as 20-30 m& because of 
exccv photosynthesis. This is a transient reading with a rapid 
loss ofthis oxygen to the ahnosphere as photosynthesis 
proceeds. Water can only hold about 7 mgn  at the 
temperarums typical of the Laguna. The supersaturation of 
oxygen is a conwqumse of the excess gmwh of algal 
biomass. This same bio- respires an equivalent amount of 
oxygen at night. Unfomnately mast of the oxygen produced 
during the day escapes into the atmosphere because it is in 
excess of the 7 mg!l that the water can hold in dissolved form. .- -- 

Responses41 
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1.414.11 PrrJenting DO d i n g s  as averages over thecourse of a day Please refa to the -rise far Commsnt No. 1.414.10. No 
has no biological validity. Tm minutes of- oxygen in the 
predawn d l 1  kill aquatic animals that have lived for 23 houn 
and 50 minuts in  samted conditions. Thc only bial%ically 
valid mading fw DO is the minimum tension cxpmi'sneed in a 
day sina that r e f l m  thebottleneck that animals mun pass 
through to w i v e .  

1414.12 TheCit)'~ sanpling ofsubsdace w e ,  in their nmgation Commml acknowledged. 
fields show that vivlrmally all of the phosphate applted to land 
thmueh immtion is rmuntmd h" ,he -,Is and nc"" m e h e  ~~~~~ -~ ..--.... ~.. ., ... ....... .~ ~ 

the Laguns. The City should be recognized far the great 
stnda II has made m mamgxng thstr waneuratsr o v a  thc pan 
30 years The stngle ma¶ amportant component ofUltr tr Ihetr 
~rmlcmcnm~on of an o k n v v e  land annhentlnn w ~ e m  that ~~~~r~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ -~~ . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ . ~  . ~ .......................... 

reclaim. vichmllv all ofthdr -st-tcr &tine the summa ~~ ~ - -~ , ~ -~ - ~ .-..o..... ~ . 
montk. Thc Stale Water Raowfer  Board, as eady as 1970 
tdrnlb6cd the sulrvnn~lcarcr ofphosphate by the Ctty as the 
single mast important snvn ofpollution to the Russian River. 
T h m  o n  be no doubt that the cause of the impmvcmenll to 
the Russian River during the 70%. 80's. and 90's was due to 
the land application p m p m  and its dramatic uptake of the 
nutrients that othenwise would have reached the Laguna and 
the Russian River. 

1.414.13 I t  is unconscionable far the City to continue to fly in the f a n  
of  literally Ur entire scientific community in  their denial of 
the erxntisl need forphosphsle control. The persistence of 
their consultants in suppling this position suggesll that the 
Santa Rosa ratepayas, City council and PUC, as well as the 
regulatory agemis meiving these consultant comments, are 
being defrauded by these same sauultanll. It is well past time 
for your board to support positions presented to you by staff 
m b m  at the Rdonal Boards who have pmven over and 
owra level ofcompetence and responsibility sorely lacking in 
the City of Santa Rosds hirelings. The w m d a t i o n  to list 
phosphate as a nonsompliant rmu'icnt by your board is 
swntial to at long last restore watsr quality in that body. 

Based on the information in the administrative word several No 
conclusions can be dram about nutrient and dissolved oxygen 
concentrations in Ihc Laguna de Santa Rosa: 

I. A numeric water quality standard is applicable to the wata 
body; n m r i e  standards are not available for nitrogen or 
phosphonrr. The evaluation value for phorphoms is of limited 
use. 
2. Dissolved oxygen is a pmblan in the Laguna dc Santa Rosa. 
3. The dissolved oxygen standard is an issue in the Laguna de 
Santa Rosa but onnot be addressed by the &ion 303(d) list 
pmeess. 
4. Nutrieas are the most probable cause ofthe low W 
sonmtrations. Nitmgen has bccn a problem in the Laguna dc 
Santa Rosa and t h m  is stmng disagnrmmt abmt whether 
phosphow is a limiting nuuient for algal g m h .  
5. Additional assessment is needed to detmninc what facfom 
are affscling dissolved oxygen in the Laguna de Santa Rosa 
6. Any nutrient problem in the water body should be 
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addrssed muing the developmnt of Lhc low dissolved oxygen 
TMDL. - -  

2.1.1 The ~ t s r r t m n g l y  qpms the RWQCB staff The SWRCB staffs- with thepmpod to delist the Lower Yes VohunR 
mmmendation fads-lining mpperin the Lowa South San South San Francisco Bay (LSB), south ofthe D u m b a ~ n  Region 2 
Francisco Bay (LSB), south of the Dumbanon Bridge. Bridge, forcopper as well as the othaogmmt9ofSnn 

Fransisu, Bay reoommended dc-listing far copper. 

The RWQCB adopted a site-specific objective for -r in 
Lhc San F m i s u ,  Bay May. 2002. The nmdifed rational+ 
based on watercffest ratio W R )  informatian, shows that 
copper levels arc klow applicable thresholds of impairmsnt in 
all hay segmmts mrth ofthe Dumbarton Bridge, insluding the 
mouth of the PPetaluma River and in the LSB south ofths 
Dwnbmn Bridgs. Available water effect mio  (WER) data 
support the RWQCB recommendation to dc-list copper. 
Available amhimt dissolved copper concentrations in the 
sshlary never exceed the most Mnxrvativs WER-basd 
ohjstiva. For example, out of 50 WERr recently generated 
based on USEPA guidallce if the lowest 5th permtile WER 
of 1.7 wers used, the CTR manne ehmnis objective for 
dissolved mpper would be 5.3 ug/l, whish has not been 
exceeded in 466 samples in the San Francisso Estuary since 
the Regional Monitoring Program began in 1993. A rite- 
specific objective for mpper based on WERs d m  not have to 
k adopted in the Basin Plan before the Sate B m d  w dblist 
based an the available information and the ClX at 40 CFR 
131.38 @XI), fmmote i, and (eN4Mi) and (iii). 

2.1.2 Request9 that the SWRCB w i e w  the infmation pnviausly PI- nfer to the m p n s s  to comment 2.1.1. 
submined and ~mmarized inthis lsnnand modify the 
SWRCB staffnport to recommend ds-listing the LSB for 
coppa. 

2.1.3 ThslmpaimmtPuxrurrntRepon(IAR)wasincludedinthe Pleasersfntothcraponseta~amment2.1.1. 
rcsord as pan ofthc RWQCB Nov. 2WI de-listing 
recommendation to SWRCB. It eoneluded that the impairment 
ofthe LSB due to cappaor nickel is unlikely. It also 
recommended that e sits-spccific objective (SSO) k 
established for copper and nickel. 

2.1.4 The WER information pmvides two related lines of evidence P l s m  refer to the response to comment 2.1.1. 
that suppn  a mpper &-listing anion. Dissolved copper lsvcls 
are mnsistmtly below the pmpscd 6.9 ugl SSO. The WER 
shows that the ambient copper levels are k low applicable 
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thraholds. 

2.1.5 Supporn delisting for coppaand nickel. Supporn Site Plca~cnfcrtorhsraponsetacnnment2.l.l. Y e  VolumcU, 
Specific Objective and &listing in the Lower Snn Fmneiseo Region 2 
Bay was predicated in put on prepamtion and implcmnerion 
by involved pduof-and nickel xlion p h .  These 
plans inelude meanusto hdp ambient mpper and nickel 
m n m t r a l i m  mruin at scccptable levels. 

2.1.6 Believes t h a t s h n l i a l  weight of evidence exists supporting Pleare refer to the response to comment 2.1.1. ye v0lums n, 
the delisting ofmpper and nickel in the L o w  South San Region 2 
Francisco Bay. 

2.2.1 All the Bay R o t d o n  sils that the SWRCB has c h o m  to Aftnreviwing the basis for this mommendation it beeamc Y u  Volume 11, 
placeon the Watch List arc forsedimnt toxicity (not just apparmt that s d i m n t  toxicity isassmisted with w m l  Region 2 
toxicity, as was indicated in the Watch List for s i t e  originally pollutants st eonmtrations that conhibuts to or s- the 
rrsommsndd forthe Watch List). sediment toxicity. Thsx s i t e  hav+thcrsfom,ban moved lo 

the pmpassd seetion 303(d) list bsssuw wataquality 
standards are not met 

2.2.2 R e d d  Creek, tidal portion should be listed on the Watch The language in the document will refleet the original 
List for high colifarm count, not E. coli. The term High recommendation. 
eoliform count should beused inncad of specific indicators, 
or "pathogens". 

2.2.3 Copper should be &listed fmm the South San Francisco Bay. PI- refer to the response to comment 2.1.1 
This recommendation should bc supported by the SWRCB, 
because of the Water Effects Ratio (WER) information and 
the adopted S i tPSpi f i c  Objaive for copper in this area. 
Data and infomation support the fact that capper levels are 
nm c x d i n g  the threshold levels and eoppcr should be 
dsltnsd and placedon thc watch lirl far South San Franorco 
Bay. SWRCB =consider it's prelimnary dmtrion to maintain 
this listing and deli* 

Y e  Volums 11, 
Region 2 

Yes Volums 11, 
Region 2 

2.3.1 The eommnfer m n g l y  suppork the RWQCB staff Plea* refer to the response to comment 2.1.1. YS volume n, 
recommdation far&lirting m p p n  in the Lower South San Region 2 
Francism Bay (LSB), south ofthc Dumbanon Bridge. 

2.3.2 The SWRCB should rsviw the information previously Please refer to the response to comment 2.1.1 Y u  Volum 11, 
submitled and summarized inthis letter and modify the Region 2 
SWRCB Etaff report to m m m m d  delisting the Lower South 
San Frandm Bay for copper. 

4 2.3.3 The IAR concluded that the impairment ofthe Lower South Please refer to the response to commnt 2.1.1 Y u  Volume U, 
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Ssn Fransivo Bay dudus to copper or nickel is unlikely. Italu, 
recommended hat  asile-spceilic objective (SSO) be 
atsblished fwcoppsr and nickel. The IAR rrmmmndd a 
E- SSO in the mge of 5.5 to 11.6u#L dissolved mppa 
and nickel, based an WER testing informtion. 

2.3.4 The WER information pmvida two related lines of cvidenee PI- nfer to the response to commnt 2.1.1 
that support a mpperds-listing action Dissolved mpper levels 
are consistently below the pmposcd 6.9 upl SSO. The WER 
show that the ambimtcoppcr I-Is are below applicable 
thmholds of imirmcnt. 

2.3.5 Thersuisu Jubstantial weight of evidence supponing PI- refa to the response U, e a m n t  2.1.1 
delisting copper and nickel in the Lower South San Francisco 
Bay(LSB). Ths SWRCB staffshould take all of theseavailable 
evidence into account and support eappndslisting in the LSB. 

2.4.1 The basis for listing Baker Beach was questioned becauseof We concur with S.F. PUCs comments that the U)M for 
the minor impacts dlhs  discharges. Baker BeachJHigh Coliform Count has- incomnly 

identified as Combined Sewer Overflows 1CSO). 

Yes volume ll, 
Region 2 

Yes V0lumc 11, 
Region 2 

2.4.2 Basis for listing this China Beach war questioned beesuse of There are conflicts between the listing rationaleand the CSO Y s  Volums ll, 
the minor impacts ofthe discharges. permit for San Francisco's Oeeansidc P O W .  TheNRDC Region 2 

report that w.ar used mia-represents posted warnings as beach 
closures. The NPDES permit for Oceanside require lhat the 
beach be posted with warnings when a CSO event oecurs, and 
the design frequency is 8 times per year 

It is now recommended that all beach closurerelated listings 
for L n  Francnrco Bay bcashcr be rcmvcd from the pmporad 
wction 303(d) 1,s. Thcsc r-mmndations were bared on 
faulty data. Revmcwofthc SWRCBZhcach sdvino~y data 
shows that t h s r  teaches should not be listed b e e s w  no 
beach closures have been reported at San Francisco teaches 
fmm 1998-2002. 

Beachs that a n  recommended to be removed from the 
pmposd 303(d) list include: 

China BcachBeaeh Closures 
Oesan BeachBeach Closures 
Fort Funston BcachBeach Closures 

A review of the available information on San M a w  County 
beaches show that the RWQCB rscommmdationr to list San 
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Matm Cauntybeachawm mommmdcd in m r .  All of the 
information in the NRDCnpnt ME b a d  on State Board's 
yac z m b e a ~ h  -utimsry ~ " g s  and B-I 

slorurrs. We w m m c n d  moving  five San Matm Caunty 
beaches hom the p m p d  303(d) Lisl which include: 

Pacific Orran at Pacifica State Rueh ~~~ ~.~~ 
Pacific h n  at Pillar Point Beach 
Pacific Ocean at Fiegerald Marine Racrvc 
Pacific Ocean M S h q  Park Beach 
Paenfie O m n  at S w l d s  Beach 

SWRCB staff pmporc that all eight ofthese beach closure 
w m n d a t i o n s  be m o v e d  fmm the 2002 303(d) list 7hs 
RWQCB staffalso ncommend not to lid. 

2.4.3 The basis for listing this h n  Beach war questioned becaws Please refer to the response to comment 24.2, Yes Volum 11, 
of rhc minor i m p m  of the discharges. Region 2 

-. 
2.4.4 Basis for listingthis FOR Funston Beach was questioned Please refer to the response to 2.4.2. Yes Volume 11, 

besaw of the minor impacts of the discharges. Region 2 

2.4.5 Monitoring the beaches t h m  tima weekly year mund for Please refer to the rsrpon~c to comment 2.4.2. No Volwnc 11, 
coliform M e r i a  Water contact rrcnatiansl criteria for Region 2 
bacteria a n  nearly acceded. 

24.6 It is the city's position that the four pmposed shoreline Please refer to the response to mmment.3 2.4.1 and 2.4.2. No 
additions to the 303(d) lia and the hvo sites pmporcd for 
Watch List do nM conform to either EPA's orthc State's 
guidance for the 303(d) LisS because an alrcmative regulatory 
p m p m  a i m  to adhess these discharges. 

2.4.7 7hc Combined h e r  Ovemaw (CSO) Contml Policy Please refer to the -rise to commmt 24.1. No 
pmvides a comprehmsivs regulatory framework for 
addrrssinghsated discharges from the CSO systems. 
Applying the 303(d) Listto these waterbodies will undermine 
WA's nationwide effatr to establish the CSO Contml Policy. 

- 
24.8 Mission creek is prop& for the Watch List, it is a xdimmt P l c w  refer to Ule response to comment 2.6.2. Yes Volume 11, 

site, and the BPTCP Program provides a mom d i m  and Region 2 
regulatory appmach than pulting on the Watch List. - 

2.4.9 lslaisCmk is pmporcd for the Watch List, it is a sediment Plsasc refer to the -nsc to comment 2.6.2. Yes Volume 11, 
sit+ and the BPTCP Program provides a more dimland Region 2 
ngulatory approach than putting on the Watch List. 
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2.4.10 Two ofthe f a u r p p e d  beach losation animpacted by only Please r e f .  to the nsponses to commenta 2.4.1 and 2.4.2.. No 
San Francisco's discharges. The NPDES pnmill sem, to be 
adequate imtesd ofaTMDLto add- thcr. dish-. 

2.5.1 Supporn the dc-listing c- in thc L a w r  South San Plsarsrrferto therapon* tosommnt2.1.1. No 
Francisco Bay (LSB), south ofthe DumWon Bridge. 

2.5.2 The SWRCB rcvinvthc infomtion previously submitted Please referto the nsponse to comment 2.1.1. No 
and summarized in this ldkrand modify the SWRCB staff 
v O n  to n m d  dc-listing the LSB for comer. 

2 5.3 The IAR concluded that thc impirment of the LSB due to 
Copper or niskcl is unlikely. I s  also mmmcnded that a rrte. 
rpeei6e objmiw should katablished forcoppcr andnickel 

.. . - ... -. -- 
2.5.4 7hm uista substantial wight of evidence suwortinp. 

delisting copper and nickel h the L o w  ~ o u t l ~ a n  ~ L n s i w o  
Bay (LSB). The SWRCB staff should take all ofthis available 
evidence into mount and suppoR copper delisting in the LSB. 

261  Concm that Ule Lnrt ar pmposed tnappropnatcly relcgatrr 
rsvcnl hlghly polluted watn bodtn m San Frane~sm toa 
Watch Llrl, uhlch at thlr point has no legal or rcgulaory 
significance. 

2.6.2 lslais Crak, a known toxic hot spot in Ssn Francisco, was 
removed fmm tho pmpowd list. Not only was this decision 
made in the face ofsubstantial evidence, i t  w a  dons without 
engaging the community. This community is ovcrvhclmingly 
comprised ofpmple ofcolor for whom this a s k  is one of 
many envimnmental injustices faced an s daily basis. 

Please referto tbe raponse to comment 2.1.1. No 

Pleas refa to the response to comment 2.1.1. 

Please refer to the response to comment 2.6.2. Yes Volum 11, 
Region 2 

lrlair Cxck and Mission Creek arc now proposed to be placed Yes Volum 11, 
an the section 303(d) list because water quality standards a n  Region 2 
not met and the Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan is 
not ~ k n t l y  being implemented. Ifthis plan is implcmcntcd 
in the futlln these sites would be candidates for the 
Alternative Enforceable Programs List. 

Allegations of environmental injustice arsunfwnded. This 
2M)2 303(d) listing pmcess has k e n  unprecedented in the 
amount of public input considered, extending fmm M m h  
2001 to the present, and two open public pmcs~cs o f  input 
and comment. The 303(d) list already contains pollutants of 
eonem for the community for the mtire San Franeixo Bay, 
which includes lslsis Creek and Yomi te  Creek which are ~ ~~ 

tidal, and pollutants such as PCBs and meMV that are 
contained in sediments near the community wil l  becorsidered 
in overall TMDL plans to reduce contaminant levels in  fish 
tissue. Therefon. it seem the RWOCB has the cammuniw's .~ ~ ~~ 

intcrens well in mind. 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECFION - - - - - - - 

2.6.3 The RWQCB conducted shuiia that confirmod that the c m k  Please refer to UK -m to commmt2.6.2. YS VOI-& 
is hi&l~mlluled andsuffers fmm d-da of CSO and other srrinn 7 . ..--- - 
polliti&: The S ~ C B  opted to exclude Mission and lslais 
C m k  fmm UKir Draft lirt. 

2.6.4 The RWQCB considered the public comments and mefully Please refer to the rspanss to comments 2.6.2. Yen ValumeU, 
made the right decision to List Mission Creek and lslais Region 2 
Creek The community warrdiippainled when the SWRCB 
opted ta excMe thesecreek fmm the List and place t h m  on 
the Watch LisI. 

2.6.5 According to the haft ~cport both Mission Creek and Islais Please refer to the nsponse to commmb 2.6.2. YS VolumslL 
Creek wsrs "dc-listed" befause no specific pollutant was Region 2 
identified for listing and because both creeks are part of an 
a l t m t i v s  snfo-blc pmgnm. The SWRCB must articulate 
a sound far o p p i n g  this decision and placing them 
on this Watch List. 

2.6.6 The SWRCB decision to place water segments on the watch Please refer to the response to commmt G.11.8. Yes Volwne I, 
list beeause of alleged existence of other wasr qualily Methndolopy 
pmgrams is d i m l y  contrav to law and common sense. 

2.6.7 The process of listing water bodies must be divorced fmm the Comment seknowledged. No 
suile o fmanagmat  a tmgies  available to reduce impaimnt 
in order to comply with the intent of the Clean Water Act 

2.6.8 The SWRCB's decision to w i r e  that an explicit linkage be Please refer to the response to comment G.11.21. No 
made bemeen an impaired water body and the source of its 
pollution prior to adding it to the 303(d) List is not pmpcr. 

2.6.9 lslais Creek and Mission Creek are impaired and therefore Pkase refer to the respncs to commmt 26.2, Yes Volumc 11, 
me t the  for listing as mvirioned by the federal C l a n  Region 2 
Water Act  Dcrignatiw of a pollutant is not wananted, the 
water body is in fael impaired. 

2.6.10 Thecommms;urgss the SWRCB to add lslais and Miuion Comment acknowledged. Please referto the response to Y a  Volum U, 
Creeks tothe ZOO2 303(d) List, not the Watch List eommmt 2.6.2. Region 2 

2.6.1 1 Do not use the Watch List because it is unnecessary if the Pleare refer to the response to comments G.IO.1. No 
303(d) List is functioning pmperly. The Watch List will be 
used as a delay tactic forwarranted listings and it's not 
authorired underthe federal Clean Water Act. 

2.6.12 The existenceof the BPTCP list of toxic horspots should act as Plesrs refer to the response to comment G.I 1.8 and 2.6.2. Yes Volume 1, 
evidence that listing is warranted not the contrary. MCmodology 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

2.7.1 Islais Cnk,  a h w m  loxis hotspot in Ssn F m i r m ,  was Please refa to the -nw to mmmmts2.62. Y s  ValwncR 
moved  fmm h e  pmporsd lin Not onbwns this decision Region 2 
made in the fsss ofds lmt ia l  svidmcc, i t  was done without 
mgaging thcmmmunity. This c m u n i t y  is ovawhslmingly 
mmpriwd ofpcopls ofcolor for whom this nssk is one d 
many cnv i rmnta l  iniusliccr faced on a daily basis. 

2.7.2 According to thc haR Repnt both Mission C m k  and lrlair Plsase ref" to the rsponrc to oommmt2.62. Yes Volumc 11, 
C m k  wm "&-lirtcd" b w  no rpeeific pollutant wns Region 2 
identified for listing and kQuse bah necks arr part of an 
alternative mfo-bls pmpm The SWRCB mwtsniculnts 
a sound m n  for opposingthis decision and placing them on 
this Watch Lin 

2.7.3 The eommmln suppat Bayview Hunteh Point Community Plase rsfsrto the rsponx to comment 2.6.2. Yes Volumc 11, 
Advocates cwnmsnts mbmittcd to the RWQCB for lslair Region 2 
Cmk. 

2.7.4 The SWRCB decision to place water ssgmsnts on the Watch Plsaw refer to the response to mmmmt 2.6.2 and 0.1 1.8. Ycs volwnsl, 
List besaw ofthealleged aistenceof other water quality Methndology 
program e d~rcstly c o n u q  to law and common rrnu 
Salon 303(d) and t'o smplmmting mgulal~ons spee~ficall) 
nols that statcs mun tdenhfy w a r n  for wh~rhemumt 
limitations thmugh other rcgulamly programs arc not stringent 
mough to me t  waterquality standards. The existence of the 
BPTCP list oftonic hoapots should act as evidence that 
l ir ing is warranted not the contrary. 

2.7.5 Disagnc with SWRCB's decision to q u i r e  that en explicit Please nfer to nsponrs to comment G.Il.21. No 
linkage be made betwan an impaired Watrrbody and the 
sourceof its mllution oriw to adding i t  to the 303Cd) List. 

2.7.6 whether meh data n i r t t o  the identify a pollutant or not, d m  Plsax refer to the response to m m m t  2.6.2. 
not change the fact that Islais Cnckand Mission C m k  are 
impaired and therefore mcst the &lain for listing as 
mvisioned by the f c h l  Clean Water Act. 

2.7.7 The Commmter urges the SWRCB to add Islais and Mission Please refer to the -nw to comments 2.6.2. 
C& to the 2W2 303Cd) List not the Watch Lin 

Ycs Volum ll, 
Regim 2 

2.7.8 The Commmter is opposed to thcusc of a Watch List bccausc Plcasc nferto the response to comments G.10.1. 
i t  is unneessav ifthe 303(d) List is functioning pmpnly. The 
Watch List will beused as a delay tutic for warranted listings 
and it's not authorired underthe federal Clan Water Act. 
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2.7.9 The p- oflisting wter bodies m r t  be divorced fmm the Commmt acknowledged. No 
suiteof managanent Strategies amilnbls to &cs i m p a i m t  
in order to comply with the intmt ofthc Clean Water A d  

2.7.10 Stmngly urgethe SWRCB to lid Islair Ctcek and Mission PI- r e f s  to the rsrponss to comments 2.6.2. Y s  Volums U, 
Creek in light ofthe svidsms and not place them on a Watch Region 2 
List 

2.8.1 While the RWQCB has d m d  selenium TMDLs low PI-refer to the rsrpoll~e to mmmsnt G.11.9. No 
priority, the Csntrsl Valleyassigred higher priority to it's 
selenium TMDLr. Thae RWQCB differing viewpints of 
importance a-to indicate that regional integration of 
TMDL efforts needs impmvemmt. 

2.8.2 Rocommend that the SWRCB assign a highs priority to the Please refer to the response to the comment G.11.9. No 
seleniumTMDLs in the Bay, due to eancems of advsrx 
affects to m i l i v e  biological mu-. 

2.8.3 Recommend that the SWRCB include Agriculhtre ar a source Comment aehowlsdged. No 
of selenium inputs into Suisun Bay. 

2.84 SWRCB should identify the BaylDelta water bodies in the San Comment seknowlcdged. No 
Francisco Bay b i n  as a priority for tunha meareh on the 
fale of selenium fmm known sources. 

2.9.1 Recommmd that the San Francisco Bay should be added to PI- refer to the m p o w  to comment 2.15.9. No 
the Satee$ 303(d) list duo to elevated levels of PBDEs, 
bmminatcd organic compounds with chemical m c h t m  
similar to dioxinr and PCBs. The levels of the PBDEs in 
harbor seals in San Francisco Bay is a serious c a w  for 
concern. The fact that the concentrationo are among the 
highesl reported anywhere in the world, combined with the 
evidence that the conemaetions are increasing logarithmically 
and are doubling evny 1.8 years, means that it is of immediate 
con-. 

2.10.1 The mmmentsr supports the establishment ofa Watch Lisl C o m m t  acknowledged. No 
where the information and availability o f b e  are insuff~cisnt 
to wanant plncsmcnt on the 303(d) List or where an 
alternative regulatory program is in place to add- water 
quality impairmenu. 

2.10.2 The comments supports the "weight of evidence" appkaeh to Comment acknowledged. No 
evaluate the level ofbeneficial us impairment or non- 
impairment. The 303(d) prwess should evaluate all existing 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

and psrtinmt data to dcvmdne whether beneficial uses have 
ban impacted. Sanc of the impoMnt considnationused to 
make thst &-inntion are; data quality: spatial and temporal 
repmtat ion,  linkap h e e n  data mamrawnt and 
bendin';cl ux. ste 

2.10.3 Supports r continuous pmasr for evaluation and Comment acknowledged. No 
impmvemsnt lo Califomss TMDL Rogram thmugh clearly 
define pmgrsm goal, cl-mandpmedwes. Sueeasful 
implementation oftheTMDL Fmgrsmwill nguitt consistent 
statewide policy toadministathe listing and dc-listing 
pmcsss, implcmnrt the regulatorypmgram, and direct public 
participation, 

2.10.4 The public partkipation pmfess in the state's evolving water Comment acknowlsdgsd. No 
quality i m p i m t  area is impomnt. Watershed management 
activities in the SunlaClara Basin haw demonstrated the 
importancs, and the utility, ofstakeholder involvement and 
participation to add- sometimes contentious and difficult 
water quality problem. 

2.10.5 South San F m i s e o  Bay below the Dumbarton Bridge should Please refer to the response to comment 2.1.1. Y s  
be delisted for copper and nickel. 'There is more than enough 
sufficient tshnieal information to support the delisting. An 
Action Plan, dsnibed by the RWQCB, has ban 
implemented since October 2000 andextensive ambient 
monitoring has provided bath a regulatory pmgrnm to p w n t  
degradation and abundant information to conclude thst water 
quality is not impacted and beneficial uses are not impaired 
due to either copper of nickel. 

2.1 1.1 Support the SWRCB's efforts in developing an adequate and Please refer to the response to comment G.11.8. No 
defensible list, hmveverwe are concerned a b u t  the List, as it 
inappmpriately rslegats -al highly polluted water bodies 
in San F m i s u ,  to a Watch List. 

2.11.2 Disagrees with the SWRCB's recanmcndation to place Islais Please refer to the response to commnt 2.6.2. Yes Volumell, 
Creek on the Watch List beeausc thne was no specific Region 2 
pollutant identified and the ncck is part of an alternative 
enforceable program. To placs wte r  segments on a Watch 
List beeauss ofthealleged existence of other water quality 
program is directly mntnuy to law and common sense. 
Sstion 303(d) and its implementing regulations specifically 
no te  that states must identify waters for which cmum 
limitations through other regulatory programs are not stringent 
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enough to m d n g  vvstsr quality rtsndardr The existence of 
wh regulaloly pmgrarm as BPTCP list todc hoQob is 
evidencethat the listing is m t c d .  

2.11.3 Dim- with the SWRCB'r rrcommcndation to place Please refer to the raponss to mmmsnt 2.6.2 
Mision Creek on the Watch List, beeaw there was no 
specific pollutant identified and the cmek is pl of an 
almative enfomblc pmgram. To place wamscdimmt on 
s Watch List bscawe of the alleged existem of&r water 
&ily pmgram is d i d y  mnfnry to law and mmmon 
smse. S t d o n  303(d) and its implemmting rrgulations 
spe=ifisally notes that states m W  identify waters for which 
cillumt limitations thmugh other rcgulatwypmgrams are not 
stingent enough to mkting water quality standado. The 
existenceof such regubtory pmgrams as BPTCP list toxic 
hotspots is evidme that the listing is wananted. 

YU VOW n, 
Region 2 

2.1 1.4 Disa- with the SWRCB's reeommndation to quirethat  Please refer to the response to comment 2.6.2 
an explicit linkage be made between an impaired water body 
and the source of its pollution prior to adding it to the 303(d) 
List. While this information m y  have celevancc as 
background data and would inform future management 
strategies, it d m  not change the fact that water bodies a n  
impaired which is a criteria that men$ the listing rcquiremmts 
of the Clean Water Act. 

Yes volume 11, 
Region 2 

2.11.5 Use ofa  Watch List is impoScd beeaw it is unnecessary if the Please refer to the response to commcne G.Il.8. Yes VolmcI, 
Sstian 303(d) List is functioning pmpedy. The Watch List is M&a&logy 
uscd as a delay tactic for acting on wamnted listings and also 
is not authorized under the f e h l  Clean Water Aa. 

2.12.1 RWQCB is ~bmit t ing a Rmlutian (Reslution # R2-2002- Please refer to the response to comment 2.1.1. Yes Volume 11, 
0061) to adopt Site-Specific Objmivcs for Copper and Nickel . Region 2 
in the San Francisco Bay, South ofthc Dumbarton Bridge. 
The resolution desc r ik  an implmntation plan to maintain 
m t  ambient mnmtrarion ofthesc metals. Plcascconrider 
this resolution in the prwcrr to determine the impairment 

of San Francisco Bay for copperand nickel. 

2.13.1 Suppm the SWRCB's efforts in developing an adequate and Comment acknowledged. No 
dcfmriblc list, however we are concerned that the L i n  as it 
inappmpriately relegates r v m l  highly polluted water bodies 
in San Franeiseo to a Watch List. 

2.13.2 The commcnter disagrees with the SWRCB's ~eommcndation Plsase refer to the response to comment 2.6.2. Yes VoIumc 11, 
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to place Islais Crsslron the Wash LisL k a u s e  tha r  was no Rcgiw 2 
specific polfutant idsntifd and the ussk is part ofan 
iltsmstivssnfo-ble pm-. To place water segments on 
s Watch List bscauw ofthesllcgod srirtcnss ofather water 
qualitypmgram is dimfly contrary to law and common 
saw. Ssnion 303(d) ud itr implcmmting regulations 
specifically n& that states m w  identify warm for which 
sffluat limitations Uuough othurrgulatory m m  are not 
shingent enough to mocting watsrquality standards. The 
orirlcnss of such rcgulrtary p"gnms w BPTCP list toxic 
hotmots is cvidcncsthat the listinp. is warranted. 

2.13.3 The commmtcr disa- with the SWRCB", rccommcndation Plcasc refer to the rssponrs to commmt 2.6.2. Yes Volume 11, 
to place Mission Cnsk on the Watch Lirt, baawe  there war Region 2 
no specific pollutantidentifisd and the srssk is part of an 
altmativsenfo-ble pmgram. To place wahsedirnsnt on 
a Watsh List baause of lhsallsged existence ofother water 
qualilypmpms is directly eon- to law and mmmon 
sense. Section 303(d) and im implementing regulations 
specifically notes that states must identify walers for which 
emuent limitations through other regulatory programs are not 
stringent enough to meeting water qualily standards. The 
existence of such regulatarypmgrams as BPTCP list toxic 
houpots is evidence that the listing is wananted. 

2.13.4 The eommmter disa- with the State Board's Please refer to the response to mmmmt G.11.21. No 
recommendation to require that an explicit linkage be made 
between an impaired water body and the soume of its 
pollution prior to adding it to the 303(d) List. While this 
informationmay have relevance as background data and 
would i n f o n  fuam management mfegies, it does not 
change the fad that water bodies are impa id  which is a 
sritaia that me- the listing mpimnenm of the Clean Water 
A c t  

2.13.5 The sommmter is opposed to theuse of a Waffh List b a a u x  Please refer to the response lo mmmcnt G.Il.8 and 0.10.1. No 
it is unnecessary ifths Seetion 303(d) Lirt is functioning 
pmperly. The Watch List is uwd as a delay tactic for acting on 
warranted listings and also is not authorized underthc federal 
n r 9 n  Wltrr A", 

2.14.1 Themmmenh is m n m e d  by the pmporal to break up the Please refer to the response to comment G.II.1 I 
list of impa id  watmvays into 3 categories, beeaure it doss 
not m n f o n  with theunderstanding of the Clean Water Act. 
If a watc~lay qualifies for listing under the Scnion 303(d) 
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l i q  it murt be included. Onn it no longsrqualifis as 
impokd, then a d  mly then fan it b&lisod. The cow* 
ofdelirtingwaOr bodia brcauseTMDL8s have been 
completed is contray to the law, in additian the water body 
may still -in impaired. A "Wsteh List" maks  no m. It 
is unclear whal a i t a ia  qualifies a wasr way forths Watch 
List rather lhan the 303(d) tist. 

2.14.2 The SWRCB should adopt the rcfommendatiom of the PI- refer to the r s p n s s  to comment 2.6.2. Ya VoIumcII, 
RWQCBs b list Mission Crssk. The water body is impacted -2 
by continuing overflows f m  San Fnncim's combined -r 
system and mccedem in heavy mnals, PAHs, and enriched 
hydmgcn sulfide and m a n i a .  Therc is suffrient data for 
the listing. 

2.14.3 We urge the SWRCB to adopt the ~ ~ m e n d a t i o m  of the Pleas refer to the m p n x  to e m c n t  2.6.2. Ya V o b ~ m I l ,  
RWQCB's to list Islais Creek. The water body is impacted by Rcgion 2 
continuing overflows fmm San Fnncim's combined -r 
system and exsssdcnees in heavy metals, PAHs, and enriched 
hydmgcn sulfide and m a n i a .  Then is suffisicnt data for 
the listine 

2.15.1 The commmtcr s u p p i s  the Boards'assumption to maintain Commmt aeknowlcdgsd. No 
the 1998 303(d) list reviewing the 1998 list would slow down 
the listing pmssrr. 

2.15.2 The pmposed Watch List is inconsistent with the Clean Water Please refer to the responxr to Comment Nos. C.11.8 and No 
Act and will r ~ r e l y  delay restoration ofwater quality G.II.11. 
standard in impaired warn.  The SWRCB has no authority in 
the Clean Water Act farthe development of alternative lists to 
be used to as a placeholder wheo water bodies that do not 
meet the Boards'eri&a. All water bodis that do not meel 
water m l i w  standards must bc olaee on the 3031d) list 

2.15.3 The proposed "CampletEd TMDL List " is incatsistent with P l a c  refato the -nx to Commcnt No. G.1I.I 1. No 
the Clean Water Act and will severely delay r s tmt ian  of 
water quality standard in impired warn.  The Board's 
pmpowl to crsatsan altrmativc listing mechanism far 
impaired water bodis for which a TMDL has been established 
but no yet achieved flatly violated Seetion 303(d) of the Act. 
The stablirhmmt ofn TMDL, wiUlout full implnnmlation 
and achievement of water quality standards,  doc^ nothing to 
change the fact thaf the waterbody in question is not meeting 
standards. There is noobjaion over the formaliration of a 
Completed TMDIri List so loogas that the list does not -It 
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in the ddkling of rmpairrd WatCrWisr h m  the 303(d) list 

2.15.4 M a m ~ m e y  is w i r e d  Lo explain the B ~ E  rationals Please efsr to thc-~c to Commmt N m  0.1 1.21, No 
for d i n g  d-ionsto list or not list water bodis on the ~l1.18,G.1120,mdG.ll.4. 
303(d) list Ifthe Board used any guidelins for mluating 
spatial rcpacnhtion, data quality, temporal repramtation, 
ete. itshovIdbedissd inthertpmt Thcfactms- of 
pollutants and avsilabilityaf an altmative enforceable 
pmgram uc entirely inslsvnnt to the deliberation ofwhdhcr 
or not saratabody is impaired and warrants listing. 

2.15.5 It a- that many ofthc watsrbodis were put on the PI- refer to the response to Comment No. 0.1 1.4. No 
pmposod Watch l is t  w fact sheet01 0th- narrative 
uis ts  in the maft303(d) list to uplsin such decision. The 
mmmcntsr rsquesa explanation for thas  listing decisions, 
panicularly when public comments s r i N  in the record 
advacating far lirtingunda S d a n  303(d). 

2.15.6 Intomtion about the s o w  of an impairing pollutant ir nM PI-e mfn to the rs~ponse to Comment No. 0.1 121. No 
relevant to the question ofdstsrmining 303(d) listing sUM. 
The Act q i r s  listing bawd on the question on whether or 
not the water body m e t  standards, and not granted for 
impa id  water bodies where thac is a lack of information 
about pollutant sou-. This information is not neccJsay or 
rekvantto the w t i m  of whether or not a watemody is 
supporting beneseial u r a  or complying with water quality 
standards. 

2.15.7 An impaired waterbody must be 303(d) listed evm if the Please refer to the mponse to Commmt No. G.11.21. No 
idmtilication ofthe actual pollutant(s) causing the impsimxnt 
is not idcnti6.d. The l a n p q e  ("No pollutant idmtitied, 
efleets-based listing" )wed  in placing water W i e s  on a 
Watch List isambiguous. If a water body fails to mcct 
standards for toxicity or some other narrative objective, then is 
should be placed on the 303(d) list. The eomnmterdisagra 
with the B o d s  decision to phce Stcgc Marsh, Islais Creek, 
Mission Creek and P q m  Slrngh an the Wach List baawe 
no pollutant was identified. These sites srs all extremely toxic 
and bcm mked as "high" priority toxic hotspob. 

2.15.8 The SWRCB m W  list all impaired water bodis on the 303(d) Please refer to the mponse to Comment No. 0.1 1.8 and 2.6.2. Yes Volume I, 
list, even ifsome othmaltrmative cleanup pmgram exists. Methodology 
There is w exception provided by the 303(d) stsMc used to develop 
for impaired water bodies that may be subja to ~ome h e r  the List. 
repulatoryorvoluntary p m p m  as an alternate mahod to 
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m d l k  pmblm. 'Ik commnrcr iscon- with the 
B o d s  w d t i o n  to plaae SLegc Marsh Islais Creek 
and P q l m  Slmgh on a Watch List imVad of the 303(d) list 
brmuseof Ule BPCTP. Such deoi8o.h has w bearing on 
the wotcr bdtes'capaeily to meet wataqualily s(andanls and 
tr imlsvant m thcdac~rnon of whnhaor not is should he 
Itsted. We urge the Bosrd to smke reference to Lhe BPTCP as 
an 'alternative mfwceablc program", which it is clearly not, 
and to plan all the Toxic Hot Spats an lhe 303(d) list 

2.15.9 Many Bay segmentsand tributaries were impmply ornilled 
fmm the 303(d) lia The commcntcr disagrees with the 
Board's remmmndation to place the Bay on a Watch List for 
PBDE Evidence is available to Lhc Bazrdr indicating that 
PBDE concentrations andwbling svn fnv years in limes of 
marine mammals and humans in the Bay A m .  BayK- 
inco'porates by nfercnss comments submined by that Nafural 
Resources Dcfenw Council rslated to PBDEs. 

Link or no data are available in the San F m i w o  Bay Region No 
for many known or suspmed contaminants The RMP is 
mmntly reviewing analytical laboratory information (e.g., gas 
chmmatographs) to identify unknown contaminants. Some of 
the unknown peaks in the gas chmmatographs were recently 
identified by the RMP as palybmminated diphmyl elha, or 
PBDEs, a common flame nvudant found in fumifue and 
other materials. Concumntly, a paper by She, a al. (ZWI), in  
p w  documents that levels of PBDD, in San Francisco Bay 
harbor wal blubber an among the highst repaned elmxhen, 
a dramatic increase in PBDEE in harbor seals was observed 
over the last ten years, and PBDE levels in human bmr t  
adipose tissue fmm the San Francisco Bay A m  am the 
highest q n e d  lo dale. Most ofthe sfudia on PBDE levels 
have oecumd in nohem Eumpe and Canada. Very few data 
are available on levels of PBDD, in the United SMes (She et 
al., ZWI). PBDD, are hydrophobic, persistent compounds 
expected to bioaceumulatc in the fwd chain, their effects a n  
largely unknown, and they arc chemically similarto known 
carcinogens such as PCBs and dioxins. The weight of 
evidence of increasing confmtralions warrant concern and 
that PBDD, should he monitored in all ssements ofthe San ~ ~ ~ ~ - 
Fnncira, Bay Enuacy, all Mnumced by wastovatcr and 
wbsn runoffdischsrgcr, the ltkcly sources of PBDD,. 

A listing is precluded now duc lo lack of an cnforccabls waln 
qualiryc~te"on,objcctivc,orcv~lu~nan value In I h ~ o f a n  
inrcrpmaltve guidsltnc, staff muld have interpreted nanalive 
rtandardsus~ngan analysdr of benclicial uw tmpacts. This 
analysis could conceivably mcluded informtion the rstmo6c 
lltenrws on the cffwb of PBDEr including lnhaltty. 
narotoxicily, rcpmdu;tivs impairment, or 
~mmunorupprcrslon as wll asthe link ofthsw factors ro 
warn qualtty. No information on the c f f m  oCPBDFJ and 
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their link to water quality is in rhc administrative record. 
Neverthelsr~, the available infomation on PBDEs must 
rrigga immdiats attention and action to amid imemibls  
impKtr loquatic life and human health that can bs 
reasonably antisipled based on their physical and chemical 
properties, anddocumented imrraws in the f d  chain, 
despite tk lack ofclear nguhtory guidance on thee  
pollutants st this ti= 

Abxnt numeric inwpmatiotion guideline and i imprmnt  
findings, a listing cannot bedcfsndcd now. By placing Ule 
PBDEr on Ihe Monitoring LiR the RWQCB staffwill steer 
the Regional Monitoring Program to prioritize the pollurant 
for monitoring and almdy the Bay AM Pollution Pnvcntion 
Group, composed of municipal dischugur, have p m p d  s 
oollution vwention vmiM for PBDEs fm fiscal "ear 200l-02 

2.15.10 'The commenter disagrees with the delisting of the San Please refer to the response to s o m e n t  2.1.1 
F m i s s o  Bay, North of h b a n o n  Bridge, for copper. The 
StaNte [Section 303(d)] mggc~ts that Congess intended 
impaind water bodies to remain on the 303(d) List even aRer 
watcrquality standards a n  achieved. Maintaining water 
bodies on the lia and maintaining TMDL-bared load 
allocations indefinitely is round shategy for preventing 
backsliding and re-impairing nstond water bodies A 
comparison ofthe Basin Plan standard with the Regional 
Monitoring Pmgram data suggests a very different 
conclusion. Out of445 ramples taken during 1993-1999 fmm 
sampling station north of Dumbanon Bridge, we tally 89 
viola1,ion ofthe Basin Plan objectives. Seventeen violation 
m m d  in 1998 and 14 in 1999. Many ofthe violations 
enaaled the standard by two or three fold. Currently, the 
RWQCB is in the pmcess ofdeveloping a Sits S p ~ i f i c  
Objective for copper in thc Bay based on the Water Effects 
Ratio WER) for site ~pecific copper toxicity. The calmlation 
for WER is based on dissolved coneenhations of copper in Ihc 
CTR, however neither CTR dissolved coppsr standard nor a 
WET standardan applicable h m  because such stsndards do 
not apply to San Francisco Bay. 'The Boards cannot dclist the 
Bay for sopperbased on new standards without revising the 
Basin Plan. 

Yes V 0 l " ~  11: 
Region 2 

2.15.11 Delistingthe San Francism Bay, North of Dumbarton Bridge Please nfer to the response to comment 2.1.1. 
now for Copper and Nickel is bad policy. The RWQCB staff 
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mmmittsd to accommodating public inputasthepmeas 
jnvolvingnnd pledged lodevelop an 'Action Plan" to ensure 
th* a delisting decision does nol rsul t  in funha degradation 
oftho Bay. Hower,  this pmes has been d k d  and PC 
drafled d m m t  was never finalirsd. Delisling will now 
diminishes any i n c m t i ~ a n  the part of the dischargers to 
aecspt mbul  Anion Plans to prevent funhsr degradation fmm 
mppcr and nickel. 

2.15.12 Water bodies impaired by tnsh must be included an the The commenter has failed to provide adequate information to No 
303(d) list We believe that thep-sc oftrash is also an justify a 303(d) lisling. A few photographs or video t a k a  on 
indieator of pmrpwrranots rtnvardship which send a signal to one day does not represent spatial or temporal variability over 
individuals and laeal govcmmene that trash waterways act the last 5 years. These water bed i s  should not be placed on 
~aep tab lc  rrpositories for mbbish and possible other the 303(d) List, they should be placed on the Monitoring List 
discharges. The SWRCB rhwlduss the 303(d) pmcas, as 
required,tonrrurrthstBayAreawatcnvaynrecleanodup. Plsaxaiso~fertothsnsponseforCommtNo.G.11.134. 
The SWRCB should wefully review the cvidmee subdtd 
to the SWRCB doeumsnting wera l  creeks which look like 
landfills. A tamin immths  SWRCB should place the 
Guadelupe River, Cuadelupe Creek. Coyote Creek, Wildeat 
Creek. San Leandro Creek, Glen Echo Crak,  ponions ofSan 
Pablo Creek, Wildeat Creek, Amyo Las Positas and all Bay 
Area tributaries on the 303(d) list for impaimat  by Wsh. 

2.15.13 The m r d  suppons a decision to list Novato Creek and 
Pilarcitos Cresk,amans othm,an the 303(d) l id  for 
impaimmls due to Kdimmls. The e o m m t s r  wisha to 
submit new data in rnppon af303(d) listing for several creeks 
in the South Bay which arc impaired by sediment 

2.15.14 Thccommts r  disa- with the RWQCB's ntionalc that 
the heavy mstalsdata i r tmold  farBay AM creeks. A study 
(San Francism Bay A m  Stomwater RunoffMonitoring Data 
Analysis, Woedward-Clyde, Oetobsr 15, 1996) was submined 
ofseveral Bay Area weeks during w e  weather. Thcnepon 
included documentation of mutinc violations of Basin Plan 
standards for cadmium, lead, copper, chromium mercury and 
nickel. The RWQCB concluded that the data was too old and 
that the data did not show frsqucnt violations ofwater quality 
standards. However thcdata was collected within the decade 

The data subminod has bccn reviewed. In the case ofNovato No 
C d ,  astbnsundeway may unveil that the water qualiry 
standard is attained within the next listing cycle, and t h d o r e  
a Monitoring List status is justified at this time. By placing it 
and Pilarcitos Creek on the Monitoting List We aehowledgs 
that an impairment finding may bejustified at a fubuc listing, 
pending moct information is c o l l m d  to sss whether or not a 
management adon underway has provided the as-mcnt 
i n f o d i o ~  andlor Camctive Belio~ that is warranted to 
pmtm water quality. 

The eommsnter submiffed thex heavy metals data in the No 
previous listing cycle and the Board already considcnd them, 
and found t h m t o  be inadequate to justify listing. 

The infrequent (-4%) execdances afthe copqcrand zinc 
acute (I-hour) criteria do raise qustionr ofwater quality 
protection and highlight monitoring objcctivcr forthese 
pollubnts for stomwater program, as indicators of potential 
standards not being met. For a listing recommendation, 
however the orsndances should be persistent and watatcdy- 
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and published l a s  than sir p a g o .  The SWRCBs drafi wide. 
303(d) Lisldm not inch& any r e f a m  to thir i r w  and 
fails to propow plaeingthe water bodies in qucstion on any 
list ihc  Board improperly dismissed that data then ar it dosr 
now. Thaefw, a table is bdng submind showing fquency 
of Basin Plan Objcniw (acute) violaions in Bay ArsaC&s 
(CcdomieesCrrdi, San Lormu, Creek. CaJno Valley Crrdi, 
Alameda Creek, RhemCnck, Walnut Creek Cllabbar 
C-k. Guadaluoe Riva and Coyote Creek). 

2.15.15 B a y ~ s u p p o m  the m m i ~ a t i o n  ofa 303(d) listing for PI- refer to the rsponsc to wmmmt 2.1.1. No 
the South Bay sediment for copper. The RWQCB stsff has 
petitioned the SWRCB to delist the South Bay for copper, 
baxd on WERdsrived criteria forcoppsr. H o w ,  the WER- 
dcriwd standards are mapplicable to the San Francisco Bay 
whne misting Basin Plan standards continue to apply. Until 
the RWQCB Basin Plan is amended to include different 
standards, the South Bay segment remains impa id  as dcfined 
by misting binding water quality objectives. 

2.16.1 Data submission in suppon of 303(d) listing for South Bay The referenced npon has been r e v i d  and all applicable No 
C m k  impaired by redimenlation and emsion. The report is data on thir issue. The information does nM suppon listing. 
"Stream Maintmanec Project, Initial Study and Mitigated No beneficial uw impairmcnk, and no violation ofobjcnivss, 
Negative Declaration, May 2001" prepared by the Santa Clara suppod that these water bodies should not be listed. 
Valley Water Distrin Thir study indicates wdimcntation and 
emsion are threatening beneficial uses at several South Bay 
Creeks. The creeks arc: Matadao Creek. Calabara Creek, 
S t e m  Cnck andCoyots Creek. These creeks also pmvids 
important flood control uses which are being undermined by 
mcasive -ion and sedimentation in the watmhed. Thir 
npon describes wdimcnt impacts to several other South Bay 
necks which do have listed bmeticial uses in the Basin Plan. 
These watmvay suppon many of the same bmefieial w and 
should also be lisfed. 

2.101.1 The mmmenta supparts the Watch List Mom sullicileint data Comment acknowledged. 
need to bs acquired before making s decision. The 
m m n t a  believes in the weight of evidence, and encourage 
the SWRCB to work with the Public Advisory Gmup on that 
isus. There needs to be defined standards for water quality as 
well as quantity. 

2.101.2 The SWRCB and RWQCB staffshould delist the c x t m e  PI- refer to the response to Comment No. 2.1.1. Yes 
South Bay for copper. RWQCB has adopted wi red  standards 
for copper and nickel for t h e a t m e  South Bay. It pmvidss 
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the evidence necss~ary to &list c o p p .  

2.101.3 Thus  n& tobe a vay  important emphasis on the public Comment acknowledged. 
DIOCCIJ. 

2.102.1 The soup or p a d s  involved, such as theNGO$ RWQCB, Comment acknowledged. 
EPA, the diihahargers did averygood jab in a vay  diftimlt 
situation in fhc pme~r fordeveloping the data to supportthe 
sitespecific objoctivc. They should be commended for their 
effon. 

2.102.2 The commarter suppornthe delisting of South San Francisco Plssrs referto the response to comment 2.1.1 
Bay for copper. The pmcsswas supported by round science 
and it is backed by EPA guidance. This is the pmcsss in the 
development of site-ific objectives. 

2.103.1 The mmmenter supporn the SWRCB's desidon to go on with Comment acknowledged. 
the 1998 list 

2.103.2 The commenm smngly oppose the concept of a Watch Lid, Plcars refer to the mponss to comment 0.10.1. No 
feeling that it would become a twl for delaying anion on 
water that are impaired. There is noauthority for in under the 
Clean Water A d  for the Wateh List. When the Wateh List is 
prepared with the 303(d) listing, it simply is an alternative 
303(d) listing and consequently, bcmm a missing link. This 
will make it easier to look tho other way in addressing same of 
the hard questions. 

2.103.3 Concem was raised about the pmpmed TMDLs completed Please refato theresponse tocommmtG.lO.landG.II.II. No 
list. The concept of delisting a water body becauw s TMDL is 
developed, but not yet implemented is weak. It's not 
appropriate to have an impa id  waterbody taken off the 
303(d) list before the TMDL is completed. I fa  water body is 
listed, it makes it easier for l m l  agencies and governmen6 to 
get funding to clean up thatwater body. Therefore, listings 
are very imwrlMt 

2.103.4 Concerned with theconcept ofnot listing a water body Pleare mferto the response to comment G.11.8. 
beeawe them is an alternative program. Sstian 303(d) states 
that any water body is required to be listed where mmnt  
activities is not aringmt mough to attain all water quality 
standards. However, the p r o p e d  list rationale for not listing 
arc completely devoid and separate fmm the question of actual 
impairment. 
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For cramplc, wrta  bodies in the San Francisco Bay hake betn 
idcntificdssto~k hof sps. -The RWQCB wmed to lira 
thac water bodies, but the SWRCB rrmmmnded pumng 
fhac water bodies on s Watch Lisg b e  they am c o d  
by the BFTCP. However, by not puttingthm on 303(d) list 
will cause the deanup &on on thac watcn to slow d a m .  

2.103.5 We cannot ntianally decide not to pmpose lining water PleaserefertothcmpnrstommmsntG.11.21. No 
bodies that have ambient toxicity or Mhcr cflat-based 
impaimrnt simply -we have not identified the 
pollutant and it has probably not gone thmugh a TMDL 
pmeeu. For example, the dcsisions to not list am bcing made 
because of uncertainty about mum of pllutanS wherc thnc 
is an effcct based on impai-I, whae we don't have a 
parIicular pallutant identified and whercwe don? have 
documented ambient toxicity. Ambient toxicity is a violation 
of water quality standards and thetefote a violation ofwater 
quality standards. 

2.103.6 The sommcntcr quested additional informtion on the Please refer to the respnse to 2.1.1. 
modification for copper and nickel liiting in the San Francisco 
Bay and concerned with it's pmpred dslisting. It appears that 
the original delisting of this water body was based on the 
Basin Plan standards. However, it is difficult to undmtand the 
decision, because of the Bay is in fast impaid.  The RWQCB 
recently amended their Basin Plan and changed their rationals 
for the delisting of the Bay. They will be basing the listing on 
an effects-based mehod, which calculates a much higher 

Yes V0lum 11, 
Region 2 

standard for copper ncmrdlng to the Callforn~a Toxlcs Rule 
(CTR) The CTR documnt clsarly stales that for San 
Franosm the standard i not the CTR, but in fan a Rasln Plan 
standard. However, there is not a standard in the Basin Plan. 

2.104.1 The commenter commends the SWRCB on unprecedented Comment achowledped. No 
transparency in this listing p m r  It mads it easier for the 
RWQCBE to encourages pmew of public solicitation and 
bmught to atmtion the need of water waste issues that a n  
present and impMnt to the public Ulat we w e ,  including 
member of the public and also agencies that we work. The 
m m e n t e r  believes that the SWRCB is on the right course. 

2.104.2 A Watch Lin is needed and it was a concern to us that this list Comment acknowledged. No 
was an off-ramp to action. The National ReseaxhCouncil and 
the National Academy dSeience Review for the TMDL 
m m m e n d  this primary li% 
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2.104.3 I think that when we seeupaning issues, we can plan and Commnt acknowledged. No 
assess and we m a t e  a priority a s s m n t  lisg SO in the next 
liaing~yele we ean make i n f o d  decision with the 
information that we need. 

2.104.4 fi is important for Lhc 303(d) listing policy pmccn to be very Comment acknowledged. 
explicit about what placement on the Watch List m r u  and 
whal the RWOCB is s& to do. 

2.401 1 l k  Stateand R g i n u l  Bosrds mdrd Ssn h d m  Bay in 
the Bay Rotmion and Toxic Cleanup Pmgun (BPTCP) 
during the 1%. The BPTCP did not conclude that 
compoundsin San Lcandm Bay d ~ m n t s  werecawing 
toxicity Ratherthe BPTCPoimply concluded that thew 
d i m m u  -wined PCBs and othn compounds and 
wananted hvUlrr shldy. Although there d m  not appear to 
have k n  funhn study the SWRCB now pmpmcs to make 
findings that am inconsirtmt uith thefindtngsof BPTCP 

The repan cited by the eanmenlcr wm a scicntifi rrpnt No 
s u b m i d  by r w m l  scientists (include SWRCB and RWQCB 
stam who collected and analyzed data forthe BPTCP. This 
report did not rep-t the BP7CP; ratherthe cited rtudy 
pmvided the &is for development ofthe Regional Toxis Hot 
Spou Cleanup adopted by the RWQCB md thsConsalidaled 
Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan adopted by the SWRCB. 
Conclusions or resommmdations in the scientific report were 
not the opinion of the SWRCB. 

2.401.2 During BPTCP the State and Regional Board shldied the 
animals sshlslly living in the d i m s n b  ofSan Leandm Bay 
a d  found that, at all lacations evaluated, the benthic 
community was ""degraded. All of the sites tested in San 
Leandm Bay were healthierthan at the reference sites even 
though such refemss s i t s  were selected bscsux they were 
considered ""on-impacted". In fact the healthiest site in the 
entire BPTCP was lauted in San Leandm Bay. 

The benthic community was found to not be impacted but the No 
scientists who p d o d  the study noted that polhtion 
tolerant species were obsmred in the ssdimcnts. Them was a 
significant sediment toxicity nrponx asmiated with high 
levels ofxwral  chemical pollutants in d imenu .  In the 
listing for toxic hot $pols, it was not required that both benthic 
community i m p m  and sediment toxicity tobe p s m t  before 
a site was m s i d m d  a toxic hci spot. The SWRCB Water 
Quality Cmtml Policy for developing the clsanupplm 
required that either benthic community imp& or ssdimcnt 
tonicity in asmistion with pollutants that contribute to or 
cause the effects. In San Leandm Bay, vdimmt toxicity has 
be absnved in assoeiatian with chemicals that exceed ERM 
vahes. 

2401.3 The SWRCB propaaed sediment toxicity listing appears to Bmthic community analysis and toxicity M i n g  arc separate No 
inappmpristely &ly on laboratarytuts of toxi~ify.~nalysio of lines ofevidmee that can be used with polluLvlt data to 
the actual benthic community at San Leandm Bay pmves i h  determine if narrative water quality studads are exceeded. 
health and as dte RWWB has suggested the inconsistent Benthic community effects do w t  ouhreigh a toxicity 
laboratoty are likely to coneibute% confounding factors such response in identifying a fmie hot spot The approachused in 
as ammonia, hydmgm sulfide and other lab artifacts. the BPTCP was nv iwsd  and supported by *panel of 

scicntials with expertise in benthic eommunityand micity 
assessment. In addition, pm review and rcquiredby Health 
and Safely Code section 57004 suppon theuse oftoxicity 
w i n g  and benthic mmmunity mea-mmu as s-e lines 
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ofwidenee Forthc p q w s  of the section 303(d) list, s 
water body war, m ~ n m d e d  far placrmmt on the list if 
benthic m m i t y  impacts or w e d  sedimsnt toxicity 
wen absnved and wen asaciated with chemical 
conemtrations that c a d  or contributed to the impacts. 

2.401.4 The SWRCB pmpored sediment toxicity listing appears to In identifying toxic hot spots the S W B  d an appmach No 
inappmpriatsly rely o n m i n g  levels fa toxicity. The drafl that q u i d  ritc-specific m-mmh afbmthie 
staff'cponalso relieson ~ e n i n g  benchm* (1.c. Effstr mmmunity imp- ar sediment toricib be fm n site would 
Range Mdan (ERM) values) ar, suppon far the proposal to be m n s i d d  a toxic hot spot. The ERM v a l w  wus uwd 
list San L e a d m  bay. But scrocning level bsnchmnrks for only to show the wwiation betwsen biological cffecfs and 
sedimmt have bscn developed as guidelines to detamine if chemistry mwrmem. 
fwther site-specific analysis is needed, and should not be used 
as the basis for impaimat The m m  reliable sit~speeifie ERMs -developed by scientists who assisted the SWRCB 
techniqw used to analyze San Leandm Bay sedimnt, Relative and RWQCB staff in developing the sediment monitoring 
Benthic Index (RBI) did not confirm the fw mod& ERM studies performed during the BPTCP. T h e  scientists have 
ucscdances obselved The scientists who originally publicly stated (April 9, 1998) that the sppmnchsrused by rhe 
developed the ERM screming criteria have publicly opined BPTCP wen appropriate. 
that there scmning levels am not predictive of sediment 
toxicity without confirmation for sits-spscific analysis. 

2.401.5 A principal component analysis (PCA) conducted on the Principal components analysis is an exploratory tool, not No 
biolqical data mlleeted to support a 1998 BPTCP technical relied upon for listing or for identification of toxic hot ipots. 
repon found no association between PCB mncenvations in Howevsr, there is evidence in the record that wnr  sediment 
sediments and toxicity observed in either amphipis or sea chemical conssntrations could have cenuibuted to the 
urchin toxicity twts. There is no evidence in the o b s e d  sediment toxicity. 
administrative record indicating that PCBs have caused any 
measwable toxicity in San Leandm Bay KdimnL A determination that the pollutants identified caused the 

obsnved toxicity was not necessary to identify the toxic hot 
spot or place n water body on the xstion 303(d) list. Federal 
regulation (40 CFR 130.7(b)(4)) q u i m  srate to "...identify 
the pollutants causing or expected to caux violations ofwater 
quality standards." 

2.401.6 The RWQCB interpreted the BPTCP data properly, The quoted Itatemsnts are taken froma RWQCB Staff No 
concluding i t  was "inadequate for definitive findings of Repon The recommendation to list San Leandm Bay for 
impaimat" and that it would be "legally indefensible" to find several pollutants is supponcd by the data and information in 
that San Leandm Bay sediment was impaired based on such the administrative record. The SWRCB is not required to 

P 
data. make "definitive findings of impaimnt" rather the SWRCB 

is q u i d  to determine if water quality standards an 

0 attained. The SWRCB made the finding that the site is a 
known toxic hot spot that had sediment toxicity in  auoeiatian 

P with sedimmt chemical eonecnvation that mntributed to the 

rD observed toxic effect. 
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2.401.7 There ox m walermlumn data showing water in San Leandm This statement is me. NO 
Bay asstding thePCB standard of rhc CTR. 

2.401.8 Thsn is M rclevanl fish advisoryup~l which it on be The RWQCB listed FCBs b a d  on UI+ OEHHA lnlaim Fish Yes Volum 11, 
concluded that San h h o  Bay is impaired for water column Consumption Advisory. In 1998, USEPA concluded that the Region 2 
toxicity or fishing. fish consumption advi~ory was in plars and that the COMM 

be~ficial  use ("w ofwatcrfor commercial or-tional 
collection of f i h  ... including ...  us^ involving organism 
intmded for human consumptian") was not being attained due 
to Iish mnlMinstian by pollutMh lLfcd in the .mimy 
(dioxins, fumw DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, and DDT, along 
with macury sod PCBs already l i d  by the State. The 
narntiw bioarmmulation objective was also not being mst 
for the% chemicah. PCBs as well as theother chemicals 
l i d  above have been mesurd in San Leadm Bay 
d i m s .  A potential listing for San Leandm Bay is 
subsumed in the listing for Central San Francisco Bay and a 
separate listing is not needed. 

The fish consumption advisory is relevant to the 10s  of the 
COMM beneficial use. It is not relevant to aquatic life 
pmtection (water column toxicity) or recreational urcs 
(fishing). 

Please also refer to the response for Commmt No. G.ll.12 

2.401.9 The 1994 OEHHA lntaim Fish Consumption Advisory should Please ref" to the response to Commmt No. 2.401.8. The No 
not be uxd as a basis for listing San Leandm Bay because; the advisory applies to all ofcentral San Francisco Bay including 
advisory is not baxd m fish fmm San Leandm Bay; a risk San Leandm Bay. Thsrs are pollutans in s e d i m h  that could 
aucummt wasnot condusted to suppon the OEHHA be mobilized and anumulated in fish tissue. 
Advisorymsking the advisoryan unreliable basis to assen 
unacceptable risk to human health; and the advisory was never 
intended to bsuscd as a basis for interpreting whether fish 
Were""Saf~ to Sat 

2.401.10 Reliance on the OEHHA Advisory to list San Leandm Bay is Please refer to the response to Comment No. 2.401.8. The No 
inconsistsnt with guidance h m  USEPA. listing is consistent with USEPA, Region 9's appmval of the 

1998 section 303(d) list The refereneed no"-binding USEPA 
Guidance, stated lhat waters should be considered threatened 
if a health advisory and the tissue samplsr used to develop the 
advisory were not collefted in the watmbdy considered for 
listing. Federal regulation q u i r e s  that threatened waters and 
watsn that do not meet standards to be listed. Regarding 
bioascumulation of pollutants, the st* has listed wntnr that 
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a d  standads and waters that ars h t m d  

2.401.11 The SWRCB has im-rly lssumed impairment bared on Please refer to the "pow to C o m t  No. 2.401.8. The No 
the merr a i m  ofthe OEHHA advisory withaut n a d r i n g  advisory is an aslmoowlcdgmxnt o fa  l w  ofthe COMM 
anyjudgcmsnt asto ~ v h c t h a l k  Advisory mflssls a water bendrcial use. 
qua l i tyd i t ion  that violats fhe California PoRerCalogrc 
Water W i l y  A& 

2.401.12 The Smtc Board has impmpcrly exercised dismion by PI- referto the " p o n x  to Comment Nos. 0.9.9 and No 
intaprrting narmtivs water qualily o h j s t i v s  of the Bsrin G.403.15. 
Plan without sing into account f a  specified in Porta- 
Cologne, such as the d m &  and uwr madsofthe State's 
waters, the level ofwatnqualily that is reasonably achievable, 
all the factors affecting water qualily, and rosial and economic 
faston. 

2.401.13 The Slate Board cannc4 use narrative water qualily standards PI- refer to the response to Comment Nos. G.9.9 and No 
as the basis for liting San Lcandm Bay without first 0.403.15. 
ssfahlishing an appmpriatepmccdun for translating how 
those standards are to bc applied to numerical infomation and 
dala like fsh tissue dam. 

2.401.14 The SWRCB has not allowed for meaningful public comment Please refer lo the response to Comment No. G.4OI.I. No 
on the pmpased liming of San Leandm Bay. A period ofsix 
business days far public comment an thousands of pgcs  of 
complex scientific material is facially inadcquats. This short 
comment paid is eompundcd by the SWRCB'r failure to 
exolsin it's rationale and methodolorr to the mrblic. 

2.401.15 The sediments laken from San Leandro Bay demonstrate that Please refer to the response for Comment No. 2.401.2. No 
the benthic commwily in the sediment of San Leandm Bay is 
undcgraded. This conclusion is based on a RBI analysis which 
mnsidm the composition, divmilyand abundance of benthic 
communities to detamine if a site has been impacted by 
contaminants. The RBI analysis provides a direct marun of 
h d t h  ofthe resident benthic community. No indications of 
adverse impacts to the benthic c o m n i l y  were deteffed in 
any of the m p l c r  analyzed from San Leandm Bay. 

2.401.16 SsdimntshsmisIq &la wers a l s  compared to generic "on- Plcasc refer to the r c ~ p o m  for Comment Nos. 2.4014 and No 
site specific screening critcria (ERM) which am designated to 2401.5, 
determine the need ofsite-specific analysis. The PCAAnalysis 
found no cornlation ktwm PCBs and either obscnrcd 
laboratow toxicitv or bioloeical effects in the field RBI dala. 
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2.401.17 nlhe SWRCB rslia in part on -1s of laboratory bioanay. PI- rder to the rssponrs for Commsm Nos. 2401.3 and No 
Rsulhofcach a f h e  labontory bioassays indkaled a limited 2.4011. 
toxicity at throe sample sics in San h d m  Bay but - 
inmnclusive nd not predictive of impam m the benthic 
cm"""mil,.. 

2.401.18 The &gM ofevidcnccd- not support the propowd listing 
ofSan h d m  Bay. Ths data da not support h e  mnclusion 
that sedimnt dwelling-isms fmm Sm h d m  Bay are 
i m p a i d  

2.401 19 ThcBPTCPand the Regional Board comctly anrerprcfed the 
sedlmnt data avatlabfc for San Leandm Bay. Thc RWQCB 
mammcndcd that the BPTCPsite San Lcandro Bay be plaecd 
on a prsliminary wtch  list because although some toxicjty 
was obcrved in sediment sample, it could not be linked ov 
indicate hat  San LeandmBay sediment is impa id  due to 
PCB mntaminatim. 

The weight ofevidence supporn the p m c e  ofpollurns in Ya Volwnc U, 
conscnwtions that c a m  or wnvibutc to the &emd Region 2 
sediment toxicity in a portion of Spn Leandm Bay. Impam 
wsrs notobscrved in thcopsn bay. Any pmpossd listing for 
PCBs in San h d m  Bay is s u b s a d  in t k  more general 
listing for PCBr in Ccnwl Sm Fnncirm Bay. Conseguently, 
it is not n-sary to lirt San Leandm Bay for PCBs in 
sediment kcamsthe PCBs in sedimsnt will be addressed in 
the development of the TMDL for PCBs in Cmrrnl San 
Francisco Bay. The fact sheet has been wised to include this 
information. 

Please refer to the rcrponses for Comment Nos. 2.4Ol.l and No 
2.401.6. 

2.401.20 Therc is no evidence in the adm8ntstratlre word  that PCBs 
havecaused any toxicity in San Leandro Bay Jcdimenc So 
mnclotions ha PCBs and intermoncnt loxtcity ucm 
obxwed in labontory blaarrapor RBI data. 

2401.21 Thc2MX) SFEl rmdy showed rclat~vcly few PCB va lun  in 
San h d m  Bay abovethe appheable EKM Only 8 out of the 
44 grab -1s ci& the ERM ~cmning b e 1 3  fw 
PCB% and only 2 fmm the opm bay cxcccded the ERM 
Given theamilrblcsite-specific RBI data whmeh ~ndicared no 
toxicity, it is imppmpriate to list San Leandm Bay for 
s e d i m t  toxicity nlated to PCBs 

Please refer to the response for Comment No. 2.401.5. No 

The cited report presents the only new data pmvided. The= No 
data do not have any rynoptically eollmed sediment toxicity 
or benthic c m n i v  data. Conseq-tly, th- data cannot 
be used to support or rrfutc impacts. Thee data do show that 
PCBs continue to -r in sediment at conccnmionr above 
the ERM and that the area of t h e  higher mnantratians is 
smaller than ~rrviously ertimated. 

2.402.1 We q u e s t  the m w l  of Csstro Covq San Pablo Basin The SWRCB staff has mcived the m d i a t i o n  plan for Yes VolumeR, 
(Region 2) fmmthe pmpowd CWA section 303(d) List. We Canm Cove. The cleanup planning is marly completed and Region 2 
believe it is mom appmpriate to include the siteunder the" that ChevronTexaco has committed to i m p l a n t  the 
Enfarccabls Pmgram" or the Watch List". remediation plan, the SWRCB staff propox that C a ~ t m  Cove 

be placed on the Enforceable Pmgrarn List for the l*tal 
pollutants. RWQCB staff atimatc the order for this site will 
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be isued within a year. The Fact Sheet has bcen wised to 
ineludei, description ofthii new inf-tiw. 

On Fsbrusry 4,2003 the SWRCB placed Camo Cove on the 
303(d) List b e s a w  it -Id not beclearly d d n e d  whm 
thsslsanup would be implemented, and the timlinc far 
mmplding the s l m  up war not f i d y  established. 

2.402.2 We a n  afremely mncsmed that the inclusion of Castm Cove PI- refer to the -rise to C o m n t  No. 2.402.1. The fact YS Volume ll, 
on the 303(d) List will impose additional rrgulafov rhcct was wised to include Ulis infomadon. Rcgioll2 
unccnsintia that will only delay the pmgnsi ofthe planned 
remedial d o n  and -It in delay. to restoring the water 
quality of this area. We have attached n media l  plan forths 
Cum, Covc area, which is atimated to cost approximately 
$1 6,MX),OM). 

2 402 3 Together wtrh the SFRWQCB we hsvcdcvclopcda rmrdlal Plcasc refer to the rerponx toCommmt No 2 402 1 The fin Ya Volum II. 
plan that would m o \ e  eonlam~natad rcdlmnts fmm the rhcct w a  r c v l s d  to lnclud~ thts lnformatlon Rsglon 2 
Castm Covc Ana. We stand ready to implement that action as 
soon as a final decision on the di-l lofation of the 
removed sediments can be made, 

2.402.4 We a s  committed to fulfilling ourresponsibility and wc want Please refer to the response to Comment No. 2.402.1. The fact YS V o l m  11, 
to implement this remedial plan for Castro Cove a m  as m n  sheetwas revised to include this information. Region 2 
as possible. We strongly urge the Board to allow us to fellow 
the plan until such time as the media l  action is complsts and 
the areacan be reevaluated. 

2.403.1 Our comments arc limited to the toxic hot spot sites ofths Comment acknowledged. No 
BPTCP. It is difficult to fit the -1h afthis pmgram within 
the constraints of the 303(d) List due to diffmnt geographic 
definitions, lack of numsris sediment quality objeetiva, lack 
of ongoing pollulant ~ n v c c ~  anda lack o fa  clear pathmy to 
TMDL development and implemmtatioe. 

2.403.2 Affected pan i s  are confused abavt the implications of303(d) If remedial &ion is eukently undernay la cleanup a horn No 
listing for these sites, and they are concerned it will generate m i s  hot spot that effon should be allowed to continue 
different ngulatoty rqraluimts  then w m  dsrsribcd in the without theadditional burdm of developmmt of aTMDL 
Regional Cleanup Plans. In thaeplans, the BPTCP outlined Where s program is addming  a problem now the water 
media l  plans far the mast toxic hotspots, and independent of scgment-pollutant combination was p l d  on the Enfoxcable 
Section 303(d), the Regional Boards have regulatory Program List. 
authorities to initieand cnnplsts cleanup of toxic 
contamination In Region 2, reflatoty action harken If no action hasbeen implsmsn(sd at toxic hot spots, then it is 
initiated at some of the hot spots using sitecleanup appropriate to insluds them on the section 303(d) list. 
requimrrnts and cleanup and abatement orders. At same 
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sites, d i a l  planning has mumd but no regulatoryadon 
lake". 

2.403.3 We believe that these inmnsistmeies and omissions must bs I. The SWRCB staffhas m i w e d  Point P d i e h m n t d  Yes Vohuncn, 
w d  prior toadoption of the wised  list, e m  ifthc State Harbor informstion and it is clearthat while the area is Region 2 
Bosrd decides to main pollutant-specific listings counter to impaekdthc pollutants at the sits is being a d d d  under 
ourmmmmdations. another section 303(d) listing and it would bs duplicative to 
(I) Omision of Point PoMm/Riehmnd Harbor as a Toxic list this wataxpamtely. 
h a  spoc 
(2) Redundant and ~nmnrtamt as~gnmmt ofpollutants 2 The pollutants assigned to the toxic h a  spots m San 
impairing San Franeiwo Bay to hot spot arur,  and Francisco Bay usrc adopted by Be  SWRCB in the 
inmnristent application of Itatng conention for sediment Consohdakd Clcanup Plan To the extent that wdlment 
pollutants;  and^ 
(3) Assignment ofonly Psyton Slough and Sqc Maah to the 
Enforceable Fm- List baxd on verbal communications. 

2403.4 We did not rsotmrvnd listing Point PotreroiRichmond 
Harbor on the 303(d) list because the pollutants ofmnccm at 
the rite, mercury and PCBs, are the subjects of the Regional 
B d r  N m n t  w n k  on TMDLs for San Franeisw Bay. 
Also, the POXI of Richmond has conducted feasibility rNdis. 
at the site, dsmomhating some pm- toward remedial 
activity. B-w these pollutants are a w n m  related more 
to fish consumption (human health) lhan micity, we did not 
m m m c n d  an cffmsbased listing. 

2.403.5 Several hot spots are pmpm-4 to bs listed as impa id  by 
pollutants that are listed for the SanFrancisco Bay ssgmsnt in 
which they arecantaid. While ws understand the logic, we 
beliew it i s  unnecessary and misleading to specify this lia of 
pollutants for ~pecitic designated hotspots, apeeially dnce it 

done for only aportion ofthe hoLspts. 

pollutants wn. lisfcdincansistently, SWRCB shall revise the 
pollutant designations to show the pollutants are in sedimnt. 

3. Paper copies ofthe ordm showing the actions k ing  
implemented at thsse toxic hot spots are in the administrative 
record. 

~ 

The SWRCB staffare developing CIS wvcmges that will No 
includc?Il of the seetion 303(d) listed watnxgmcnts and is 
bawd on the estimated spatial extent ofthe listing. At pmenS 
many listings ovnlap and for the pollutants p m t .  For 
example, toxic hot spots w n e  proposed to be listed baxd an 
the Consolidated Q-p Plan adopted by the SWRCB in 
1999. Because several listingsovedap, somcpollutnnb were 
carried into smaller segments because another larger listing 
w v d  the same area. T h e  are not duplicative listings but 
ratherehangs in ~ m t a t i o n  ofexisting listin=. 

2.403.6 We have indicated to you verbally that these two hot q o t  sites Please nferto thcnrponse to Cotnwnt No. 2.403.2. No 
are examples where rsgulatory andlor d i a l  action ir R s d i n l  action is not occwring at all the lurown toxic hot 
wrdmvay. nt is  d- not mcan that activity at all other spots. P l a m m t  on the vction 303(d) list is appmpMte for 
candidate toxic hat spots is dormant and a 303(d) listing are those hat spots with no d i a l  astion is cumntly undmvay. 
nseded. We q p o n  the wncspt that regulatory authorities 
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a t s t  to implement skanup plans at the hot spots, and tf the 
Stalc Board pmpmu an 'Enfmorccrbls Programs Ld', t h a  ws 
belteve all rand~dots toxic hotrpots klong on this lm, not p t  
the two s i t s  that we h a v e d i d  in gralerdetril 

2.403.7 Csrtm Cove pmvidsr an illUmatian ofourwncem. 
Subssqucnt to the BF'TCP Regional Cleanup Plan afMarsh 
1999, a tieredemlogical riskanalysis has bea, perf& by 
Chsvmn and a Co&c A&" Plan for Casm Cove w a ~  

submined to the Regional Board on June 7,2002. A 
R e d i a l  Design Repltwill besubmitled upon finalization 
of the optimwn dispmal lantion for contaminated sediments. 
This typs ofactivity would presumably qualify the sits for the 
Enfomblc Pm- lisf and theaffected pRy is 
understandably wncemed that they may not be w i v i n g  
qua1 to~ idna t ion  in the pmposed 303(d) list revisions. 

2.403.8 In summary, we urge p u  to tonsiderths following 
alternatives to improving the Vramnt ofBPTCP s i t s  in the 
303(d) list pmeeu (in order of preference): 

(I) Effects-based listings on 303(d) List and Prsliminary 
(Monitoring) List as pmpaaed in Novrmber 14,2001 staff 
q o n .  
(2) Put all candidate toxic hotspots (9 or 10, not including 
San F m c i r o  Bay itself) on EnforccablcPrognm~ List Add 
Point PolmmNiehmond Harbor to the list for consirlcncy, 
only ifsedimat pollulants are specified (there was no effects- 
based listings pmpaaed by the Regional Board staff for this 
site, since the concern were Hg and PCBs, bioaccumulative 
substances). 
(3) Eliminate the redundant list ofpollutanta known to be 
impairing the bay segmata fmmthc specified hot spolr. This 
canvation was applied inmnristcntly by Stlts Board staff, is 
misleading with rrspecf to p i f i c  hot spot s i t s  and 
pollutants, anddoe not d d  value to the TMDLpmgram. 
(4) Ifpollutants in sediment are to be explicitly listed, against 
our recommendations, then list all pollulants above Effects- 
Range-Medium (ERM) levels in sedimmt with (sediment) 
after the polluw, ap was done at some sites and f o e  
pollutants. 

PI- refer to the response to Comment Nm. 2.402.1 and YW V O I U ~ I I ,  
2.4022. The fact shest will be wised U, include this Region 2 
infomation. 

I .  SWRCB has used the approach that pollutants must be 
identified before being placed on the wetion 303(d) list 
Please refer to the response for Commcnt No. 4.408.15. 

2. Pleaw refer to the response to Comment No. 2.403.2. 

3. Please refer to the response to Comment No. 2.403.5. 

4 The pollulants llsred were the ram ar those adapted by the 
SWRCB in the Consolndlled T o x ~  Hot Spos Clunup Plan 
Thcpollutanlr for these rlter utII bc idmnficd as bemg m 

Ys Volum 11, 
Region 2 

2404.1 The data set is tnnpwally limited forthe PEtaluma River The data for the Pnsluma River is insufficient to ~ p p o r t  a No 
listing on the pmpossd 2002 section 303(d) list. The data were recommendation to list the Rivsr. 
collected overa 5 month perid of time from July to 
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2.404.2 Dalara is spatially limitd forthe Petal- R im.  The data 
was taken from only 2 loutions. No mnclu ion~  can be mads 
on 2 ssmplingpoints. 

2.4043 Data i d k a l e  that the P b ~ l u m  Riv- is nM impaid.  Of the 
nine samples mllectcd fmm the Pslaluma river, only 2 had 
dacctzbllc mncsnbatians ofdiazinon. Diadnon dekcled 
in the huo samples at coflCmMti0~ of 31 and 35 ngll, below 
the CDFobjcnivs of40 nM. 

The datam forthe Petahuna River is sufficient to supPMf a No 
remmm&on to list the River. 

T k  data suppnt the listing for diadnon in the Petal- No 
River. PI- refa to the Fact Sheet f a  the Petaluma River 
diadnon listing forthedetails (Volums I1 d t h e  Slaff Rsport). 
A total of36 m p l s  w a s  mllceted, 33% violated the CDFG 

2.404.4 We respectfully q u e s t  that diarinon not be added to the 2002 PI- &r to the response to Comment No. 2.404.3. No 
303(d) List for the Petalum River. 

2.405.1 Listing of lrlair CrreL and Mission C m k  is wholly Thsdata used to dsvelo# the Consolidated Toxic Hot Spot5 No 
imppmpriatcnol only bsauss of the p m a  of an Cleanup Plan were reviewed extensively by the public and 
allrmativsenforccable pmgram, but also because the data seicntistr. The data is adequate to list these l C a t i 0 ~  on the 
serving as the basis for the listing is inadequate, suspul and section 303(d) list. 
out ddatc ,  and becausi assessments of eonlamination derived 
from that data are inmmct and mirleadina. 

2.405.2 More eunmt and extensive data is available to the State Board The data submitted by the Commentsr has bem reviewed and Yes VolumcU, 
and should be used in place of the sited data. The data used by a summary01 these data is presented in the fact sheets for Region 2 
the staff is based entirely on data mllscted and aswsmcnts Islairand Mission C n e b .  
mads undcr the BPTCP. 

2.405.3 The toxic hot spot designations of blais Creek and Mission Comment acknowledged 
Creek, which wmused by the SWRCB staffto justify the 
subsequent pmposed 303(d) listing, do not link sediment 
tonicity with the chemical mnlamination as purported. In faet 
the toxicity m l k  an most likely due to 0th- factors 
associated with the ~hvsical m i n e  of thscresks. 

2.405.4 The samples t a k a  from 1998-2000by SFPUC pmvided mush The datasubmined by the Commentcr has been reviewed and Yep Volum 11, 
greats spatial and tamporal rnvrrage than the data mlleetcd the summary is m t c d  in the fact s h w  for Islais and Region 2 
under B n C P  fmm 1994-1997. This SFPUC data has bem Mission Creeks. 
d i r e u d  with theRgional Board, yet they have not been 
eonsided for this 303(d) Listing effort. These data indicate 
that Mission Creek sediments a m ' t  toxic and lslais C m k  
shm only a limited area of toxicity levels of possiblcconeem. 

2.405.5 Mush ofthe data sewing as the basis of this pmporcd listing The BPTCP data are of sufficiently high quality to support the Yes VohuncII, 
is of questionable quality. Toxicity tern conducted by SFPUC pmpscd listing. The new data have been reviewed and the Region 2 
included steps to remove pofmtinlly confounding factors ~ ~ m a r y  is presented in the fact sheets for lslais and Mission 
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following guidance pmvided in ACEUSEPA PN-99-3. C e b .  
Results horn t h e  tests showed overall high survival 
thmughaut Mission Creek in three mnssutivc yean of 
testing. Puallsl d i e s  in lslais ClceC indicated significant 
toxicity at only 2 of 18 loeatim in two of the t h m  years of 
testing. 

2.405.6 The 303(d) Listing ctiteria has not hm m a  for either The data support listing these water bodies on the section No 
watsrbody. The fact sheets for Mission and klair C m k s  303(d) list. Thedata show that the sedimmt at thee s i t s  are 
identify "squntic life" ps the impaaed beneficbl m. There is toxic to aquatic organism. 
no evidence however that the eitedpollulant coneenbations in 
redimsnt h a w  or are capableof, a w i n g  aquatic life at these 
locations. 

2 405 7 The proposed llltlng doe  not atabl~sh any adcguate nxarure 
fapdgnng whcthn standards or uco are attuned In fact no 
such mldebns hsvsbssndcvcloDed for sed~mmeon c~thcr - ~ ~ 

the state or faleral level. The pmposed listing does not comply 
with this listing factor. 

~~ ~~p~ 

2 406 1 11/6/02 W o r k s h o p b t :  Miuion and lslats Creckr 
should be p l d  on the Enfmesbls Pmgnm List and taka 
offofthe 303(dJ LirL W~ll besvbminingdjta. 

2.407.1 11/6/02 Workshop Cnnment: Castm Cave should be 
removed fmm the 303(d) List and placed on the Enforceable 
P m p m  List S u m m  plaemvnt of Castm Cave on the 
Enforceable Rag- List 

2.408.1 11/6/02 Wnkshop b 1 :  Cssbo Cove should be taken off 
the 303(d) List and plaeedon the Enforceable Pmgram List. 
Supporn the Enforceable Pmgram list. 

The SWRCB and RWQCB staff have used dcfmJible 
evaluation values to identify w e a s  to be placed on the section 
303(d) list. While no federal or slate numsric standards ars 
applicable in this sihlation, thsrs ars applicable n a d v c  
rtmdardr that can be intcrpretcd using numeric evaluation 
v a l ~ a  nuch ar ERMs and PELS. 
.- - . . . . -. . . . . - . . 
Evidence is not available to show that existing pmgrnm ars 
add-ing this pmblem ewrently. The data have been 
reviewed and the Nmmaly is pmmted in the fad sheets for 
lslais and Mission Cmks. 

Plcaw refer to the rrrponsc to Comment No 2 402 1 The fact 
sheet war n a u d  to mclude lhls ~nfomtlon 

Please refer to the response to Comment No. 2.402.1. The fact 
sheet was r s v i ~ d  to inelude this information. 

Yes Volum 11, 
Region 2 

Yes V0l"ms 11, 
Region 2 

Yes V0l"mc 11, 
Region 2 

2.409.1 Thecammenter submitted the Drafl Final Report-Sediment This new infomtian has been summarired in the fact she& Yes Volumc 11, 
lnvsstigstions at Islais Cnck and Mission Creek, 1998.1999- for these a k s .  The data has b n n  m i m e d  by staff. Region 2 
2000 to the SWRCB. 

2.410.1 The commsnter~upports a number ofthe changes in the Comment acknowledged. No 
pmpaoed 303(d) List. In panieular we endorse the dellsting of 
copper and nickel in mostsegmentn of the S.F Bay eshlary. 

2.410.2 Wc would liksthc lia to bereformulatedspcrifically site the The facl sheto within the Slaff Rcpon mnwin brief NO 
pannmlar uaterquallty objcrtivc that is being violated and dcmiption~ofthc information q u s n e d .  



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

beneficial use rhat is being impaired. 

2.410.3 The SWRCB shwld nvis the ~ m n t  IiJtings SfaNSor tncs C o r n 1  acknowledged. No 
~ n i e  annpawrds (dioxins, fwans, dieldrih chlordane and 
DDT) in San Fmcism Bay. These compounds wnsadded by 
USEPA to ths 1998 List 

2410.4 Regional Bead are on record in opposition to the 1998 Commentacknowledged. No 
listings far dioxinsand huans. The SFRWQCB July 1998 
Inter stated that notenough i n fom ion  mi& to justify the 
inclusion ofdioninlfums on the list. We believe that a similar 
lack dinformation for dieldrin, chlordane a d  DDT also 
brings into quation the listings for these compounds. 

2.410.5 Efnumt limits far thse compounds have bem placed in Comment acknowledged. No 
NPDES pmnill in Ihe Bay aru ovsr the past tluo years, either 
thmugh use of "ben professional judgemen1"argumcnt or 
thmugh intsrpmation of policy language in the SIP. There 
limits havc caused pami1 compliance problems Ulat were 
unforc~~tn  in 1998. These pmblcms havc given rioe to our 
consem for a re-examination ofthc bz i r  for the 303(d) 
listinm for these mmmunds. 

2.410.6 Our evaluation shows that the considnation of "new" 
information, dsvslopsd since 1999, is supponive of the 
SWRCB, RWQCB andOEHHApositionr in 1998 and should 
bsuwd to modify m n t  listings. This n w  information 
~ncludcr San Franclsm Bay Seafood Consumpt$on Study 
(SFEI, Mamh2001). Water @altty Standudr, thcCTR 
(USEPA, May 2000). State Implcmcntauon Polry. Toxte 
Standards for Inland Surfaa Walcn (SWRCB March 2000). 
Conminant eonmnmions in fish fmm S.F. Bay 1997 (SFEI, 
May 1999). B a d  on this new informlion. wc nqua the 
SWRCR mvcUluecnnpaunds from the 2002 303(d) List 
andshin these uater bodies tothc Mon~toting L i n  

Staff have reviewcd the informstion (no actual new data wne No 
submitted) andthe recommendation to maintain the listing of 
these chemicals stands. Much ofthc submined information 
provided is focussed on the ma l~ la t i on  of the evaluation 
valueused to interpm the tisue data. A lmste  
mtrrpmratlons of the c$alual~on valuer for an nnmng lhrltng 
was notmnr~demd rufficnmt lo m p m  (he 1998 lhrtmng The 
other data pmvndcd has bccn rcv~cwcd by the RWQCB staff 

2.410.7 U s  o f  narrative bioa~mulation objective without a Please n fm  to the response to Comment Nos. G.9.9 and 
"translator" is not conrirtcnt with U.S. EPA rsgulaIion$ as G.403.15. 
acknowledged by EPA Region IX in s letter to SWRCB dated 
Feb. IS, 2002. Uoe afa fish screening lewl for dioxin and 
furan TEQs to intsrpret narrative standard is therefore wholly 
inaoorooriatc. 

2.410.8 Ifths Stltc considers all existing and readily available water The staffhave considered all existing and mdi ly  available No 
quality related data and information for the 2002 Listing water quality relatcd data and information for the 2002 Listing 
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decision as nqdrrdunda40 CFR 130.7@)(5), and provides decision as w i r e d  under40 CFR 130.7@)(5). O n e  the 
it should again dsidcthat it is inappmpriate to list state develops the listing and &listing policy it is likely that 

dioxins and huans, chlndane, disldrin,snd DDT in S F  Bay. all existing watascgmnt-pollutant combinations will be 
This would put USEPA in a position ofhaving to reconsider reviewed 
the merit of iu  1998 listing &emination for thae  
compounds. 

2.410.9 SwRCB should modify Lhs listings fordionin$ furans. Please refer to the rapansc far Ccmmsnt No. G.11.12 
dieldrin, ehldsne,  a d  DDT in S.F. Bay by moving these 
mmpoundsto lhc Monimring List Failing tha the SWRCB 
should omvide daeumcntation lo JuDmn the continued . , ~  ~~ ~~~ 

linings'for thesc polluenu in the S F. Bay on thc 2002 303(d) 
Lin nn rrgutred undn 40 CFR 130.7@)(6), and a g e  to move 
fonvard ra~ldlv to lnitiatcTMOL anivildes lo bener define the r ~, ~ ~ ~~ ~ -~ 

nsc-actions being taken, including the definition of 
achlal risk. 

2.411.1 The Water Bcdy F a  Sh& for Region 2 include summaries The fact sheets for China, Fort Funston, and h n  beaches Y s  Volums 11, 
for four k h s  along the shoreline of the City and County of will be revised to include the statement Region 2 
San Fransisu, (Baker, China, Oeean, and Fort Funstan). A 
description ofconditions along Baker Beach has accidentally 
bcen applied to China, Fort Funston and Orran bsacha in the 
mtmn 'Dam d t o a s e s n  walcrqual~ty'(pp 2-18.2-23.2. 
25) The smtencc 80 thc Far Shear for Chon,. Fcn Funrton. 
and Ocean benches should tnstud mad thst 'all CSOE on the 
city are mfed and therefore do not result in beach clorunr." 

2.411.2 The Baker Beach Fact She3 nurrntly addre- only dry The Baker Beach fast sheet will be wised. Y s  Volume ll, 
weather conditions which do not include CSOs. How-, the Region 2 
Baker Beach Fact Sheet should indicate that "combined w c r  
ovetilow evenmare nol mnsidacd in the listing p m s s  
k w x  d l  CSOs in thevicinity have been dirsled away fmm 
Lobas Crcck drainage onto BakerBeaehh. 

2.411.3 "Beaeh Clasursr" should &be listed as the "stressor" forthe Comment achowlcdgcd. No 
listings for $sbcachcs. As discussed later in the Fact Sheets, 
there were no c l m n s  (only advisories or warnings). 

2.412.1 Thecommsntslthanks the Board and staffto the extent that Commentr aeknowledgcd. No 
they incotprated into the October draft List the comments 
provided by BayKapsand other members of the 
environmental commi tyon  the April 2002 draft 303(d) list. 
BayKsepa particularly suppnts the addition of Mission &ek 
and lslais Crssk to the 303(d) list. 

Responses-73 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

2.412.2 Unfmmately, snne hmdamntally unlawful and C m s  achmledged. No 
munterpmduaive prpcctr ofthe April 2002 dnR List nmain 
umhangd in the O c W k  draR L a ,  ineluding tk dssirion to 
place water bodies ulst BIC mC mming widsgualily 
standards on a "Enfa-blc P m p m  List" instead of the 
303(d) list, the decision to plan water bodies that an not 
m t i n g  water quality standards but for which TMDLshave 
becn iausd on a "TMDLsCnnplcDd List" i d  ofthc 
303(d) lisl, and the decision to placc water bodies far which 
"insufficient information" has been mmpiled to make a 303 
(d) listing decision on a "Watch Lia" 

2.412.3 The Clean Watsr A n  d- not authorize substimte lists of 
irnnaid =tea that the State chooses not to nlaa  on the 7 -  ~- ~ ~~ ~~~~- ~~~. ---  -.- - ~ 

301(d) list. Sstlon 303(dX I)(*) of thc A n  is clear, requiring 
& Sme to idmufy is wrtsrwys for which technology-bowd 
elllurnl lim#talhr M not ~mssCullvarhievme all ....... ~- ~~~~ ~~~ 

applicable water quality standards. Whm the Board eh- 
not to place on the 303(d)list any waterbody that is in 
violation ofwawr qullity standards, it violates the Clean 
Watcr An. Any waterbody that is mmntly pmposcd to be 
listed on the Watch List, the Olforceablc Pmgram List or the 
Ckmplctd TMDL List that is in fact not meeting water 
quality standards must be listed on the 303(d) list, regardless 
o f ib  p m a a  on otherliN that the Board may chwse to 
develop. 

2.412.4 Aside fmm violating the Clan  Water Act, faihue to placc 
impaired watcr bodies on the 303(d) List deprives those water 
bodies of signififant protections and resources. Many state 
and federal funding mechanism prioritize efforts to impove 
303(d) listed waterways. NPDES pmnik must be more 
msnidive in allowing dischargc~ to impa id  water bodies and 
must pmhibit new so- of pollution to those watcr bodies 
(see 40 CFR 122.4(i).) The General Consmction Stomnvata 
Parnit is c r p d  to q u i r e  monitoring only ofdirect 
discharees to i m i r e d  water bodies. 

Indeveloping the pmpovd 2002 seetion 303(d) list, SWRCB No 
staffused the applicable pmvirion~ of the Clcan Water A n  
and federal rrgulatianr (40 CFR 130.7). Staffalso used 
w v m l  pmvisions ofnon-binding USEPA guidance to the 
state on devslopmcnt of the section 303(d) l i t .  The concept 
fordeveloping the Enforcable Pmgram List is p-ted in 
the USEPA integrated report guidann. The rreommmdation 
forthir list is in accordance with USEPACs interpretation of 
the applicable pmvioionr of the Clan Watcr A n  and 
regulations. The SWRCB has racivsd no objection fmm 
USEPA on the development of this Enforceable PmgramLisL 
Plcase also refer to the response for Comment Nos. G.418.3, 
G.l0.1,G.I1.Il,andG.11.8. 

Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.10.2. No 

2.412.5 Fmm a policy pmpsfive, the p m p d  Watch List, Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. G.10.1., No 
Enfoncablc Pmgramo List and Completed TMDLs List an ill- G.ll.1 I ,  and G.1 IS. 
advised. Such lists ean sewe no meaningful w r s  other 
than to avoid ordelay the mtoratian ofpolluted wa(aways. In developing the pmpovd 2002 seetion 303(d) list, SWRCB 
The alternative lisb will pmvids an easy way for Regional staff used the applicable pmvisions of the Clean Water A d  
Bonrds, under intense prrrsure fmm dischargers, to avoid and federal regulations (40 CFR 130.7). Staff a l s  used 
addressing serious watcrqualitypmblnns. Int-ted wvsral pmvisions of non-binding USEPA guidance to the 
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diihargaswill always- that mom, data arc needed, that sfata on devslopmcnt ofths d o n  303(d) l is t  I d e n  
nn altanativc snfo-t program niru, orthat TMDLs are togetha, the A* regulations, and guidance allow fw and 
undeway fork psrtieulm d i r chgds  receiving water. fonn Qc basis for the propod Enforeable Program Lis 
B w n w  IkeaItonative liDE have no rrgulatwy effector 
mandate, Uleyuirt p m l y  farthe purpose ofjustifying a 
decision keep a ep l&Ay off the303(d) List They pmvids 
the sppeanncc of rrguhtny mion while in reality depriving 
listed w tabod ia  ofadon under the Clean Water AsL 

- ~~~~ ~ ~- 

2.412.6 Section 303(dXI)(a) of the A d , w i r e s  listing where the Pollutant rowcc was not uwd to detamine if W e r  quality No 
w a n M y  in  question dosr not metl standards. Thne is no standards w r e  met 
exception grantcd f w  impaired water bodies whsre t h m  is a 
lack ofinformation about pollutant SOU-. While information 
about YItmes should be collected in Qe pmsssr of 
sstablishhing aTMDL, such information is not n-ry or 
relevantto thequution ofwhetha or not a waterbody is 
supporting beneficial vscr or complying with water quality 
standards. 

2.412.7 Stan B o d  n l t  list all impsind water bodies on the 303(d) 
list, even if sam other alternative cleanup program cxisb. The 
October draR Lirt p-ble and spscific listing decisions 
show that theBoard has chosen nato  lin polluted water 
bodicswhem then is "Availability of an alternative 
cnfmable p-m" (draft 303(d) Lirt at 4). These listing 
decisions are inconsistent with the goals and requirements of 
the Clan Wata AR. Aeain. we mohasize that Section 

In developing the pmporcd 2002 Section 303(d) list, SWRCB No 
staff uwd the applicable pmvisions of the Clan Water Act 
and federal regulations (40 CFR 130.7). Staffalsoused 
several pmvirions of "on-binding USEPA guidanss to the 
stateson development o f  the s t i o n  303(d) list The concept 
for developing the Enforceable Pmgram List is prssnted in 
the USEPA integrated report guidance. The recommendation 
far this list is in accordance with USEPA'S internrelalion of ~ ~ 7~~ 

303(d~l)(a) ofths AR jea;ly r q u k  303(d) listing where the applicable pmvisions ofths Clan Water A d  and 
technology-bawd emucot limits have not been sufficiently regulations. The SWRCB has meived no objecb'on horn 
strinecntto i w l m t  water rmaliN standards. USEPA on the dwclooment of this Enforecable Pmmarn List. . . ~~ r ~ ~~~ 

Plearealm refer to the resmnrs for Comment No. 6 1  1.8. 
-- 

2.412.8 Refmnee to Q s  BPTCP as an altrmative program i l l m t e s  Toxic hot spots are k i n g  addnssed by the San Francism Bay No 
how indfectivs thenew, multi-list system will be in restoring RWQCB (c.g. Peyton Slough and Stege Marsh). I fno action to 
of watcrquality. For all practical purposes, the BPTCP is dead mediate a toxic hot spot was not undmuay, Qm the waters 
in Region 2 and presumably around the state. The Regional were placed on the pporcd section 303(d) lid. 
Board completed its final Regional Toxic Hat Spot Cleanup 
Plan in  March of 1999. Forthe last hw ycan there has k e n  
no funding for implmvntation of the plan at the Regional 
Board rmeh l s r  any funding faraebual elcanup. The plan 
lack any timc-tableor benchmarks for achieving water 
quality standards at dcsignafed Hot Spots. 
Given that the Program has k n  ddunded and, to varying 
dsgncr ignored by the Water Boards, the BPTCP inrpiw 
little confidmeeas an alternative to TMDLs. As of this date, 
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them is no evidence thstduignatsd Hot Sposwill suppwt 
bmcfieial u ~ a  andlor mmply with warnqualify standards in 
rhc ncar hrhuc, if sva. We urge the Board to mike r e f a m a  
to the BPTCP as an'alumativs enfnaablcprogram", which 
it is clearly not, and to place all thsToxic Hot Spos in Region 
2 on the 303(d) l i n  

2.412.9 Evidencc available to the Stale and Regional Bosrdr. indicate PI- refer to the re-s for Comment Nor 2.15.9 and No 
that PBDE concenWtions aredaubling s v a  few years in the G418.24. 
Bay A m  in the tjssusof marine mammknd ~ Y M N .  It is 
imsponsible to placethe Bay on the Watch List for this 
canlaminant knowng that levrlr are cipsrtcd inc- 
dramatically in biota long before 103(d) listing will again be 
conndsrcd, much lsrr before MDL-bawd regulatory anion 
might occur. BayKeeper ineorpomtep by ref=- &-h 
~bmi t t ed  by that Natwal Rsourcs  Defense Council related 
to PBDEs. 

2.412.10 Thsrc is m authority in the Clean Water A d  for delisting any PI- refer to the response far Comment No. G.418.7. No 
w a t e m y  fmm the 303(d) List. Smion 303(dXIXa) ofths 
Act mandates listing for water M i a  that do not m t  water 
quality standards followed by n TMDL. The plain hnguage of 
the, stawe suggcss that Cangms intended impaired water 
bodies to remain an the 303(d) List evm afta water qualily 
standards are achieved. If Congrrdintent had bem othmuise, 
Con- would have included languagespecifying whm a 
listed waterbody should be removed fmmthe list. Fmm a 
policy perspeefivg maintaining water bodies on the list and 
maintaining TMDL-based load allocations indefinitely is 
sowd smtegy for preventing backsliding and wimpairing 
mtorcd water bodies. 

2.412.11 It is unslsar how the Stale and Regional Boards have justified Please refer to the response for Commmt No. 2.1.1. No 
delisting the San Francisco Bay, north ofthe Dumbarton 
Bridge, for copper. Our comparison of the Buin Plan standard 
with thc Rcgional Monitoring Pmgram data shows that, out of 
445 samples taken between 1993 and 1999 hom sampling 
stations nonh of thc Dumbanon Bridge (including Station # 
BA 30 which a p r s  to be at the Bridge), then are 89 
violations of the Basin Plan. Seventeen violations m u m d  
1998; 14 in 1999. Many of the violations exceeded the 
standard by two or three fold. With the pmsible exception of 
the CmWl Bay segment, when thcre appears not be any 
violations ofthe standard, this analysis indieate that the Bay 
is fully impaired by copper and must be maintained on the 
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303(d) l i a  

2.412.12 7be pmlifcntion of trash in O U I W B ~ ~  must be t a k a  PI-nfertothcrnpanrrforCommsntNo.G.I1.134. No 
seriously. Trash desmys aquatic habitat, kills and maims 
wildlife ofall kindsand diminishesthe m a t i o n a l  value of 
our pmioys wataways. We believe that the prsssncs of trash 
is also an indimtorofpocr rsrource stewadship, which smds 
a signal to individuals and local g o v a n m u  that tmhcd 
w B f m y s  ars ameptable rqmi twia  for mbbish and possibly 
otherdisehqs.  Weurge the Board to use the 303(d) procas, 
as w i r e d ,  to- that Bay Area waterways are cleaned up. 

2.412.13 The State B d s  dnfl303(d) List docs not pmvide any PI-rsferto thcrespons f o r C o m t  Nor.G.11.134and No 
analysis ofthis issue but simply pro- to list "Ubn 2.15.12. 
C w b ,  L i k e  and Shorelines" an the Watch List for trash 
(draR303(d) List, Volume 1, at Watch List-4). Bccsu~e the 
Regional WS water quality standard for trash is k ing  
violated for t h s s  waterways, the watenvay must be listed on 
the 303(d) List 

The Regional Baud's ~ g g m i o n s  that more study ofthe 
diffacnr types ofham.  caused by diffusnt types of tra6h is 
needed bdore regulatory action is Inken, and that 303(d) 
listing is not necessary where " k t  available techno lo^" has 
not yet been implemented arr baseless and incomet, and 
contradid the Clean Water Act 'Theeommenterurges the 
Srate Board to carefully review the evidence submined to the 
Regional Board dasumcnting several cnsks that laak like 
landfills. At n minimum the S t lu  Board should plaee the 
Gusdelupe River, Guadelups Creek, Coyote Creek, Silver 
Creek, San Lcandm Crssk, G l a  Echo Crsck, Ponions of Ssn 
Pablo Creek, Wildcat Creek and Armyo Las Poritas on the 
303(d) list for obvious impinnen1 by tmh. B a d  on the 
Regional Board's eommcnts and analysis, it appears that all 
Bay Arsa triitzks 5 h d d  k so listed as d l .  

2.412.14 Weklicvc that the nmrd  supporn a decision to list Novato Please refer to the response for Comment No. 2.15.13. No 
C w k  and Pilamilor C w k ,  among others, on the 303(d) list 
and request the Board to so list thm. The Regional Board 
suggestcdavarictyof reasons for not listing rhae creek4 
whish an consided and rebutled in nucomments to the 
Regional Board 

2412.15 "San Francisco Bay Area Stormwater Runoff Monitoring Data Please refer to the rsponsc for Comment No. 2.15.14. No 
h l y s i s ,  1988-1995," a study by Wmdward-Clydc published 
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Odaber 15,1996, identifis nine Bay Am crr+lu that do not 
-1 water qmlityobjstiver for v v w l  heavy metals. That 
study included a mmprchasivs water quality monitning 
cffm of sycral Bay A m  -ks during wet w e a M  that 
doeumsnted mutine violationsof Basin Plan standards for 
cadmium I 4  -, chmmium, mernuy and niekel. 
Although the rtudy ws publirhedless ULan six - ago, 
Regional Board staff &teamined that lhc shrdydoa notjustify 
listing the monitored em& nr the 303(d) list far several 
-including (I) Ur dataan fw old (RsgimI Board 
Submission 1 17). and (2) thedata do not show fkpent 
violations ofwaterql~~lity  violation^ (Id.). The State Board's 
drafl303(d) List dosr not imlude any nf-ce tothir issue 
and fails to pmpose placing the water bodies in qualion on 
any list. 

2.412.16 The Regional Board's rrquimnent lhat dala to be used for Please refer to lhe response to Commmt No. 2.15.14. No 
conridcration in developing the 303(d) list be generated on or 
aflsr July 1997 is arbitrary and selves to exclude valuable data 
that should rightfully be considered In this case, however, the 
Regional Board's arbitrary deadline should not apply since, as 
the Regional Board Submission points out, BayKceper 
rubmilled Ihis same data for wnsideratian by the Board for 
the 1998 listing cycle (Regional Board Submission st 17). We 
believe that the Board impmpcrly d i i i s x d  that data thm as 
it dces now. Finally, we ars cxa-led that the Regional 
Board would argue now that this runoff data is too old 
given that Ue Board has n f w d  numemus q u e s t s  by 
BayKqmsnd  otha manben of the public to require 
municipal stomwater program to implement comprehensive 
monitoring pmgrams. Wcnquesf that the Slate Board amend 
the October Drat? Listto include the nine Bay Am creeks 
identified in the WaodwnrdClyde study. 

-~ 
2.412.17 The San Francisco Bay, south the Dumbanon Bridge, remains Plcase refer to the response to comment 2.1 .I. No 

similarly impaircd by wppsr and murt not be &listed. As 
discussed in our June 14,2002 mmment lener, unless the 
Region 2 Basin Plan is amended to include different 
standards, the South Bay segment remains impaircd as defined 
by misting binding water suality objectives. 

2.413.1 As dlscwed in previously submitted comments, generally The section 303(d) list is not a plan, policy, or guideline and, No 
appliesble listing guidelines used in the Scnion 303(d) therefore, is not subject to the APA. The recommendations 
p m a  m t  be adopkd in accordance with the Cllifomia were developed on a case-bysase basis. The BPTCP datawas 
APA. The inso'po~stion of BPTCP approaches into the used to show lhc extent that narrativewater quality standards 
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W o n  303(d) lirtlngpmess ir nouecpum. lo the calm1 were crcudd 
the Stace B o d  har h-nlcd the BPrCP app-h into the 
Sosrion 303(d) listing p- ar desmibcd in the SUIT R s p o ~  
it hor violated the California APA. 

2.413.2 The Relative Benthic l n d u  ("RBI") ratio obawed in sediment PI- refer to the -ns for Comment No. 2.401.4. No 
sample$ hken from San LcandmBay is above - is., healthier Toxicity tcrtr show the sediment$ are toxic to tatogankm. 
than - the ~ to f f l evc l  which the Stace Board u r u  to determine 
whevhacmlogical cornmunitis in sedimsnta have bccn 
adv-ly affected. Based on the B d s -  rrandards and 
the most direct evidence available, the sedimnt in San 
Leandm Bay d o e  nM appear to bc toxic to the animals Ulat 
live them. 

2.413.3 San Lcandro Bay's RBI data indicate that ita benthic PI- refer to the -rise for C o m m t  No. 2.401.2 and No 
community is healthier than ntrcfsnncc rites x l m e d  by the 2.4013. 
State B d  and the msjorityofsignifisant water bodies in 
Califomin for which RBI's have so far b a n  calculated. The 
San Leandm Baybenthie community is comparable to that in 
other a m  sludied by the State Board which gennally arc 
recognized as having Mph environmental quality, including 
Bodega Bay, Monterey Bay, and Humboldt Bay. 

2.413.4 N n v  data not previously considered by the State Board Plcax rrferto the response for comment 2.401.21. Thedata No 
indicate that PCB concmtrationr in the biologically active show high levels of PCBs in an area smaller than pnviously 
surficial sediments of San Leandm Bay are almost all below dcsribcd. Concentrations are low in t h s o p  bay. 
even the veryconscrvative x-ing values uxd  in the Bay 
Protection Toxic Cleanuo Proeram ("BPTCP"). 

2.413.5 The California Otliec of E n v i r a m t a l  Hrallh Hazard PI- refer to the mpnse for Commmt No. 2.401.8. No 
Asxrsmmt ("OEHHA") did not delemine that eating fish 
from San Francism Bay placed people at significant risk. 
Rather, OEHHA i r s d  consumption "advice" ssa p-utim 
in light of fish tis- conantraions above background levels - 
but na neessarily at levels placing people at unacceptable risk 

2.413.6 . In 1995, the California Regional Water Quality Contml Board, C o m n t  achowledgcd. The Central Bay ir listed for PCBs No 
San Franciwo Region issued a statement indicating thatthe based onthe OEHHA advisory. This listing also covers the 
OEHHA Fish Advisory for San F m i s c o  Bay d o e  not mcan w a r n  of San Leandro Bay. 
that fish in San Francism Bay areumafs lo sat. 

2.413.7 The 1994 OEHHA Intaim Fish Consumption Advisory is not Plrasc nfer to the responx for Comment No. 2.4019. No 
based onfirh caught in San Lcandm Bay. Funher, the fish 
tissue data supponing the Advisoryam mom than 8 yeaa old. 
Thcn a n  no data in the administrative w r d  whish suggest 
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that mntinuathn afths Advisory is appvqiatcwith rapsst 
to Son Leandm Bay. 

2.413.8 Despite the lackofdofummtation indicating whatanalyis, if T h s s  data wcn mnsidmd nn the -mat  PI- &=to No 
any, OEHHA conduded in 1994 to support the Advismy, it the -nw to Comment No. 2.401.21. 
ap- that OEHHA made e r t r s m I y u ) ~ t i w  
awmption$ atkast- ofwhich M m0(5 msridvc than 
~ m n t  water qualitystandwds. The Boads relianec on an 
advisory which is mom comtmative that cutrent water quality 
standards is in-istent with USEPA guidance governing 
listingsunder Section 303(d) ofthe Clan Wata Act. 

2.413.9 Under Sstion 303(d) ofthe Clean Water Act, the State Beard Please mfer to the rc~pon~c for C o m t  No. 2.401.18. Ycr volume 11, 
is -ired to deemins whsther California water bodies are Region 2 
w i n g  water quality standards w h m  technology-based 
standards already have been implemented. This determination 
has never been made for Son Leandm Bay, either in the 
ongoing M i o n  303(d) pmess or during earlier BPTCP 
pmadings  regd ing  San h d m  Bay. 

To list San h d r o  Bay and other sediment sites in the 
visinitydsan Fmeism Bay, thcStatc Board a p p m  lo be 
following approaches cstsblirhed in the BPTCP. This is 
improper fw ssvcnl masons: (I) The standards applicable to 
the BPTCP are materially diffcnnt h m  the standards 
applicable to the pmess under Scetion 303(d) d t h e  Clem 
Water An, (2) the BF'ICP methodologies have not been 
adopted as regulation? for purposeo of the listing pmcm 
u n d a M i o n  303(d). To the extat  the State Board  ha^ 
i n c a r p o d  thee  BPTCP appmches into the Section 303(d) 
poecss, they constiUte mdes of general appIieation that -st 
be subjcnto notice and mmmcnt rulemaking. Their use in the 
Ssnion 303(d) context is invalid, and (3) the State B o d s  
relianceon the 1994 Fish Advisory follows the gsncral 
s m c h  of * ~ l c  BPTCP vvhcnin s i r s  were "automaticallv" ~ 7 r  ~~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~~ 

plsccd on the BPTCP tome hot spots list if a fish advisoty war 
pm~ent  Incorporation of this BPTCP approach into the 
c u m 1  S a i o n  303(d) methodology likewise is invalid. 
.. .- . . . - 
It is inappropriate far the Slate Board to use fish advisories or 
BPTCP standards as a SubstiW forwterquality standards. 
Water quality standank must be adopted in accordance with a 
Basin planning pmstsr - no1 a Smion 303(d) pmceeding - 
and must consider various stafuMy factors under stale and 
fsdnal law, including what watnqualiry is reasonably 

The appmachcs used to detemu'ne ifsites wae toxic hot spots 
under the BPTCP are similar to the assasmsnl ofwater 
quality standards attainment as -ired by $&on 303(d). 
Please refer to the response la c m c n t  2.401.18. 

PI-refertothe r s p o m  for Comment No. 2,4019. The 
health advisory is an aeknowlcdgmsnt that beneficial uses 
&atcd with fish consumption arc impacted. 

Them arc no "BPTCP standards" and no smdards 
adopted as parlofthe development ofthe &on 303(d) lisL 

Responses80 

V0l"mc 11, 
Region 2 
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achievable in light ofemnomic and saeial considerations. During the BPTCP, SWRCB and RWQCBs intrrpmd &la 
in taM of imp@ an beneficial uwr and e r d w e  of 
walerqwlity objaivcr In many r r r p c s  there am parallels 
b3mm the BPTCPand atablmrhmcnt of the dm 303(d) 
11s. lndmloping thcxction 303(d) lisf all applicable 
rsquimnsnk of federal law and regulation were followed. 

2413.12 While it is vnslsar what lining methodologies are actually ch""~mt admmvledged. No 
bdng applied by the St* Board, they haw rrsulted in 
p m w d  S e d a n  303(d) l i s t iw  for Spn Lrndm Bay that are 
drarly inmmirtsnt with the available data 

2.413.13 The pmpoxd listings for San Leandm Bay undaseors the Comment ack~~owledged. No 
need far ths Slats Board to engage in a delibaafive process to 
develop Senion 303(d) listing rsgulation~ as the Califmia 
Legislam h a s d i d .  Rcrumably these regulations will 
safeguard against Ssstion 303(d) listing decisions that are 
counter to the weight ofthe scientific evidence. Thus, while 
we think the scientific evidence clearly shows that it should 
not be listed at all, at a minimum the Slate Board shmld defer 
judgment on San Levldm Bay until it has regulations in place 
to inform the cxncirc of i s  dismion. 

2.413.14 The RBI valuer for San h n d m  Bay are among the k t  (is., Please refer to the response for Commmt Nos. 2401.2 and No 
highest) in the mtirs BPTCP data set for San Francisco Bay 2.401.18. 
(including refacncesiks), and now arc above thc0.3 
lhrrshold wed by the BPTCP to indicate signifreant 
degradation to thsbcnthos. In fact, all of the RBI 
m-menU in San h n d m  Bay a n  above 0.6, indicating 
that the benthic mmmunity in San Leandm Bay is undcgradcd. 

2.413.15 The RBI values for San Leandm Bay appear to beas high as, PI- refer to the response for Comment Nos. 2.413.13 and No 
or higher than, the rangeof RBI values in systems thmughout 2.401.3. 
the Statc,wch as Montury Bay, Bodsga Bay, and Humbaldt 
Bay, w h ~ h  arc gmmlly mnn~dcred lo be of h~gh 
mwronmntal qultly (BEL Tcchn~sal Rspnt ) G ~ v m  thc fact 
that thc m o l t d ~ m t  nnd~ealor ofSan LeandroBay sed~mcnt 
qalitycomparrs favorably to such waters, the Slats Boa& 
pmpased sedimmt micity listing for San Leandm Bay is 
inappmpriate. 

2.413.16 In Deccmber2000, the San Franciru, Estuary lnstimte (SFEI) Plsars refer to the response for Commmt No. 2.401.21. No 
in cmperation with ssvrml Jtate agencies including the 
Regional Boardcompl*ed a $ M y  which was designed "lo 
evaluate the distribution ofsediment contamination [m San 
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h d m  Bay], detamins if the conlaminatimi - relatively 
i w l M  or n% identify - ' b I e s o ~  a d  pathways 
investigatethe depth ofssdimmt mnlrminatim, and explore a 
muhod o f d i t d p t i n g  to set if it muld be uwd lo 
d&ne ifths rodimnts are nosiaoal ordspasitional within 
the rmbaymenL" (Scdimmt Contamination in San Lenndm 
Bay, CA, SFEI, Lkemba2WO (the "SFEI SMy") Thee dam 
do w t  a p t o  have bem considered by the State Board in 
connmimwiththcpop~scd S.n h d m  Bay listings. 

2.413.17 Sstion 303(d) ofthc Clean Water Act rrquim water bodies Plasc mfer to the response for Comment 2.401.18. Y ValumeII, 
to be placed on the 303(d) List where Jueh water bodies are Region 2 
nM meting waterquality standah or am not apected to 
men waterquality standards atbcr the application of 
technology-bsssd pollution conbob. (33 U.&C. 5 1313(d); 40 
C.F.R. 5 130.20).) The State Board hss not made this 
delamination, either in thc m t  Section 303(d) 
pmeenlings or in the BPTCP. Thus, the State Board's 
omoased listinas for San Leandm Bay are im~rooer. 

2.413.18 The Staff Report states that "BPTCP approaches" were used in Comment acknowledged. 
the Section 303(d) lirtingpmess "to interpret the sensitivity 
of a benchmark in determining if [water quality] standards ars 
met or benefisial us= are atlained." BPTCP data and methods 
appearto be the mly cvidmec in the administrative rvMd 
suppotting the Slats Board's proposed PCB listing for San 
Leandm Bay related to sediment toxicity. It appears fmm the 
administrative record that the Statc Board ir pmposing to 
place Ssn Lcondm Bay (among other wavr  bod~w) on the 
303(d) Lm for sed~mcnt toxicity based on thc rcpom 
yjdcl~nes and -rung of the BPTCP 

2.413.19 In accordance with the BPTCP Toxic Hot Spots Guidance, the SWRCB and RWQCB staffdid not w i c w  any new data No 
Stats Bond has "automatically darsificd" San Leandm Bay as related to the 1998 listing for PCBs. Please refer to the 
impaindundmSeetion 303(d) baxd an the p-ce of the response for Comment No. 0.1 1.12. 
1994 OOEHHA Intnim-Fish Comumption Advisory. No other 
evidence is cited by the State Board in support of this 
m d  listine. 

2.413.20 It is elearthatwater bodies can beclassified as toxic hot spots Comment aeknowl.sdged. No 
under the BPTCP while not being clarsified as impaired under 
Sstion 303(d) of the Clan  Water Act. 

2.41321 The State Board exclusively relies on data collected in the The chemistry data show that high concentrations of PCBs No 
BPTCP in suppart ofits p r o p a d  listing for San Leandm Bay occur in a smaller part ofthe Bay than pmiously &mated. 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

related to dimattoxicity. Much of the* data was mllssted Conmaations are low in the opm bay. 
not in San Lcandm Bay itself, but in storm &ins that flow 
into Sari Leandm Bay. Tothccrtmt Ihe State Board is relying 
on data mt eollcctcd in Ssn Leandm Bay in support ofits 
p q w d  dimsnttmicily listing for San Leandm Bay, it has 
r b d  i s  dirsdon. 

2.41322 The St* Board did notelanify Sin Lsandm Bay as a toxic Sedimmt quality objectives b w  w t  been adopted for PCBs No 
hot spotbssed an sedimmt qualily objectives in Water Quality in Ssn Leandm Bay. The wata quality objcctivccvaluated 
Contml Plans(thc third- of the toxic hat r p ~  ta t )  was thc applicable narrative water quality a b j d v c s  in the 
bcsaurcswh objectives do not exist. The Slate Board has also Barjn Plan. PI- refer to the to Co-t No. 
a b d  its disemion to the extent that it is pmpwing to p laa  2.401.18. 
thae sfonn drains on the 303(d) List Storm drains are not 
considered w a r n  ofthe Untied Statss that can be placed on 
the 303(d) LisL Storm drains do not have applicable water 
malihl standards which area ~ m u i s i t e  for the 303fd) List 

2.413.23 The Stale Board should w t  place San Leandm Bay on the SWRCB was required by fcdml regulation to submit the No 
303(d) list prior to the adoption of new state regulations seetion 303(d) list to USEPA by Oaober I, 2W2. The stale is 
governing the 303(d) pmcess. alu, q u i d  to consider all readily available datn and 

information including the information related to pollutant 
concmmtians in San Leandm Bay. 

2.413.24 The p m p o d  listings For San Lsandm Bay are adjudicative. The p- of developing and adopting the list is not No 
The pmpowd listings far San Leandm Bay will likely affeet a adjudiatory, but rather is a quasi-legislative in nahlre. Then 
small and dismle number of disehargcn. As one of the are over 1BW pollutants addressed in the pmpoxd list. In 
discbrgm identified by the Board, the commsna is atitled fad, staff muld not have met with Gmeral Elsstric, as they 
to an appropriate adjudicative pmcsrr regarding the agency's requested, if the p- was m n d d d  adjudicatory. Sucha 
findings supporting the proposed listings for San h d m  Bay. meeting would have ban considered an sx parts 

mmmunication. 

2.433.25 The State Board's p m p d  listings for San Leandm Bay a n  PI- rder to the responses for Comment Nm. 2.401.2, No 
not suppored by the adminisaativs neord. The bmthic 2.401.3,2.401.18,2.413.9,2.413.13, and 2.413.14. 
c o m i t y  in San h d m  Bey is healthy, there is no 
evidence that PCBs h a v e c a d  any toxicity in San h d m  
Bay, and the Stale Board has eot made appmpriale evidmtiary 
findings to support its pmpowd human health-based listing. In 
violation of the Clean Water Act, there has been w 
determination as to whether any water quality standards have 
ban violated in Saa Leedm Bay a h  !he implmmtation d 
technology-b&d pollution eonUoIo. In violation of public 
palficipation requirements, the State Board has 
inappmpriatsly relied upon BPTCP methodologis in the 
Scnion 303(d) listing pr-. 
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2413.26 By pmpingto  lid San leandm Bay without the b e f i t  o f  The policy for lining and delisting sits is beingdsvslapod by No 
M o n  303(d) listing regulations, the State Baard has SWRCB staff. I t  is anticipated that this policy will be 
cimmvsntsd the ngulntoryp-and underpinned the devehpod after the 2002 d o n  303(d) list is Jubmined to 
L g i d ~ ' ~  insbwtion that the Smian 303(d) pocs~ be USEPA. 
guided by an infomnd s b  of guidelines d r a w  with the 
bmefit ofstakeholk inpuL Forthe m n s  cited in the 
forgoing commsnts and thceonaxnts previously submined to 
&State Bavd onthismncr, we rqeclful ly request lhat the 
agency not place SPn Leandro Bay on Colifomih 303(d) List 
of Water W i W  Limited Scamam. 

3.1.1 The mmmmkr a- with Rsgim 3 in the recommndation Please refer to the rssponss for Commmt No. 3.3.1. No 
to list M a j m  creek due a sediment impacts. 

3.2.1 Elmated Colifom b m r i a  level wns m r d s d  at White Rock Comment acknowledged. No 
Rsrcation AM huing 1974-1984 and 8B9-2/W. The 
mmmentsr k mmcmed that huther and largerdsvclopmcnt 
afthe White Rock A m  will ine- the degradation ofwater 
w l i t y  in the area 

3.3.1 The conunsnh.disagncs with the SWRCB's recommendation 
to exclude Mqon k k  on the proposed 303(d) list far 
sedimentation. Them is sufficimt Nrbidity data to support 
listing. 

3.3.2 San Lorem River Watershed-Boulder Creek on the 303(d) 
for sedimmtationlsiltation at it's Fcb I, 2002 meding. 

3.3.3 The comenterdiig- with the SWRCB recommendation 
to delist San Lon- River Lagoon and recommends the 
lining to remain on 303(d) list for sedimentation. 

Turbidity data and photographs ofpossible sediment-dated Yes Volume 11, 
impacts have bscn provided as evidence supporting the Region 3 
inclusion of Majors C m k  on the sstion 303(d) list. While 
hlrbidity data has been submitted, the units of measure 
betwen the data (Nephclomenie Turbidity Units or N W )  and 
basin plan objectives (Jackson Turbidity Units orJTU) are 
not comparable. Also, it is diLTcult to determine and quantify 
the utsnt of sediment impacts fmmthc fw photographs that 
were submittsd. 

To clarify the available data and infomtion, i t  is 
recommended that Majan C m k  be placed an the Monitoring 
List. This option would q u i r e  more matiton'ng on the 
Creek to support the listing for sediment. The SWRCB staff 
repon will be revised to r e f l a  these changes. 

San L o m m  River-Boulder Cmk  will be added to the 303(d) Yes Volum 11, 
lisL Justification for the additionsare included in a facl sheel Region 3 
for the water body-pollutant combination. 

The SWRCB st-taffr~eommends delisting the San Lorenzo Yes volume 11, 
River Lagwn for sedimentation, due to the absence of  Region 3 
information to support the original listing. In addition, then 
is no new information pmvidcd to support maintaining the 
listing. 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SRClTON 

3.3.4 Add Santa Marin Riw Estuaryto the pmpored 303(d) list for 
orgsnoehlorine. Two d m  (BPTCPand TSMP) 
indicate i m p a i m t .  

3.3.5 Table 5 of the Staff Repon indicated the Chom Creek is list 
formetals. Howcva. the RWQCB -mends m v i n g  
Chom Creek fmm the 303(d) list for metals. Aftrrnvinving 
dm, Uwx &ta pain6 did not suppmthe listing rn~hcsedaa 
points were mllmed from walsn outride the watmvay. 

Santa Muia River Emmy should not be plaad on the be No 
303(d) lirt for ng-hlorinsr. Thedata rubmined rvas taken 
fmm two different data media(redimsnt and ti-) six years 
apart, with only one sample pr media. PI- refer to the 
m p o m  to Commnt No. G.10.6. 

Based in the information pmvidd, C h m C r e e k  will bc Ya VohtreIl, 
removd fmmthc p m p d  w t i w  303(d) list JustifKafion Re,@on 3 
for the removal is included in a fact sheet forthe wsmbody- 
pollutant combination. 

3.3.6 Table 5 afthe Staff Repon indicated the Chom Creek is list Bard  in the information pmvide4 Los Osos Creek will he Ya Volum 11. 
for metals. The RWQCB m m m m d r  delisting Los Osos fmm rsmovcd fmm the pmpaaed section 303(d) list Justification Region 3 
the 303(0 list for ~riariw weanics. Wata mlumn and far the removal is included in a fact sheet for the water bodv- 
sediment samples k e  & l l m d  as part of monitoring pollutant combination. 
assessment and no cxcndmces ofstandards misted. 

3.3.7 Change the San Luis Obispo C m k  priority organic listing to A measurement exceeded the MTRL for PCBs in clam t i m  No 
PCBs. The SWRCB should not place San Luis Obispo on !he in 1991 and exceeded PCB EDLs in a 1990 t i m  sample 
Watch List due to insutlicient evidence (the ageof data). fmmgoldfish. Thae  data points are more than 10 year old. 
However, them is dm available mom msnt  than l h m  year In addition, a composite sample of 20 fish exceeded the PCB 
old. MTRL in 1991. However, the mmposite of 20 fish wne 

mllseted fmm the one site during the same sampling event. 

Also, please refer to the response Lo Commmt No. G.IO.10. 
The SWRCB will maintain the listing until sutlicient 
information is eollmed to warrant changing the listing fmm 
hiority Organics to PCBs. 

It is unclear what eriteriaare uwd fora Watch List and what 
rcquimsnts will be imposed on the Watch List. 

Table 6 is i n m m t  for the San Lorenm River listing for 
nitrate. TheThlDL waseomplered. As a -It o fa  meeting 
with rsp-tativa fmm the SWRCS and USEPA, it was 
agreed to portpone adoption of aTMDL indefinitely and allow 
the ~ m n t  Bsin Plan mechanism an oppomurityto solve the 
nitrate problem. 

Plcs~erefertothemponsemmmmmtsNo. G.10.1,G.l0.5 No 
and Gl0.6. 

ThcTMDL was eomplefed and the Wastewater Plan for San ysn VOI-II, 
L o r e m  River Watershed and the San LommNihate Reaim 3 
Management Plan are in placeto monitorthe pmblnn The 
TMDL was never appmved by SWRCB or USEPA. T h e m  
body-pollumt combination will m a i n  on the 303(d) lirt with 

The fact shed has been changed to reflect this -me. 

3.3.10 Table 6 should read I M D L  completed" with the year 2002 as This list includes all water body-pollutantmmbinations with a No 
the completion year. completed TMDL. Waters will k remved fmm the list when 

is dmonsbatsd that water quality Jtandards are m d  

Responsss-85 
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33.1 1 Priorities reported in Table 5 of the State's s(lffreportare The w p s d  priwitis r e W  whish water bodypollutant No 
midding.  In the stnffreport waters prioritid combinations the SWRCB e x p h  to mmpleteTMDLsovcr 
acmrding to hdgef ICU)- and schedule desired, giving the next hvo years. This appmach d m  link priorities with 
water-wilh a 2M)4 -laion datca high prinityand all to TMDLmmpletion. Sincethe sstion 303(d) l ia  identifies 
otherwabrr a lowerpriority. It's very important to maintain and sekprioritis for water quality limited segmau still 
thedirtinction betwen pior i t i s "  and "whsdulu," especially requiring TMDls, the priwity is frmsal on which TMDLs 
in a time of limited lcoources They mggsJCUlat the pnbritia will be m m p l e d  first. This appmaeh iseonsimnt with40 
shwldbe M u p o n  the bulldcd IinofcritcM in the CFR 130.7@X4), which s l a t s  in pr t :  The liashrll . . . 
prioritidon ofwa(ers, and whedula should be s t  separately include a prioritynnking for all lislsdwaterquality-limited 
M anpopnmmtic n& and budgel lirnitatim. segmats #ill rrquiringlMDh taking inn semunt the 

severity ofthe pollution and thevsesto be made of such 
w a l m  and shall identify the pollutank causing or expected m 
causeviolations ofapplicable w a t e r q u a l i t y s  The 
priority mking shall specifically includs the identification of 
watm targeted forlMDL development in the next two years." 

The SWRCB p m p d  inclvds a ranking using the factor 
identified in the federal ~gulations and establishes within that 
priority the whcduls for TMDL completion in the n u t  two 
Y-. 

3.3.12 In Table I. Region 3 "Summary of Recommendation," the The SWRCB staffrepon has bem comcted. 
water body is miupelled. T h e c o d  spelling for the water 
body is Oso Flaeo Lake. 

Yes volume 11, 
Region 3 

3.3.13 "South CmVPacifie Ocean are inconsidcnt with all sumnt The change has been mads in the SWRCB Staff Report, 
documsntation, including the existing 303(d) List, they should 
read "Pacific Ocsan at 

Yes Vol- 11, 
Re&", 3 

3.3.14 List all waters by individual water body name rather then by The changes have bem made in the SWRCB Staff Report. Yes Volumc 11. 
watsrshed n a m  in order to have mnristsnt format. For Region 3 
example, "San Larm Riva Watmhed-Kings Cnek" should 
be listed as "Kings Creek." 

3.4.1 Thn .  is an a m r  in omission of BanIdaCreek in the Stath A new fact s h n t  has brm developed for Boulder Creek and Yes Volumll, 
staff reporL Boulder C m k  should be added to the pmposed added to the staff report. Region 3 
303fd) list for i m i r m m u  due to sediment. 

3.4.2 Majors Crssk should be added to the pmposed 303(d) list for PI- refer to the raponre to Commmt No. 3.3.1. 
impairment due tos+immrs The RWQCB voted 
unanimourly at their Febluary 2002 w i n g  when the 303(d) 
c a m  back to include Majors C& for sediment i m p a i m t .  

3.4.3 The SWRCB should w t  dclia San Lomm R i m  &Nary The SWRCB mmrmnds delisting San bsnm River Yes V o l m l I ,  
(Lagoon) for sediment. The SWRCB staff has b d  Uleir E.3- (La-) for sediment beeawe there is no information Region 3 

Rsspnsek86 
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rrmmmndation on the faulty inarpraation ofthe RWQCB in the rsnd to suppon the listing. A b m a m l y j i r  of the 
initial mmmm&tion. The RWQCB and the Water Dis& infomalion in the m r d  has bea insludd in the fael sheet 
rrmmmmdr not D delist the ~ tc rbodylmt i l  hvther studis forthis water body-pollutad ambination. 
d m w m t e .  &at sediment w I m m  i m i n  this ama 

3.5.1 In the Onok26.2001 RWQCB staff repon, please addms This letter& not w i n  to ammcnt for lhc 2002 303(d) No 
where to vnifythc Coho Salmon Habitat information? The list Staff Rspott. It is a q u e s t  to the RWQCB to nvinv 
2001 informatimap- to bs the same as 1998. Was this information in a rsport written by Applied S w c y  Research. 
extracted h m  thc303(d) and TMDL priority list - provided 
that our "total Sin" fi-us a d c ?  

3.5.3 In the Onober 26,2001 RWQCB staff repon, pl- clarify if This later docs not pertain to mmmmt for the 2W2 303(d) No 
Pajam Riva hasa Fecal Coliform pollution s- far 5 mi l s  list Staff Rspon. 11 is n n q u s t  to the RWQCB to review 
of its IenM? information ins  mort wrium bv Aodied S- Research. 

3.5.4 In the RWQCB staffrepon prepared Ostobsr 26,2001, some This lener d m  not w i n  to mmmmt forthe 2002 303(d) No 
not- have becn made on page 234 (Health of County list Staff Report. It is a rsqust to the RWQCB to -view 
Waterways, lnvmtoryoflmpaird County Watmway, 1998) information in a repon witten by Applied S w e y  Rsearch. 
updating the information b a d  on the priority list. PI- 
verify the changs in yourresponse. 

I. Carbonera Creek--Sedimentation---For sources add; Non- 
point sources 
2. Pa jm River-Nutrimts-for sou- add; 
channclnmtionlnon-point sources 
3. Pajcm fiber-Sedimntrtion-br nourccr add, Ruourcc 
exu~ionhydmmodification ehanneluatiofiabitat 
modificatialllchannel emsiolllnatural so- 
4. Add; Pajno River, Fsnl  a l i f m ,  m e d i i i  Pashrre 
landdnon-point soUramatuml s o w s  
5. San Lorem River, path- for s o w  add; Septagc 
disposal 
6. IXlete; San Lonnro River E m a y ,  sedimentation, 
hydmmodification 
7. S c h m  Lake, Pathogem; change to high priority 
8. Shingle Mill Cmk,  sedimsntation, for s o m u  add; land 
dcvelopmmUnon-point source and delae Agriculbml and 
development 
9. Soqud Lagoo% pathogem, change to high priority 
10. Soquel Lag-, sedimentation, change to medium priority 
11. Watsonvillc Slough pesticides, for sou-; add 
Agriculture runoffas one dsourcc and delete 
Agn'culturrlmnoff 
12. Watsonville Slough sedimmtation, for source; add 
Agn'culhm nrnoffas one of source and delete 
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Agriculmdmoff. 

3.5.5 Is it appoprirtc to gsnnalize lhe m- ofpollutant (i.s., ' This lcner d o e  not psrtain to mmmmt for the 2002 303(d) No 
agrisulhml runoff)? list StaffRqmL ll is= requsl to lhe RWQCB to rsvicu 

i n f m t i o n  in a rspon wrinm by Applied Survsy R-h. - 
3.6.1 Inorderto i-v lrampamcy in lhe p m c a ~ c l ~ f i ~ i o n  PI- &to the-toCwnmcntNo. 0.10.15. Yes VdusncL 

afthe dcletims, es well as clarification ofthcdis-ion in Mcmodology 
Volume I, p. 5, regarding how the "size affosted'values for 
the 1998 list may have changed in the 2002 list basuseof 
new data. Thm is no summary ofthsrc changes in the public 
d m m t a .  

3.6.2 We suppon the p m p d  additions the SWRCB has mads to C o r n  acknowledged. No 
the lirt and the addition afths San Ma- Coastal 
BasidPacific Ocean st Fi-ld Marine R m e ,  due to 
f i e n t p o s t i n g s  ofthe am.  This arsa is uwd by children 
who wade in ita waters. 

3.6.3 Thecommsnlcr rtmngly suppons that "once it has b m  shown Please refer to the response to Comment No. 0.10.1 and No 
that standards an achieved andlor benelieial uses a n  attained G.1 I . I  1. 
the water bodies will be nmoved fmm the list." (Dmfi Rep* 
Volume I, p 7.) Section 303 of the Act mandates that 
i m p a i d  watm pc lined, it do= not p o t  EPA authority to 
allow states to m o v e  waters fmm the list while the 
impairmmt is motinuink 

3.64 The Watch List violates the mandate in Section 303(d) to Plcax reform the rsponv  to comment No. G.IO.1. No 
place an impaired watnbady an any lid otherthan a 303(d) 
list, even ifthcn is "a regulatalypragram in place to eonlml 
lhs pollutant but data amnot available to demonstrare that the 
p m p m  is suaesrful.* (hfl RcpnS Vol. I, p.6). One of our 
main coneems (other than that the list was illegal) was that the 
list would be inappmpriatclyto put water bodies on a list for 
political or olhsr masons, where such watm should instead be 
listed and cleaned UP. 

3.6.5 It is not clear how n water body was put onto the Watch List. Please refer to the response to eommenb No. 0.10.I. G.10.2, No 
There are no guidelines on what "insufficient information" and G.10.6. 
means when ptting themon this list. The argument that they 
wen placed on a Watch List so as not to "lose than" makes no 
sense; neitherthe envimnmental nor staffare likely to forget 
about than, and pultingtkm on a lid with no basis in rtaNte 
will not make them benerprioritise for monitoring money. 
The State's decision has to bemmpamt.  

- 
Rcrponxsd8 
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~~ ~ 

3.6.6 The SWRCB and R W p s  cannot base lirlingdsisions on PI- &r to the to Comment Nos. G.10.9 and No 
variablesotherrhat thaae dirsdly related to imppi-t. G.II.11. 
Listing faeton such as scuwof pollutant scum and 
availability of an altnnative snforcsablc ppm cannot be 
uxd to decide whether to l ie  a water body,beeause they are 
mmplady i m l ~ a n t  to whdhsr the waterbady is impaired. 

3.6.7 The reasons fmdel*im snd rejections must be tranrparent. PI- referto the to Commmt No. G.11.4. Yes V o h l ,  
The SWRCB should add a ml- to tho table that briefly DclaimTablc 
dcrcrita the reason fa the deliitins 

3.6.8 Clarification of the discussion in Volume I, p.5, the "size PI- referto the response to Comment No. G.IO.IS. Yer PmposedSatim 
sffceted" values for the 1998 list may change in the 2002 303(d) List 
bsssusc dncw GeoWBS data. These changes must be 
suMllarircd in a table in order far the public to review and 
mmmmt on them 

3.6.9 In regards to the delisting ofChom Creek for metal6 two of Chorm Creek was removed fmm the list for metals baause YS Volum ll, 
the delisting fadon in the Ad Ha: Workgmup document the data collected war obtained from sites outaids of the Region 3 
should not be uxd become they wnuadicl the intent of the wataway. In addition, the rssulu of data analyzed han 
TMDL program. A nterbody should not be delistcd just water within the water body did not exceed standards. 
because the USEPA has approved a TMDL. Furthemore an 
appmvsdTMDLdoss not mean thatthe water body is no Please also refer to the response for Comment No. 3.3.5. 
longer impaid.  In addition, the statement, "conuol measurer 
in place which will mull in pmtsaion of beneficial use"  docs 
not add- whethathe beneficialuse has bem attained; 
instead it only pmndes a mhanism for the attainmen1 ofthe 
bcncfieial use at some I h r e  dac, ifat all. Any delisting 
bawd on this document should be disregarded andlor 
rrevaluated. 

3.6.10 In regard to the delisting of Lm D m  Creek for Priority Los OEos Creek war pmposd for delisting b u y  recent No 
Organics, two ofthe delisting facton in the Ad Ha: (2001) water and sedimnt samples, indicated that there were 
Workgmup document shwld not beused bSaus5 they no uccedancs ofstandards. Laa OJo Creek was originally 
wnVadiR the intsntoftheTMDL pmgram A wata body listed bawd on hvo fish tissue samples taken in 1992, where 
should not bsdelistedjust because the USEPA har appmved DDTand related substancg wen detected. 
a TMDL. Furthermore an appmved TMDL doss not mean that 
the water body is no longer impaired. In addition, the 
statement, "ConUOl manus. in place which will mull in 
pmtsfim ofbensficisl w" dos not addrccr whetherthe 
beneficial use has bem attain& instead it only pmvidss s 
meihaniun forths attainment of the beneficial use at some 
fuhlre date, ifat all. Any delisting based on this document 
should be disregarded andlor nmluated. 

Rcspws-89 
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36.11 'Iln mmmnn d m  not agreewith the ddisling of San Pls srrrdcrmtkrsr - tocmt~o3 .32 .  Y s  Vo)umR 
Larmro R i w  Lagoon far siltstion. The Snn Lwauo River Reon 3 
Lagoon is an in-l psrt ofthc San k n m  Riw Estuary, 
hedare ismmasombls todslirt the lagoon far siltation 
when thems ly  is lined f w k  ramc slmsor. The RWQCB'r 
conclusion thatthe "ingoon is not imp& by sediment" 
ap- to be ineonsisrmt with the physical suuciutaf the 
m. 

3.7.1 The SWRCB lhould add wa(mheds and hches  with PI- refer to the -NS to CommentNo. 4.1 1.3. Thedata Ysr VolumclI, 
elevated soliform levels to the 303(d) list. The SWRCB n& and information submiltod have been r e v i d  by the Region 3 
to take a more snive mle in addming the irrue ofdegraded RWQCB staffand ssvml new fan sheeu have been pramted. 
water quslityns it pmains to k h  pastin@ and eolifnm 
contamination im urban runoffanddegraded sanifaryxwer 
system. Beach e l o m  and pshlingr have significant 
impacts on our lwal tourism industry and on rrcnational 
activities in  the Sanemry vhieh -r year-mund, including 
surfing, diving, wading, ctc. 

3.72 Recent sfudiaalso indieate that human pathogens and The shldymentian was not submitted and could not be 
associated gaslrointsrtinal disorders are appearing in the reviewed. 
threatened Central Coast seaotter population and m y  be 
mntn'buling to their decline. 

3.7.3 Information on k h  closure poaingr ace available fmm such Please refn to the response to Comment Nos. 3.7.1 and 4.1 1.3. No 
sou- as; San Mntm County Environmental Heath Office, 
Monrerey County. Santa C w  County. Montncy Bay National 
Sanctuary. CCAMP and volunteer program (Ulban Watch, 
Sudnderr Foundatton and eV ) The Counly'o beach porttng 
data pmvidc a long-term m o d  which d w  not yet to be 
incorporated into the 303(d)list. 

3.8.1 R e s o m d  excluding the source category fmm the 303(d) Please refn to the responrc to Comment No. G.10.9. No 
list, or, in the altsmative, establish a more eomprehensivg 
uniform, and Wnsparcnt source investigation pmcess far 
listing pwposs. Identifying "sources" in the listing p m s s  is 
misleading, espcsially without acknowledging mat they are 
"potential %urcc~'and wne identified without the benefit of a 
substantial investigation. 

3.8.2 Our exprisnns with TMDL dsvslopmsnt has shown Ihat it is Comment acknowldgd. No 
next to impossible to make changes to the 303(d) list to reflect 
reality during the TMDL dcvelorrmsnt stags. 

3.401.1 11/06/02 Wokshop Comment: The commenteagms with The SWRCB has reviewed all the data submitted for Majors No 

Rerponscr90 
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R ~ o n  3 in the rorarmDcndation to lin Mapn Creek due to C m k  Thee tr nnnufi~ent data and i n f m u o n  to suppnt 
sediment impacts. IfMajoro Crak  is l i d  it will rsinfmc the IiYmg. The SWRCB staffs rormurrndation iq to placc 
and -sethe for& pnetice rule  that apply L thir -. Majoh Creek on the Monitoring List u, hvtherassssment 

fan be eamplded.. 

3.401.2 I 1/06/02 Workshop Cammnt: Submined n R ~ p o n  fmm This information has bem i n s M  in the adminismtiw Yes V0lwx 11, 
b a l d  Alley and pmvided ph~ographs. record and the faet sheet in. Majors Cnek has bem updated to Region 3 

include r dsaiption of the information. 

3.401.3 11/06/02 WorkshopCammnt: Do not rupponthc dc-lining Commsnt acknowledged. No 
ofSan Larmm Lagoon far sedimmhtion. 

3.402.1 We q u u t  the following information for the pmposcd The following are mponvr to quaions I Ulmugh 3. No 
C h d  and Walter Creek liaingr for f m l  eolifom. 
Chwnash Watershed was the mfment area and Waltcn I .  Sample were taken evay other week by tninedpersonnel, 
Watershed was the wntml. Then were a total of 246 sampla and evaluated by aeenified lab. Data was n v i d  by 
with 70 (28%) samples exceeding standanls. RWQCB and SWRCBstaK 
1. Monitoring standa& and detailed analvsis of the data 
2. When w& the 70 exceding samples mllected fmm 2. Excccdanccs were found bet- 1993 and 2001. ltir our 
Chumash Crssk duringthc pniod of 6/93 - 5/99? understanding that the data was provided to the wmmenter by 
3. Wne the 70 exsecdanas  aired to the samoles collected in the RWOCB staft 
the Waltds Watershed? 

3. Chumash and Walters Creek wsre not pired in this 
assessment baause wafer bodies wsre evaluated 
independently to determine ifwafer quality standards were 
attained. 

3.402.2 Why are the Chumash and Walter Creeks impaired? If the SWRCB staffanalysis showed that water quality standards No 
fumredirenion is to auign aTMDL, a TMDL is being were exceeded. The processes for listing waters and 
implmxnted within thex water M i a  for the pmpoxd developing TMDLs an separate and individually required by 
C h m  C r a k  TMDLs. ThslMDL for phogens has been law. While TMDLs have bem drafted f o r t h  water bodies, 
drafted and before RWQCB at the December meeting. they have not yet bem appmved or implswnted. We wo?rld 

not have to explicitly l i t  these water M i a  ifan agmcy- 
approved wntrol pmgrarn v i f i c  to these water M i a  was 
already in place and appmved by USEPA. 

3.402.3 How was "dqmtc"  data m i d n r d  for Chwnssh and The data used to evaluate i q a i m n t  wnsists of 246 samples No 
Waltsrs (Xsck? for Chumash Creek and 141 samples for W a l m  Crssk. The 

data is reliable and rep- ta t  as determined by quality 
arsurancdquality conlml methodology developed and 
documented for the Morro Bay National Monitoring Pm- 

3.402.4 According to the Basin Plan, beneficial uses were not assigned According to the Cmtnl Coast Region's Basin Plan, mrfass No 
for Chumash and Wslters C n c k .  Therefore the beneficial water M i a  that do not have designated bmeficial uss are 
u s a  that your staffassigned for these water bodies are not assigned the beneficial u r c ~  of Municipal and Domstic Water 

Raponsss-PI 
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acc"mte. Supply; rmcational urc; and aquatic life Aquatic life refers 
to s w r a l  -ific beneficial uws identified in thc B a n  Plan. 

3.403.1 Supports the RWQCB nramcndslion to upand the Comment acknowledged 
sedimentation lining for the San Lomm watershed. 

3.403 2 TheCitysubmmed tedfwbldity and steelhcad habitat typ~ngdata All dataand informatton in thcadminimaovc mord harbsen No 
wh~ehdescdxd high anbeddoes, pool 6111ng. bank wvbng N m m a n d  and a& in the MajonCmk fast rhen  
and other imnaimmt to bmdneia. use for the RWOCB .~~ 
pmpased lis& of ~ a & h  Creek for scdimtation atthe 
Oetober26.2001 RWQCB mning. 

3.403.3 The City is supportiveof developing a moreca-hsnsivs The SWRCB 5aff recommends placing Majm Cntk  on the No 
undnstanding ofthe Majorr Creek Wolmhcd before it is Monitoring List so data a n  be collated lo anas irr condition. 
prioritid for listing. 

3.403.4 Concerned the RWQCEVs recommendation lo the SWRCB to SWRCB staff have m i w e d  all data and information in the No 
include chis water body under the new 303(d) list was rejected administrative record for this water body. 
by the SWRCB staff without full knowledge or consideration 
ofallthsdala~ubmitted. 

3.403.5 Rcqucrt that the SWRCB clarify the dale submission The listing pmeers and data rquirsmsnta will be a large part No 
rrquirements and the pmess by which lwal agencies and of the listing and de-lining policy being developed by SWRB 
stakcholdcrs will be able to uanicipate in the listing p m a s .  staff p-ant to Water Code senion 13191.3(a). At present. . . 

the l& and amouna ofdata and information an w s w d  m 
a ease-bysase basis. No gmnally applicable tules wereused 
to as- thedata available. 

3.404 1 We undcrrtand that the twbidaty and firherindata submitted Yow undmtandtng s coma.  The turb~d~ly dab collsted by No 
by the City was foundtobe insuflicicnt by thcSWRCB for the CityofSantaCw was Nephalom&e unmu W), whale 
placing Majoh C w k  on the 303(d) lhsr the Bmn Plan Standard fur twbldlty IS in Jackson Turbidity 

Unia (ms). These mea~~~mnents  are not -arable nor is 
there a convsnion factor to compare the data to the standard 
Tk fisheries data presented a dcwription of the conditions in 
Major Cnck comparing one site Imtion to another. The 
submittal did not contain any scientific data used in the 
assessment ofthe water body. Picturn wcrr also submitted; 
however, we are unable to quantify or clearly interpret 
photographs. 

3.404.2 We agm with the SWRCB that without aref i l  Comment acknowlsdgcd 
characterization of the potential impairment in the Majoh 
Cnck watershed, future amnnpt to reconcile those 
impairmma that are baxd on incomplete information will 
complicate the TMDL process The results o fa  TMDL based 
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on incomplete information are likely to be of marginal benefit 
to my of the benskial- of the -m. 

3.404.3 Support SWRC5's -tion to not lid Majors Creek CommmfacEmowledgcd. No 
on the 303(d) 1st atthis time, but instcad place the water body 
on the Monitoring List f a  future monitoring and for 
consideration in the next listing cycle whsduled tlvo years 
from now. 

3.404.4 Since Majon Creek sapplies up to 10 percent ofthe water Comment acknowledged. No 
supply forappmximatsly 90,OW ~ s t o m c n  of the City of 
Santa Cnu Water Dcpamncnt and also provider for other 
beneficial urs including Rsrs and Threatened S p i e s ,  we 
mut that youwill support ths development ofa meaningful 
dataset that will allow for thorough analyrir of the wstmhed 
p m s s .  Ultimately, thedatato q p n t h s  condition of 
Majors Creek will facilitate mediation of its potential 
i m p a i m t  mon effaively. 

3.404.5 Sinss the TMDL pmrrr~ is involving and intended to It is anticipated that the quested guidams will be included in No 
incorporated stakcholderpanieipation in the listing pmcess, it the listing and dcliaing policy. 
would be helpful if you would pmvidc SWRCB with a 
meaningful dntasd on Majon Creek and also pmvidc 
additional guidance to staksholdcrs regarding the pmccsr for 
the participation in future TMDL listing activities. The 
guidance may include acceptable mnitoring parameters, 
methods, slatistical malysis, QAIQC, and more ddail on the 
means by which the 303(d) listing decisions arc made. 

3.405.1 Supports the objective ofthe Clean Water A d  as well as Comment acknowledged. No 
efforts ofthe SWRCB and Ccnhal Coast RWQCB. We 
undnstnnd the importance d t h s  section 303(d) list of 
impaired waterbodies and related regulation and appmiate 
the effort ofthe SWRCEt's staff in developing a list for 
statewide application. We appreciate that the information 
relevant to the listings is increasing and at som point the 
Board needs to take action. 

3.405.2 The commcnter submitted nnu informtion on the on two A mrnma~yofthis data and information has been included in Yes Volums 11, 
watcrbodiss; the Pacific &can at Anoyo Qucmado and the the fad sheets for this water body. Region 3 
Santa Y n u  River. 

3.405.3 There is no basis for listing the Pacific Ocean at M y o  This infomation has been included in the fad shsst far this Y ~ S  VOIUW n, 
Qucmado for brvtcria. This area, which is near the Counry's water body. Based on the information pmvided and theother Region 3 
Tajiguas Landfill, has long been a concern to a wide range of information in the remrd, the watersegmmt-pollutant 

Responses43 
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1-1 i n t m  including the Solid Waste Division (SWD), of combination has been m v e d  tiomthe pmpased seaion 
the Comly Worb DepamMlL In the submined infomtion, 303(d) lid 
the SWD has lirsf daymnted the relatinwhip bchvem 
bsctcria at the he beach sea gull populations using DNA 
testink and then effectively controlled them-tian of 
gulls st lhe landfill. The m l t i n g  redidbution ofthe gull 
populations along the mast has eliminated bactcria p m b l m  
at Amyo Qu-do, even during storm went (such as 
Nowmbcr 2002). 

3.405.4 D i s a p  4 t h  lining the entire Santa Yna River far The information provided is inadequate to -u whetherthe No 
dimntationlsiltation. Our wiew for basis of listing the aimated aff&d area should be changed to the 12.8 mi la 
Santa Ynu Riwr suggatr that, the ~ m n t  listing of &supper downsbeam on the Highway 246 bridge. Fornulrien(s, 
and middle m h s s  as impaired for "sedimmtationlsiltation" is concentrations are higher in the lower reaches ofthe river but 
not suppo*d. We q v s r t  Ulat the listing forthe Santa Ynu no assesmen1 is made of the potential for water quality 
River be modifid to include only the ponion ofths River standads aminmsnt in the naehcs above Highway 246. For 
between Paeifs Ocean and the Highway 246 bridge, the sedimmtation, the m m m t c r  argues for not listing b u w  of 
l o w m t  12.8 miles. The RWQCB and the local agencies the nahrral emdablc nshrre of the watmhed. Again, no 
(led by the City o f  Santa Barbara) have independently ssrement can be mads with this information to determine if 
dcvelopeddam that supporn l!stmg for only the lower mas1 , standards are attamed Smcc thcTUDL dcvclopmnt w l l  
(Lompa platn)ponlon ofthc R t v n  ThcSanta Yner Rwcr ir commence in 2W3. the R W W B  r l * f fw~ l l  m lcw  the sxlrtmg 
rchcduled fordevclopmmr ofTMDLs rtanlng in 2003, thus data and nnfomarnon la make a moreelear arxnmntofths 
this action is o f  the u m s t  importance. watsrr where water quality standards are not msL 

4.1.1 When the RWQCB develapsd their list recommendations, the All data and information that supports the sntion 303(d) No 
commmter was unable to pmvide comprehensive commenll pmcess is stored in the office of the Division d t h s  Water 
b u s e  Supporting data for the proposed new listings and Quality. 
delisting$ ss well as for existing listings wns not available. 

4.1.2 The RWQCB's Iwo sample minimum quiremen1 is Please refer to Response to Comment 0.10.6 
itl~uffieient in order to determine whsthsr a waIm body should 
bedesignated as impaired. I t  app- in thedraft bet sheets 
that some of the RWQCB'r listings arc b a d  on only one 
sample. 

4.1.3 The 303(d) for the San Gabriel River was b a d  on a single The water segment-pollutant combination has teen moved to Yes Volumc 11, 
rtudy conducted in 1992-93. The r e p l  at thst time the Enforecable Program List. Please refer to the response far Region 4 
concluded thatthe San Gabriel River toxicity should impmve Comment No 4.3 1.1 1. 
with a combined program that identifies the pollu(ant(s) 
pmmtand a follow-up pmgram to reduce the pollutant 
coneenmtion. The rspart did not provide any rationale for 
how m r i c a l  toxicity rsrulh translate to varying degrees of 
i m p a i m t  or no"-impairment and although the cause for 
toxicity was unknown, diazinon, chlompyrifos and a m n i a  
was n a m d  as pouible cause. I t  appears that the toxicity in 
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the San Gabriel River is now amibuted to ammmia, 
subsequently resulting in apmpowd TMDL for niuogcn. 
H m r ,  the c a w  ofths toxicity d c t d  ths ur ly  199Ws 
has mt y e  ban determined, nor have follow-up rhldies ban 
mnductsd to confirm if the original m d y  finding are still 
".la 

4.1.4 No rationale was providedon how abnormal fish histology This is a misting listing sarried a m  fmm 1998. PI- refer No 
findings in the San Gabriel River Reach I, San Gabriel River to the rrrponv to Comment Nor. G.11.12 and 4.1.3. 
F m q ,  and Cayao C b k  rrsulted in i m p a i m k .  T l  
warm, rrrrr~oridentified as w i n g  abnormal fish hirtobgy 
to justify listing of these waerbodis. In fa* the appropriate 
TMDL to a d d m  thae listings has not been detmnined, and 
c m t l y  the TMDL is noted as "dependent o n c a w ,  funher 
asssJJmsnt n o c d d  cause ofabnormalities unlolm. 

4.1.5 The RWQCB should srtlblish and adhere to statistically-valid 
minimum data rrqui-nk to adequately assess impairmenk, 
and should refrain horn listing w s h  bodies b a d  on bsd 
professional judgement where only limited data are available. 

4.1.6 The uw of MTRLs to assess impairment of aquatic life is 
inappropriate because, according to the TSMP 1994-1995 
Data Repon, MTRLs are criteria that "represent 
concmtralions in water that pmtst again* eonsumption of 
fish, shellfish and freshwater that contains substance at 
levels which -Id result in significant human health 
problem" Thedore if MTRLs are used at all, they should 
only beused to - impaimnt to the commercial and spon 
fishing bsneficial uw when applicable. 

Please refer to the response to mmmsnk No. G.11.18. No 

Agree. MaximumTissuc Residue Lcvcls (MTRLr) were No 
developed fmm water quality objcctivw for the protection of 
human health contained in the California Toxics Rule. Thcv 
represent concentrations in water that pmtsst against 
consumption o f  fish, shellfish, and water (freshwater only) 
that contain rubrtancss at lsvsls whish could all in 
significant human hcalth problem. MTRLs should not be 
used dctnmins impads to aquatie life. The RWQCB used 
MTRLs to list water bodies wherethe consumption o f  firh, 
shellfish and watm is imacted. 

4.1.7 Swaal new listing based on exeeedsnce ofMTRLs were M m  wcn not applied to whole body sample. No 
made usingtissuedata derived hom whale-body sampls 
W e d  on reported sample type in the SWRCB TSMP 
Database). According to the TSMP 1994-1995 Data Report, 
"MTRLs are eomparsd only to f i le or edible tissue sampls 
and should nabs compared to whok body or liversamplss." 
Thmfore, any listings based adon ereealance of MTRLs using 
whole.body hssucramplaa~erwnl~ally msapplytng the 
l8ssuc data For example, theConejoCreek R I  ir ncwly lhrled 
ar ~mpamd for dlcldnh chlordane, HCH md PCBs tn Ituue, 
based on the analysis ofwhole-body samples. 

4.1.8 Some ofthc new listings are based on two tissue sampla of After reviewing the data, i t  was found that pmpowd new 

Rsponm-95 



~ ~~ 

COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

UK same fishIpOCiq hLsn fmm the rams site on UK same linings - not bad on duplicate a n a l p  fmmthe same 
day. It isnot dear whethamnot thcrsarerrplisrh samples. sampling date. PI- refer to the rapom to Comment No. 
The data should be analyasd in gmtsrdetail to mswe the G.11.12. 
listines a r e ~ l t a r m a l l v b a d  on a sinnlc rumle. 

4.1.9 The San Gabriel River, Reach I listed f o r a m n i a ,  alga+ PI- refer to the mpom tp Cammmt Naa. 431.1 I and Yes VOIWIX ll, 
toxicity and nitrite as nioogm and Reach 2 also listcd for G.II.IZ. Region4 
ammonia should be m v e d  fmmthe lisS becauseather 
conool ~asurcs are in p l s e  Five WRPs dischqing to the 
Snn Gabriel Riva W * l a r M  and two WRR discharging to 
thc S ~ M  Clam R~ver w~tmhed meiwd new NPDES pmnib 
containing rsguitrmmts regarding compliance with the 
~~mmonna' Barin Plan a b ~ s h v e .  All m e n o f t h a c p e h t s  
cJtlblirhed compltance date of June 2003 (8 years following 
adoption of the pmnis) forthe w i v i n g  mtcr limimion for 
"ammonia". Since a m a m m t  pmeess WBS c b  to -ply 
with the ammoniaobjstive that will lowerthe nitrite and 
nitrate conmtratians, removal fmm the list is therefore 
wananted. Removal of the listing for "algae" and'toxisity 
are also wananted, b u x  compliance with the ammonia 
objective will -It in the elimination of other ammonia 
related impaimmb. 

4.1.10 The San lose Creek, Reach 1 and Reach 2 listed for ammonia, Please refer to the response to Comment Nas. 4.31.1 I, 0.1 1.8 Yen Volume ll, 
algae, should be m o v e d  hom the list because othcrconool and G.lI.12. Region 4 
measurn are in place. In June, five WRPs dixharging to the 
San Gabriel River Watershed and two WRPs for the Santa 
Clara watershed received new NPDES permits containing 
nquirrmenb regarding compliance with the "ammonia" 
Basin Plan ohjstive. All wvm of thue  permits established 
compliance date aflune 2W3 (8 years following adoption of 
the p m ' b )  for the receiving water limitation far " a m n i a " .  
Since a m m n t  pr- was c h a m  tocomply with the 
ammonia ohjcslive that will lower the nitrite and nihats 
coneenwtions, m v a l  fmm the list is therefore wananted. 
R m ~ a l  ofthe listing fm"algae" and "toxicity an also 
warranted, beeause compliance with the ammonia objective 
will -It in the elimination of other ammonia related 
imoairmens. 

~ p p ~ ~ ~ -  

4.111 The Santa Clara River, Reach 7 listed for ammonia, and algae; Changing the listings for nitrate nitrite, and organic Yes Volum 11, 
and Rcach 8 lirted fmammonia, nitrate and nitrite, organic cnriehmenUdissolved oxygen is supparted by the data and Region 4 
mrichcnfflow dissolved oxygen should bs m v e d  fmm the information in the administrative word. For the resp3pame 
list, bscauss ather eanool mesum are in place. In June, five related to ammonia, please referto the response to Comment 
WRPs diwharging to the Snn Gabriel River Watershed and No. 4.31.1 1. 
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ND WRPs for the Santa Clam watsmhd mceiMd new 
NPDES pandls -mining rcquirswnb d i n g  
compli- withthe "ammonia" Basin Plan objective. All 
sevm of t h e  permils eshblished compliance date of Jum 
2003 (8 years following adoption of the -its) forthe 
receiving water limitatinxi for "ammonia". Since a m m t  
pmcar- c h m  to comply with the ammonia objective 
that will l o w  the nit.ts and nirrals cmmmtions. -oval 
horn the list in therrfm waranted. Rnmval of Le lbshng for 
* a l p '  md " a x i c i y .  and *agsnt ~ h m m f f l m v  dissolved 
oxygen" arealso warranted, becaw compliance with the 
amniaob jwt ive  will m l t  in the elimination ofother 
related impaimre- (ammonia toxicity has b a n  dct-ned 
form effluent rampling of the Dirt.-' WRPs). 

4.1.12 All suppM6ng data and any ~ p p m i n g  information related to Comment acknowledged 
the development ofthspmpowd 2002 303 (d) list has been 
mailed to Ihs RWQCB by rmr agency via e-mail on Novsmbcr 
26,2001, and by formal Ima q u e s t  undv the Public Record 
A n  on December 5.2001. 

4.1.13 The sommentsrplans to make more comprehensive c m b  
on the p r o m  2002 303(d) list to the SWRCB directly once 
the suppodng data and information a n  received fmm the 
RWQCBS 

4.1.14 Domingun Channel was listed for copper, chlordane and 
PCBs in sediment toxicity using sediment quality guidelines 
fmm one sample to determine impainnmt. Sedimnt Quality 
guidelines are w t  in the Basin Plan. Therefore the sediment 
quality guidslinsusd appear to be informal srireria that have 
not been subject to a f m l  adoption pmeeu, hence it is not 
clsarunder what authmity the RWQCB is applying these 
sritaia as a barir ofimpaimlll. For example, Domingucr 
Channel is listed f o r w d i m t  toxicily, and copper, chlordane 
and PCB's in sdimsnt. The fan sheet states that these listings 
a r e k c d  on oncwdimcnt sample taken in 1996. 

4.2.1 It is difficult to evaluate the RWQCBs 303(d) Lists b e s a w  

Commmt acknowledged. No 

Using sedimmt guideline to interpw narrative water quality yes ~ o l u m s ~ ~ ,  
objectives is appmpriate. Please refer to the =pons for Region 4 
Cornmnt No. 0.9.9. 

The SWRCB staRhavc w i w e d  the b- for the p m p w d  
listings and has pmvided in the fad shccb n nnv analysis of 
the RWQCBs rsommmdation. 

PI- nfer to the response for Commsnt No. 4.1.1. No 
the complete data sn used to s u p n  llst~ng was nm made 
avallrble The SWRCB should mke thc complete wt ofdata 
and informar,on awlable to the public for cash Reg~on's lost 

4.2.2 The SWRCB should hold a workshop in Southern California Hearings wnc held in northem and southem California on the No 
on the 303 id) List More it is sdooted. omwwd section 303(dl list 
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4 3 1  R o t e c t i ~  of MUN urer for lvata rdcntilied wth an 
&k(.)inTable 2-1 ofthe 1994 k i n  Plan farthe Los 
Angels Region. This we designation hao 'no legal effm' and 
may not be ursd as thcbasis for dcmmining i m p a i m t  for 
pwpossrof CWA Section 303(d). 

4.3.2 EPA was unable to identify infomation in the Basin Plan, 
California Toxia Rule.orthcStatc lmplansnLltion Policy 
t h a t d c r c n i  how the State intends to regulate point so- 
dish- dnha pmrily m i c  pol* using the 
biaaccumulation -live crimion. Until this information is 
pmvided, as rsquid by40 C.F.R. & 131.1 l(aX2). the 
bioaecumulation namtivc criterion may not be used to 
regulate point so- dischugs of m i c  pollutam on water 
0ualiN limited seemme 1i.e.. i m i d  water bodies). 

The were no pmpaaed addstloor to the hst bawdon the MUN No 
bensilclal w e  that where tnmrked in Table 2-1 of the Barm 
Plan. 

In developing the pmporcd section 303(d) lirS ths SWRCB No 
and RWWB staff am intapming the dvcstandards .  
This pmcess is not intended to be used to tramlate d v c  
objectives for the pu- dmgulating point m- 
discharges. The Boards are simply intapretingths water 
quality objective for the purpoxs ofdeveloping the section 
303(d) list 

4.3.3 Waters identified in Table2-I ofthe 1594 !as Angeles Basin Please rcfcr to the rrspowz to Comment No. 4.3.1. 
Plan with an asterisks (*) do not have municipal and d ~ m a t i c  
supply use (MUN) asa  designated use until such time as the 
State undertaker additional study and modifies i k  Basin Plm. 
Because this conditional use designation has no legal effect, it 
does notconstiNtc a new water quality standard subject to 
EPA review under settion 303(cX3) of the C l a n  Water Act 
CCWA"). 

4.4.1 Concur with placing Mnlibu Creek on the 303(d) Wahh List Comment acknowledged. 
due to selenium This is not only because ofshortcomings in 
the supponing data, also it is unclear whsthsrths impairment 
is due to a pollutant 

4.4.2 Stmngly ruppont decision to place Cold C m k  on the Watch Comment acknowledged. 
List for algaebecausethnr is insufficient information to 
determine ifalgae gmwth is due to apaticularpollulant. 

4.4.3 Lu Virgenes Creek should be placed on the Watch List Please n f u  to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
bscawetherc is illsufficient i n f o d o n  to & m i n e  if the 
algae gmwh is due to a @cularpollulant. 

4.4.4 Lindm Creek should be placed on the Watch List h a w s  Please refu to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
then is insuffcient information to determine ifthe algae 
mwth is due to a nmicular mllutant. 

4.4.5 Malibu Crssk shouldbe placed on the Watch List because Malibu Crrek at Cold Creek was reviewed for algae impacts No 
then is insufficient information to demmine ifthe algae dwing the 2W2 listing cycle. 
gmwih is &e to a parlicularpollutant. 

- 
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4.4.6 Meda aselr should be placed on the Watch LiS bsauw 
that is i d i i m t  infomation to detennincifthe a l p  
gmwUl is due to a panicular pollutant. 

4.4.7 There is abundant evidence that ncitherths d a c e  or gmund 
w a t m  ofthe Malibu C m k  Watershed mct the basin plan 
objdves for sulfateor TDS. It is mmmsnded the thir 
c o W b  ns added to the Watch Listto emure that this 
i- is mtoverlooLed whm the basin plan is reviewed. 

~- 

The datasubmitted for the 2002 WQA was for Malibu Crssk No 
only. Thisdatawas fmm the Los Angela Coumy DePtment 
ofkbl tc Wa*s stonn wam montmnng pm- Bawd on 
the dau a~llysis, Mhbu  Cmk  IS ~n mmpltana wth the 
Bastn Plan Objsl lva for TDS and sulfate 

Omundwater quality ssrr~msnt is nM within the scops of the 
d s v s l o m t  of the 2W2 m i o n  303(d) list. 

4.4.8 Da not support listing of Malibu Lagoon due to elevated pH 
Iwslr. I t  is unclear what data war relied upon to determine 
that Malibu Lagoon exceeds the basin plan objective for pH or 
what was used to determine that the execcdancc impcts 
aquatic life beneficial uses. 

4.4.9 The DFG lcltsr pmporing to list MalibuCrek Watershed 
establishes a relationship b e ~ e m  microinvertebrate densities 
and diversity versus sediment p i n  s i ru  and substrate 
mbcdednes at the stations sampled. However, it is not clear 
whsths this condition is u n m m l  or related to sediment 
inputs fmmunnaml sou-. I t  is premature to assum the 
sedimentation-micminvertcbmte correlations are unnatural or 
even harmful. I t  is pnmatun lo list the watershed as impaired 
for excess sedimentation. 

Referto the nrponrc to Commsnt No. 4.26.4. No 

The macminvmebmm a n  indicative o f  sediment conditions. No 
They do not identify a spceific sowe(s) or whether the excess 
sediment is n a m l  or man-induced. In thir ease, the data 
were compared to a refnsncc stream, Cold Cnck, which is in 
the Malibu C m k  watershed. The data comparison suggab 
that the other smam within the Mslibu Watemhed are 
impaired due to redimmtafian. Please refer to the rspanx to 
Cammmt No. G.11.5. 

4.4.10 The mmmenterstmngly supports the use o f  Watch List for Comment acknowledged. No 
qucJtiombls mpoorly suppartcd 303(d) listings. 

4.4.1 1 Thcmvimnmsntaleomunityd-nasupponWatchList, Plcasc~fertathcmponsetommentsNo.G.IO.Iand No 
bnausc they believe they will l a d  to inaction. This can be 0.1 1.8. 
nmedicd by incorporating a "Nnwt slauss" establishing a 
specific time p a i d  for a warn body to remain on the watch 
lirt, "pshapr 1-2 listingcycles, for the collection ofdefinitive 
information, afln which the listing will automatically advance 
to a remlar listinc". 

4.4.12 The comnterappnciam the SWRCB's pwedural Comment acknowledged 
impmvcmcnta regarding 303(d) review wrth the development 
of daailed fact sheets for sash proposed listings, including 
"data pmvmance, dssrription of the linkage b d w m  the 
strusor data and thsbsnefieial use impairment, findings on 
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the spatial and vmpaal npacntativencn ofthc data and 
a l h a i m p m t  i n f o d m .  

4.4.13 In the p a  them was a sense that the State's review MS more Commnt acknowledged. No 
or lcn  pm fom.  In am- with this iteration SRWCB staff 
made a substantial effm to meet with affmed pa& well in 
advance ofwriting the State's listing pmpasals, and they have 
clearly spmt substantial time mmpilink reviewing and 
chancinc Mac n-oromsed lininps fmm the RWOCB. 

4.5.1 Data prrviously submitted to the RWQCB demonsmte that Although eight data points w a c  submitted, only one was new. No 
dirsolved oxygen levels in Conejo Creek Reach 13 (South The RWQCB now has sight data poinU forthis paiod. For 
Fork) do not -It in P warnquality impairment Conejo a s s c s ~ n t  of thsss typs d data more samples are needed. 
Creek Reach 13 should not be listed for low dissolved orygm. 

4.5.2 Data eollccted on ammonia-nitrogen levels in Callcguas Creek The ammonia standard is a function ofthctcmpemDm and No 
Reach I2 (Nwh Fork) and Czllecgu Creek Reach 13 (South pH of a sample at the time of-ling. No tempemuredata 
Fork) should not be l i d  for ammonia bccaux the data was submitted with the new data, thenfore, it muld not bc 
mlleeted indicates that the ammonia levels found in the North evaluated. 
and the South Forks are below basin plan objectives and do 
not mnrtibllc an imoaimnt of watsroualitv to these reaches. 

4.5.3 An -r has ban mads by including (hllcguar Creek Reach The emr oaumd in transferring existing listings hom the Yes Volume 1; 
13 (Confluence to Santa Rosa Road) with Concjo Creek 1998 reach dssignations to mnespond to the new -her Volume 11, 
Reach I listing for Chlordane, Dieldrin, HCH, and PCBs. defined for the Calleguas Watershed for the 2002 nrwsmsnL Region 4 
Consjo Creek Reach I is spatially disconnscled from Calleguas Creek Reach 13 should not be listed. 
Callcgusr Creek Reach 13. 

The reach designations for Callegusr Creek wen modified to 
better dsn ibc  the water body. These reach designations 
provide more detail than the designations in the current Basin 
Plan, and are developed for purposes ofthe Callsguas Crsek 
nitrogen compounds TMDL. The reach revisions provide an 
appropriate analytical fml for analyses in the watashd. The 
reach descriptions wed are not regulatory and da not alter 
water quality objectives for the reaches in the Los Angela 
Region Basin Plan. 

Each of the Calleguas Creek fad sheets have ban revised to 

P 
include the old reach description and the revised m c h  
designation. A new table has ilso k e n  placed in Volwne I 

0 describing this change in presentation. In addition to 
Calleguas Creek, the changes in presentation far a number of 

- h) water bodies are presented. 

. W  4.5.4 The SWRCB chose to disregard the recommendation ofthe Chrm A Group compounds are a s t  of pollutants with similar NO 
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RWQCB to deli* the Chcm A date ofpesticides for Concjo chemical fmhms and functiom. If C h A  gmup is to be 
Cmk mches of the Wl- C m k  watershed (Calleguas used in a listing decision, all chemicals within that gmup nesd 
Crek Ruches 10, 12, and 13) rlthwgh IhsCslifomiaToxia tobcp-t inthe-Ic. Ifoncormonofthaseehemical 
Rule has sJtablirhcd objectives f a a h  Chan A wnstiaens are absent, thsn the listing should be for only k 
(MTRL) baxd on the water quality to rupportaquatic life. compounds present. Also, Chcm A gmup should be 

intapreted using NAS guidelines, not MTRLs. 

4.5.5 It ir un-nablc to continue to rely on the outdated Pleascrefsrtothereyponse t o C o m n t N o .  0.10.10. No 
summation of perticides and subsequently derived tissue 
levels (EDLs)ddds(med by NAS and uJcd prior to the more 
appropriate and as-h dstcrmination of individual 
mnstituml ISVS~L 

4.6.1 It is ourundnrmding rhat the entire list eonrists ofthe lin This understanding is comet. No 
submitted to the USEPA in 1998 combined with the SWRCB 
appmved "nu listing and delisting pmpored by the RWQCB. 

4.6.2 Fact sheeta are needed for all listings for all water bodies, not Please refer to the nrponrc to Comment No. G.11.12. Fact No 
jusl to make changes in the list. Such fact shMs should be sheets were only proposed or modified if new data or 
updated periodically, so that the public can be info& of the information was analyzed. 
masons for linings, 'IMDLdevelopmcnt, implementation, or 
the scientific rhldies used to plaa waterbodies an or off the 
303(d) list. 

4.6.3 The entire list should bc made available in a flat database Comment acknowledged. No 
formal or spreadshe  so the public and RWQCBs can update 
and query the files easily. 

4.6.4 The old 303(d) 1998 list daer not show the beneficial uws for Picass nfer to the response to Comment No. 0.1 1.12. No 
some water bodies. The RWQCB should make every effort to Beneficial uws a n  identified for pollutants in each water body 
assxiate each pollutant on the 303(d) list (old or nnu listings) for addition, deletion, and changes in the 2002 303(d) list. 
with a beneficial use. 

4.6.5 A bcltcr dcwriptians nkded for SWRCB's mthdology far The methodology has bepn expanded. Please refer to the Ysr Volumt I, 
evaluating the listing decisions made by the RWQCB response to Commmt Nos. 0.10.6 and 0.1 1.21. Msuldology 
(Volume I, pages 2-3) and also a definition for insufficient Used to 
data (Volume I, page 3). Developing the 

4.6.6 The thirteen factor used for reviewing the RWQCB's Please refer to the response to comments No. 0. 10.6 and 
rscomndations (Volume I, page 4) are only suitable for a G.11.21. 
portion o fa  table ofcontents for SWRCB's listing appmval 
methodology. 

4.6.7 The SWRCB should insen Wording in the 303(d) listing staff Once approved by the SWRCB and USEPA, the list will not No 
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rrpwt to the USWA, srating that the listing is preliminary and be preliminary. The USEPA may change the SWRCB 
s u b j a  to shangevntil a guidance documat is pmvided. appmvsd lisr 

4.6.8 Tk SWRCB Jhaulddslirt fmm Lm Angels. R i m  Rcnsh 6 PI- refer to -nx to Cmmmt  0.11.12. Lm Angels. No 
dishlamsthylmg tshachlom*hylrne, and hieholoroethylcne R i m  Rcnsh 6 has aGWR (gmundwmbrrsshargs) lus 
dus to t h s m v a l  ofthe MUN bsnsfisirl mecriteria for all designation. Sime gmunduatcr is designated MUN, the 
wsr bodis .stsrisked as havingpotential MUN beneficial available data should be mluated using the MCL &n& 
uss in the Barin Plan. set fonh in Scdon 64444 ofTillc 22 afthc California Cods of 

Regulations The organic mmpaunda d i e h l d y l a e ,  
tnmchlaoethylmc, and bichlomethylmcanvnd at levels 
exceeding the MCLs during the 19% w c u m m t  Thacfors 
the listine should not be removed. 

4.6.9 T h e m m n b r  conditionally suppons the Watch List concspt Commmt acknowledged 
pmvidcd there is accompanying funding to carry out the 
monitoring and wnluation nccsr~ary by the Watch List and 
identification who will be responsible far performing the 
monitoring M o n s .  A sommitmmt by the SWRCB and 
RWQCBs for monitoring end evaluation of the water bodies 
an the Watch Lia prior to the completion of the nert listing 
cycle 

4.6.10 At this poinl, there is no written and approved scientific These iaues will k addressed in the listing policy. PI- No 
methodology for the determination ofwhieh water bodies mfm to the response far Comment No. 0.1 1.1 1. 
should be placed on the Watch L i q  nor is there a wittm and 
appmved xientific methodology for the primary 
utilirstiodfunction o fa  Watch List. Including but not limiled 
to: 
-How long a waterbody remains on the Watch List 
-How many samples m t  be collected from a Watch Listed 
waterbody prior to the nert listing cycle. 

4.6.1 1 Thnsare s e v d  watm listed for algae or eumphie listings Please refer to the response to Comment No. 0.1 1.1 1. No 
should not be- on symptoms. Water bodis should not be 
listed an the 303(d) list for pollution; Such water bodis 
should be liaed separately in the 305@) a-ment list or in 
the Watch Lid. 

4.6.12 The staff report ofthe 303(d) list should indudc a statement In developing priorities and schedules for TMDL completion No 
acknowledging Iha TMDLs oftcn require a research phase to the SWRCB has considered the need for new data and 
adequately evaluate the pollution pmblcm. This evaluation information to supporl the developrent of the TMDL. 
phax may delaymDL devclopment and implementation. 
Sin- the SWRCB and RWQCBs anconsidering an 
"adequate pa-" of TMDL development schedule, adjustments 
for this inferaslivspmssu should be included sr a na-ry 
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componmt of an sdequate pa. 

4.6.13 40 CFR 130.7@X4), 130.7@XI), and 130.7@X2) rsquirs that PI- refer fa the responw to Comment No. G26.4. No 
n pollutant cawing or npectod to uurc viobtioos of the 
applicable water qual i tymdads shouldbe i d f i  Water 
bodies IikcthcLMAngclc~ Riwr was listed for a h ,  
dissolved oxygen, and foam with no pollumt idsntificd The 
c o m m n t e r r s m d s  Ulat such water bodies be -moved 
fmm the 303(d) list or be placed on lhe Watch List until 
information is gathered to idmtify the pollutanr 

4.6.14 The SWRCB should wo* with the RWQCB to review the Listings b a d  on EDL should be m v e d  from the m i o n  No 
pmposed list to detamine thox segments that wsrs listed 303(d) list. Please refer to the response to canmenu No. 
solely on DL levels and pmvids the rationale why thmc G.lO.ll. 
EDL-listed water bodis were m i n e d  an the 303(d) list since 
if was recognized that EDLs are not a valid assssmnt 
euidelins. 

4.6.15 The RWQCB mommended at the 12113/01 workshop that the There was insufficient infonmtion to m v e  this water body- No 
Lor Angels River, Reach 5 be delisted for Chem A. The pollutant combination from the list. 
SWRCB's Region 4 Summary of recommendations sated that 
the RWQCB reason for dc-listing war that the "listing was 
based on an old NAS guideline which no l o n g e r r r p m t  
valid asxss-t guidelines*. This is an m r  becaw the 
12/l3/Ol RWQCB statirrponstates that themson for 
dclmrttng war because 'conccntral!on d m  not c x m d  VAS 
$u~dcllncr' ThcSWRCB should concur wth the RWWB 
ral8onaleand a p e w ~ t h t h e  delmng ifthe 12113101 staff 
repon is m m t .  

4.6.16 The commmter supports Watch Listing certain mtsr bodies Pleasc refer to the responss to comments No. G.11.8 and 
where an altanativs enforceable pmgram exits and reserves G.II.1 I. 
its right to submit furlhncommsnts t h m n .  The SWRCB 
should apply the Watch Listing pmccsr, where an cnforccable 
programerits, consistently and in a manner that dosr not 
hinder or forsrtall theachievement of water qualityobjcctivcs. 

4.6.17 The mmmnlcr suppotis Watch Listing eemin water bodies Waters should remain on the section 303(d) list until the No 
where a TMDL is in p-s and r e s e w  its right lo submit TMDL is mmpleud. 
huthercommmts thereon. The SWRCB apply the Watch 
Listing p m s s r ~  whne a TMDL is in progress, consistent and 
in a m m n  that docs not hinder or forestall the schievnnmt 
orwater quality objsnivc~, 

4.6.18 Enclosed stormdnins arc not watm of the U.S. and as w h ,  No specific storm drains are pmporcd a be included in the No 
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shouldnot be listed as i m p i d ,  but rather, should be pmpmed 2002 &on 303(d) l i a  
identified as potmtial so- ofpollutants in various TMDLE. 

4.6.19 Momspxifie locatim dsaiption should be used along with A- "Watnrhod" will be nmoved fmm the description of Ysr V o l m  It, 
idmtifiationofthe impairrdbenefieial uses in the lisb:ng thk water body. W m 4  
pmess. Forexamplg Elsllona Creek Watershed is not P 
watabodyand it has been listed for pH, dissolved zinc, total 
selenium dissolved wppa, and dissolved lead. Watrrbody 
specific datlshould b s u d  only forths qplkablble waterbody 
and not for i m r i m t  de(ermination ofa  watershed. 

4 6 2 0  The RWQCB should vcnfy that the data uwd to ltst Altw, 
Cmk s rpplmbls to that waterbody Thc dab xdsnttficd 
fmm Almso Cmk 1% acntally data from thc Los Angsls Rsvsr 
near Aliso C&. 

4.6.21 The RWQCB should vaify that the data used to list Tujunga 
Wash is applicable to that waterbody. The data identified 
horn Tuiunea Wash is actuallv data fmm the Los Aneeles 
River n&T&nga Wash. . 

- 

4 6 2 2  The RWQCB should venfy !hat thc &la used to lhrl Verdugo 
Warh in applmble m that waterbody The data tdent~ficd 
from V d g o  Wssh 8s actually data fmm the Lo- Angeles 
River near Vcrdugo Wash. 

4.6.23 Desniptian of Amy0 See0 Reach 2 in Volume I ,  page 
Priorities-9 is i n w n s t .  Armyo Sem Reaeh 2 description 
should be frnn Los Angels River to Wert Holly Drive not 
Figunoa Smet  to Rivenide h i v e .  

4.6.24 Dsniption of Lor Angels R i w  Reach 3 in Volume I ,  page 
Prioriticrl8 is dcJnibsd ar being fmm Figucma Stnet to 
Rivmids Drive. This is not ac-tc bnauss the Lm Angsls 
River Rcach 3 st Figu-SM cmsses the Lm Angels 
River and immediately bccoma Riverside hive.  

Please mfsr to -me to Commsnt No. G.11.12. No 

Pl~aserefert~rssponsetoCommsnt No. 0.11.12. No 

Pleas  refer to n~ponsc  to Comment No. G.11.12. No 

Agree. Anoyo Seeco Reach 2 is fmm "West Holly Avenue to Yes Volume I, 
Devils Gate Dam". The description pmvided by the City is for Prioritis Table 
Armyo Seu, Reaeh I. The change was made. 

Agree. Reach 3 ofthe Los Angels River is from "Figuema Y s  Volum I, 
Shed (Thorn  Guide 59A-H9) to Riverside h i v e  (Thorn Priorities Table 
Guide 566A3). The change was made. 

4.6.25 Description of Lm Angels River in Volume I ,  page Agree. Reach 4 ofthc Los Angels River is fmm Riverside 
Priorities-18 is described as being horn Sepulveda Drive to Drive (Thomas Guide 564-A3) to Scpulvcda Dam(Thomas 
Sepulveda Dam. Them is no sMet named Sepulveda Drive in Guide 56162). The change war made. 
Lm Angels Cmurty. 

4.7.1 The cornenter is wncemed with the pmeess by which the Plssss refer to the m p o w  to Comment No. G.11.9 and 
TMDL priorities are being mmmsndcd (i.e., waferbody 3.5.11. 
significance, d- that water quality standards an not being 
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m c ~ ,  availability of Wag, and ovmll nesd for adcquate 
parrofTMDL devdopmsnb. 

4.7.2 Themmmntaiswmmcdthat~DLrmaybsnguLcdto Pleaserdafothe-nxfoCammsntNo.G.ll.l2. No 
be &el@ at MonroviaCanyon Creek b a d  pn'marily of 
i m p m  to intamiltcntornol exiNntbensfieial w. 

4.7.3 There m mncem that thsdsta used Lo list Monmvia Canyon Please refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
Creek may bedated a d  wcansia ofan insuftieimt n w n k  of 
sample. Also thnsnre gustions a b u t  whsnamal  
samplingtmk place w whvhslhaany tributary info Monmvia 
Canyon Creek sonsided orsampledbefonlisting. 

4.74 Thecity ofMonrovia is aware that a CMlmt D-?cm a i r s  Pi- refer to the response to Commnt No. G.19.4. No 
that establishs a specific tinletable for the adoption of 
TMDLr. Thw are TMDLs that rst ultimately upon the 
municipalities to impl-"tor face violations ofthdr 
Municipal Storm Water Pmits .  It appears that theTMDL 
pnonry dertgnanon far MonmvlaCanyon C& n a 
conxyusnccofthc Conwnl Dsrsr  Sehedulc Thc SWRCB 
should postpone the appllcst!on ofthe TMDL unnl an updated 
m i n u  of the ~ o n m v i a  Canyon Cntk has t e n  complctsd 

4.8.1 The mmmcnter agrees in principle with the m n q t o f s  Please refer to the response lo eommmts No. G.IO.1 and No 
"Watch List" where data or information suggests that G.Il.11. 
standards are not being mn, but existing information is 
inadcquah to confinn that standards are not being met 
Howsver, thersare u n m 5  a b u t  m t i n g  a Watch Lia at 
thispoint in the p m s  baause at the beginning ofthe listing 
assessment the RWQCB staff set minimum data q i m n n t s  
necessary for listing, but did nol coruiderwata bodiesfor 
liaing or delisting wha.  inmficimt data was available. 
Theremay be many whar water bodies and pollutants 
were not cansided because of inadequate data. 

4.8.2 Agrees with the Watch List concept where altanative Please refa to the response to Comment No. 0.1 1.8 
regulatory program is in place to wntrol lhepollutanr 
However thc alternative regulatory program -1 have 
required and mforccablc mntrols forthe pollutul(s) of 
concern. The wnmls  must be in place with s finn schedule 
forimplmxntation and svmicnt enough to bring about 
attainment ofwatsrq~slity slandards before the next listing 
~""1. 

4.8.3 The SWRCB proposed maintaining Ballona Creek on the Please refer to the respnss to Commmt No. 4.6.15. Y a  Volume 11, 
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303(d) lia for C h  Gmup Achmu'cals indiiting Uat the Rgion 4 
RWQCB rrmnmnded dellsting Delisung was not 
rrcommcndd by RWQCB. but mhn to maintain Ballona 
C m k  on thc lid due to Urn Grmp A under the NAS 
guidelines. 

4.8.4 The SWRCB p r o p a d  maintaining Call- Crssk Reaches The 2002 listing ofCa1lsgut.s Crak  Reach I and 2 for Chem yer VOI-II, 
1 a d  2 on the 303(d) list for C h m  Group A chmicalr A will be & I d  as m m m m d c d  The listing will be R g i m  4 
indicating that the RWQCB remmmnded delisting. The maintained as part of the 1998 303(d) lia. This change was 
RWQCB didnot tuommendcd delisting but mthn to made in lk fact shet 
maintain Calleguas Cnck Rsashss I and 2 on the list due to 
C h m  Group A under the NAS @&lines. 

4.8.5 The SWRCB p r o p a d  maintaining Rcwlon Slough on Ole The 2LW2 listing of Revolon Slough fw Chcm A will be Yss Valum 11, 
303(d) lin for Chem Gmup A chemicals indicating that the deleted as remmmmded. The listing will be maintained as R g i m  4 
RWQCB m m m n d d  delisting. The RWQCB did not pan of the 1998 303(d) list. 
r e e ~ ~ n e n d e d  delisting, but rather to maintain Revolon 
Slough an the list due to Chsm Gmup A under the NAS 
guidelines. 

4.8.6 The SWRCB proposed maintaining Santa Clara River Estuary The 2M12 listing of Santa Clara Estuary for Chem A will be Yes Volume 11, 
on the 303(d) list for Chsm A Gmup chemicals indicating that maintained on the list. Region 4 
the RWQCB mmmended dclisting. The RWQCB did not 
recommended &listing, but rather to maintain Santa Clara 
River Btusry an the list 

4.8.7 The SWRCB proposed maintaining Duek Pond Agricul~ral The 2002 listing of Duck Pond Agrieultwal DnidOxnard for Yes Volume ll, 
D r a i d O x d  Drain # 2 on the 303(d) list for C h m  A Group Chem A will be maintained on the list. Rsgim 4 
chemicals indicating that the RWQCB mommended 
dslisting. The RWQCB did not mommended dslisting but 
n t h a t o  maintain Duck Pond AgrieulNnI DraidOxnard 
k i n  # 2 on the list 

4.8.8 The SWRCB p p o d  maintaining Mashado Lake on the The 2002 listing of Machado Lakc for Chrm A will be deleud yes ~ a l w n c n ,  
303(d) list for Chm A Gmup shsmicals, the RWQCB as mmmrmded. The fact rhcct was revised to include this Region 4 
reeommmded delisting. The RWQCB did not mommend information. 
ddisting, but rather to maintain Machsdo Lakeon the List 

4.8.9 The SWRCB remmmmded maintaining Los Anplcs River The 1992 data was based an one fish tiuvc sample. This is not No 
Reach 5 an the list for Chem Gmup A +micals. The enough information to suppon delisting the Lm Angeles River 
RWQCBs still reemends delisting bccausc 1992 (the most Reach 4 for Chsm A chemicals. Please referto the rsrponsc 
mcnt sampling event) data showed~onrmwtions k low the for Comment No. 0.10.6. 
NAS guidelines. 

4.8.10 Thecommsnterrrsommended listing MsGrath Lake for The SWRCB staffhave rr-evaluated all of the 
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disdrin in sedimsnl, but the SWRCB mmmsndcd that the ~rnmmsndatianz related to the BFTCP sits.. The revised Region 4 
.water body tobe plsssdan the Watch Linbcsauss there was analysis has b m  included in.ths fact she&. PI- also refer 
an altcmafcenforasment pmgram (the Bay Pmteetion Toxic to the response to Comment No. G.11.8. 
Ckanup Fmgnm) already in place as allowed under40 CFR 
130.7@XI). H o w a ,  Region4 must argue that raponsiblc 
pams have not bosn idennfi4 rtafffund~nghas not a r u m d  
nnm 1999. and w othn momy f a  nmplmrnllPon of 
mnedtaoon plans has be allaeated Thnsfm,  although the 
pmgnm may -is(, it cannot be relied upon as an almnativc 
enforcmmn-m to dfenively addm these i n r s  in a 
timly matter. 

4.8.1 1 The mmmmta remmsnded listing Los Angels. Harbor- P lem refer to the response to C o m m t  No. 4.8.10. Ye3 Volume 11. 
Consolidated Slip for cadmium in sedimcnt but the SWRCB Region 4 
r r n n m m d d  tha the water body to be placed on the Watch 
List bsausc thsrs was an alternate snfomemat pmgram (the 
Bay Pmtntion Toxic Cleanup Rogram) already in place as 
a l l a d  under40 CFR 130.7@)(1). However, Rcgian 4 must 
argue that respmsiblc parties have not bem identified, staff 
lunding has not oceumd since 1999, and no other money for 
implementation afnmcdiation plans hasbe allocated. 
Thcrsfoq although the pmgram may exist it cannot be relied 
upon as an a l tmt ive  snforcswnt program to effectively 
address thae  issuer in n timclv matter. 

4.8.12 The commmm remmmded listing Lor Angeles Harbor- PI- refcr to the response to Commrnt No. 4.8.10. Ys. Volumcll, 
Consolidated Slip for m p p a  in sediment but the SWRCB Region 4 
-mended that the waerbody beplascd on the Watch List 
k a u s s  there was an alternate m f o n m t  pmgram (the Bay 
PmtsnianToxic Clcanup P m p m )  already in plaec as 
allowed under40 CFR 130.7@)(I). H o w c r ,  Region 4 m t  
argus that responsible panics havenot bsm identified, staff 
funding has not oenvrcd since 1999, and no a t h a  money for 
implmtat ion ofremediation plans has be allaeated. 
Thcrefoq although the pmgram may cxiJt, it cannot be relied 
upon as an alternative enforemat  pmgramto effectively 
address thae issuer in a timely m a w .  

4.8.13 The commenlsrreeommended listing Los Angels. Harbor- Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.8.10. 
Coruolidated Slip for w i n  sediment but the SWRCB 
recommended that the water body to be placed on the Watch 
List b e  there was an altmatc enforcement pmgram 
namely (the Bay Protenion Toxic Cleanup Fmgram) already 
in placs as allowed under40 CFR l30.7@Xl). However, 
Region 4 must argue that responsible parties have not been 
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identitid, staff W i n g  has m t  aeeumd since 1999, and no 
other money forimplsmsntahtahon of Fcmcdiatian plans has be 
allocated. Thnsfore, allhough the pm- may e x i 4  it 
-1 be relied- a an rkrmntivs e n f o m t  p-m 
to effectively a d k  t h e  i m e  in a timely matter. 

4.8.14 The ~hem~nenternmmmadcd listing Lm Angela H h r -  The d a t a d m  na support placing nickel on the s t i o n  303(d) Y u  Vohmsll. 
Consolidated Slip for nickel in sedimmt but the SWRCB list for this watsr body. PI- refer to the -me to Region 4 
recommended that the w e r  body to be placed on the Watch Comment No. 0.1 1.8. 
Lia because t h m  was an altrmatc m f o m m n t  p m p m  
namly (the Bay Protection Torie Clcanup m m )  s l d y  
10 plaa as allowed under 40 CFR 1307@XI) However. 
Region 4 must arguethat responsible panier have not bnn 
identified, staff funding has not o m m d  since 1999, and no 
other money for implmvntation of remediation plans has be 
allocatsd Theref?% although the p m p m  may exist, it 
cannabe relied upon as an alt-tivc mfommcnt pmgram 
to etktively add- these issues in a timely matter. 

4.8.15 The RWQCB recommended listing Los Angeles Harbor- Plsass refer to the rerponx to Comment No. 4.8.10. 
Consolidated Slip for dieldrin in tisue but the SWRCB 
mommended that the water body to be p l a d  on the Watch 
List beeawe then was an alternate enfornmsnt pmgram 
namely (the Bay Protection Toxic Cleanup Fmgram) already 
in  lace as allowed under40 CFR 130.7ibUIl. 

4.8.16 Rssommsnded listing Lm Angelcs Harbor-Consolidated Slip Please refer to the rapon% to Cwnmcnt No. 4.8.10. Yrs Volumc 11, 
for toxaphcne in tissue but the SWRCB m m m m d e d  that the Region 4 
water body b e p l a d  on the Watch List because thee was an 
alternate enforcement p m p m  (lhe Bay Protection Toxic 
Cleanup Program) alrssdy in place as allowed under 40 CFR 
130.7@)(1). 

4.8.17 Recommended listing Domingua Channel Estuary for copper The data doss not support placing copper on the waion Y u  Valum 11, 
in sediment but the SWRCB recommended that the water 303(d) list for this water body. Please refer to the response to Region 4 
body lobe placed on the Watch List h u w  thns was an Commsnt No. G.Il.8. 
alternate m f m m m t  pmgram (the Bay Fmtcction Toxic 
Cleanup P m p m )  already in place as allowed under 40 CFR 
130.7ibUI). 

4.8.18 Reeommmdsd listing Domingun Channel Emary for The data d m  not support placing chlordane an the section Y s  V o l m  11, 
chlordane in Kdimcnt but the SWRCB remmmended that the 303(d) list for this water body. Pleare refer to the response to Rcgim4 
water body to be placsdon the Watch List kcawe there was CammentNo. G.Il.8. 
an alternate enforcement pmgram (the Bay Pmtection Toxic 
Cleanup P m p m )  already in plaee as allowed under 40 CFR 
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130.7@XI). 

4.8.19 ~ e c o d e d  lirting ~omi-channel ~hlary for PCB$ Thedatadocs not support plashg PCB on the section 303(d) Y a  V o h  11, 
in sediment but the SWRCB mmmcmded thst ths water lia for this water body. PI- rsfsrtoths r a p ~ l ~  to Region 4 
body to be p l a d  on the W a h  List bsausc them war an CommmtNo.G.11.L 
alamslc mf-ent pmpm (the Bay W o n T o x i c  
Cl-p Pmgram) already in placeasallowed under 40 CFR 
I30.7@XD. 

4.820 RecoMnended lasting San Gabrid Riwr E s ~ a r y  for m h  but 
thc SWRCB rrmmmnded that the water body to be phccd on 
thc Watch Lla baaus lhnc was an alternate enforcement 
pmgrarn(lhe NPDES Municipal Storm Wsler PC-I) almdy 
in place ar illawed under40 CFR 1307@XI) Howcvcr, lhc 
d m  warn -it dirtinmhhes b m  arcas with a Total ~. -~~~ r~ ~ -~ -~~~ ..... ... ~~ ~ ~ ~ 

M a r i m  Wily Losd CTMDL) f n  trash and tho= wilhaut a 
TMDL f a m h .  md m u i m  addmlianal B a t  Mana~ment ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ .  ~ ..-- ~ ~ 

Praaica (BMPsl. in mnfomnce with aoomved TMDL. in ~ -~~ ~~~ ~- ~~ ~ , ,  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ r r  ~ ~~ ~ 

tho= arms with a TMDL(0lderOl-182. P m i l  Pan 
4.F.5@)). Thmfare, without an appmvcd TMDL for m h  for 
thns uatcrbody, rrrpomiblcagmcisr will not have to 
i m p l n n t  ar stnngmt of qi re rncn t s  ar are- sublcct lo s 
trash TMDL under the storm water -it. 

4.8.21 The SWRCB mommsnds that Ballona C m k  Eshlsry remain 
on (he list for Amlor  in sediment, but the RWQCB 
remmmends delisting bauss this would be redundant rinse 
the warnbody is alnady listed for PCBs in sediment. 

4.8.22 Baxd an additional data mbmincd. Amyo Sirni Rcsch 1 of 
Callsguar C m k  should be llrtsd for water column toxicity 
mspcncd to be enuvd by ammonia and organophosphate 

4.823 Based on additional data submitted Conejo Creek Reach 9 of 
Callcwar Crak  should be dclirted forwater m l m  toxicity. 

The data and information submitted docr not support lining Yes V o b  11, 
this water body for a h .  The fansheet has been wised to Region 4 
bener uplain the SWRCB staffreview ofths data and 
information. 

The fan sheet will be revised to include this information. Yes Volume 11, 
Region 4 

The f't sheet will be revised to includs this information Yes V0lums 11, 
Region 4 

Agw. The fast shed will be revised to include this Yco 
information. 

4.8.24 The SWRCB w d e d  that Santa Clara River R a s h  3 Please refer to the r a p o m  for Commpnt Nos. 4.31.9 and No 
recommended for listing for Nifritc and Nivate ~ N i t m g c n  be 4.31.10. 
placed on the Watch Lia on the basis that the data did not 
support the listing. RWQCB staffreviewedthe data once 
mw. and concluded Ulatthe water body should still remain on 
the list 

4.8.25 The mmmnter-mmsndsd lhet Marina Del Rey be dclisted The fact shed will be revised to include this information. Ye9 VoIum 11, 
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for bmthis ccmmm~ty degradation bssov~  nnrc afthc Region 4 
relative bmthic in& valus at any o f  the stlhons sampled 
exceeded the &hold indicative ofdsgradcd bmthic 
unnn~mitv. 

4.826 The SWRCB rrcommndsd pladngthc Loo Angels River Agree The fadshed will be revised to include this YS v ~ h u n s n ,  
Esruary onthe Watch Lisl for PCBs in sedimmt andomimd inbmratim. R-4 
the RWQCB mmmendalhn to list the wet- body far dnc in 
sedimnL This water body should be listed for PCBs and dne 
i n  sediman based on e x d i n g  the ERM and /or PEL 
m,ir*lim 

4.827 The RWQCB yeommnded delisting Molibau LaLe for total There is imffs isnt  information to suppondeliding this No 
chlordane because Ule Maximum T ime  Residue Lnrel waterbody. Thedelisting mmmmdation fmm the RWQCB 
(MntLs) for chlordane was 8 ppb and the t ime w baed on one fish tissue sample collssted in 1997. 
sonccntrations were 6.2 ppb in 1992 and not d m e d  in 
1997. The SWRCB mmmndr that the water body remain 
on the list until moredata are available. 

4.8.28 The RWQCB rrcommended lining Domingusr Channel There is insufficient information to suppon listing this wetsr No 
Estuary for sedimnt toxicity but the SWRCB mommended body. The RWQCB listing mommendation was based on one 
placing the watnbady on the Watch L in  bnauw the sedimmt sample collected in 1996. 
polluhnt causing the rediment toxicity was unknown. PCBs, 
wpper, and chlordane concentrations exceeded the sediment 
guidelines (ERMPEh) in the sample, showing sediment 
toxicity. 

4.8.29 The RWQCB mommended lining Mugu Lagoon for bmthic Since no pollutant was identified in sediment that wuld be 
community degradation, however the SWRCB omined thir expeeted to ea- rhc degraded condition, SWRCB staff 
rewmmcndation from the Anti1202 draft rcmk mmmmds crcludine Mueu Laeaon fmm the lin. 

YS v ~ l u m ~ n ,  
Region 4 

4.8.30 The RWQCB recommended listing Mfirath Lake F m r y  for Bcnthis community dcgradat~on is a condition of a uavr body Y e  V o l m  11, 
bmthnc commllnnty degradation. however the SWRCB and not a pollutant. I t  is themfor. inappropnats to place this RMon 4 
omincd this rsmmmendation fmm the Apnl202 dran qon condition on the sectton 303(d) l ~ r t  A fan rhcn has km 

added to the Staff Repon to refleet this nmmmsndation 

4.8.31 The RWQCB ~mmmmded listing Los Cerritor Channel for 
sedimmt toxicity, however the SWRCB omitted this 
mmmmdation fmm the April 2 0 2  draR qok 

4.8.32 SWRCB rrunranended that Cold Creek be placed on the 
Wateh List for algae because it was not cl& what is the cause 
ofthe excessive algal growth. The RWQCB still rrmmmcnds 
listing the water body for algae beaux on an inMlational 
guidelincdoeummt the algae gmwth violates the basin plan 

The fact shed will be mid to inchtde this information. The Y e  VohunsU, 
water body pollutant combination will be added to the section Region 4 
3031d) lin 

p~ 

Exeessivc algae growth can be a mponx to apollumt No 
(sxsesivc nutrients) or a response to the condition ofthe 
wtsrbody(i.e, lack ofriparian vegaation that couldshade 
the creek). Algae is not the pollutant. 

Respwses-l I 0  
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objective for flos6ng marerial causing impaimmt of Cold Creek for algae p W h  will be placed onthe Monitoring 
beneficial uses. List. 

4.8.33 Ths SWRCB r e c o d  Ulat Malibu Clcck be placed on the The -la orcceding wen  within Ule -time paiad No 
Watch List for fMal selenium bsawr there were not enough (Oaobsr, Nomberand December) in 1998. Also there lvae 

u m p l a  aced ing the  cbjmiw. The RWQCB rssommcnds only hw of21 samples exceeding theapplicable rtnndard 
listing the water body be- it matches the RWQCBS SWRCB mtinuc to have low contidence Ulat standards rn 
minimum data m i r e m a t s  and -mat criteria. exceeded. 

4.8.34 The comntnmmmended lining Rcvolon Slough for 
chloride, bomn,TD$ andsulfatc We arc miring this 
nsommndation an the basis h t  then are no water body 
rpesific objedres far thesemnstituena in the Basin Plan. 

4.8.35 The RQWCB inadveltmtly mmmmded listing the Lor 
Angel* Harbor Consolidated Slip for arsenic in sdimcnt, 
however a m i e  did not exceed ERhWEL sdimmt 
guidelines. 

4.8.36 In four t i m e  listing mmmsndations for Conejo Creek, the 
RWQCB inmrrslly indicated that the Reach to be listed was 
Callsguns Creek Reach 13. The mmct  Reach is Calleguas 
Creek Reach 9 k  mihis corntion affssts the mommmded 
listings for chlordane, dieldrin, HCH, and PCBs in tissue in 
Conejo Cmk. 

4.8.37 SWRCB and RWQCB staff has come to an agreement 
regarding the following listing ~ e n d a t i o n s :  L~st - 
Ballona C m k  for m l  selenium, List - Consjo C m k  
(Calleguar Creek Reach 10 for nitriteas nitmgsn, Watch 
List - Conejo Cmk(Call- Creek Reach 9 6  for unnnhrral 
foam end scum List - Cnllcguas Clcck and hibutaria for 
sd imnfa t i~n ,  Do not Lid - Mugu Lagoon for dieldrin, List - 
Santa Clam Reach 3 for TDS, List Lo$ Angela River Reach I 
for dissolved cadmium and Delist - Lake Lindm for 
selenium 

The pmpmed listing for Revolon Slough for doride,  bomn, 
TDS, and mlfate will bechanged as indicated. 7hc fast she* 
will be n v i s d  to include this information. 

Los Angela Harbor Consolidated Slip lining for arsenic in 
sedimnt will kchanged as indicated The fad sheet will be 
r e v i d  to include this information. 

The fact sheet will be revised to include this information. 

The changes mads follow. 

I .  Ballona Crcek was mommended for listing far total 
selenium due to aeeedanee in stormcvsna. Please refer to the 
s p m c  tocommmts No. G.ll.21 and G.11.23. 

2. Conejo Creek (Callegues Creek Reach 10)- 
mommended for listing for nibtear nilmgcn due to 
exceedam in niuitc. Also, the change was mads to say the 
sxceedances arc in nitrite not nitrate. Please refer to the 
nspcnre tocommroaG.11.21 andG.11.23. 

3. Concjo Creek (Calleguas Cnck Reach 9B) wen placed on 
the Monitoring List for unnatural foam due to the absence of 
an identified pollutant. Please n fm to the rsponsc to 
comment 0.1 1.21. 

4. Calleguar Creek and uibumiarics war changed to reflect 
listing for sedimentation. Data provided was eollcncd is only 

Yes V0lumc ll, 
Rcgim 4 

Yes v o l m  11, 
Region 4 

Yes Volume 11, 
Region 4 

Yes V0lumc ll, 
Rcgion 4 
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3  yea^^ a14 which is adequrb 

5. M u y  Lagoan for dieldrin was mmmcnded to be 
excluded fmmths lid. This original listing was basedm an 
i n m n s t  fan  s h a  fmn RWQCB. 

6. Slnta Clva Reach 3 was rcmmmndcd for a change to 
reflect masdance in TDS. PI- referto the rspons to 
mmment 0.1 1.23. 

7. Loo Angeles River Reach 1 was changed to reflcst lining 
the water body for exmdancc in Title 22 ncccdnncc in 
dissolved cadmium Please refer to the m p n w  to mmmcnt 
G.11.23. 

8. Lake Lindm was changed to reflect ddisting the water 
body for selenium. 

4.9.1 During the 1998 and ZW2 listing pmeess thc,mches in the PI- refer to the response to Comment No. 4.9.2. 
Callcguas Creek Watershed were defined. When the 
reaches were redefined in 1998, mmt ofthe listings in place 
fmm 1996 and earlier lists w r e  automatieally applied to all of 
the new mchcs Ulat used to be pan ofthe earlier lists. The 
1-liw of the sampling atations that were ustd to &lop the 
lost wcrs not revisited to devrminc if the impairment applied 
to all the new m h e s .  In 2002 thc reacher were defined again 
without examining thcappltcabiliryofthccxintng ltrtmgr to 
the new reaches. As a result there are a large number of lirlcd 
reaches in the watershed for which there an no data to support 
the listing. The SWRCB and RWQCB should reevaluate the 
existing 303(d) listing baxd an the nnu reaches and m i s s  the 
303(d) list accordingly during the ZOO2 listing cycle. 

4.9.2 As a m l t  ofthe new naeh definitions Conti0 Creek The datain the 1996 WQA assesreddata fmmwhat arc now Yes V o k I I ,  
(Calleguas C m k  Reach 10) is the only reach where data described as several reaches in the Conejo Creek a m  of Region 4 
exists to suppori listing for dissolved oxygen. All other Callcguas Creek. The sampling point that was found to be 
Conejo Creek reaches should not be lined in the 2(Xn 303(d) impaired was in what is now Calleguas Creek Reach 10. The 
list for dissolved oxygen (Conejo Creek, Calleguas Creek data now show that this reach is not impaired, as do the data 
Reach 9A,9B, l I, 12, and 13). for Reaches 9A and 11. As Reach 9B is a tributary for Reach 

9A, and Rsaches 12 and 13 are tributaries for Reach 10, and 
none of thac reaches had previous data showing standards an 
exceeded, they will ill beommsnded for delisting. The fan 
s h e  will be r e v i d  to include this information. 
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4.9.3 Cdlcguas Crsek Watershed water bodies listed for TDS, This ffoovlote was m o v e d  in 1994, and therefor. is no longer No 
Sulfate, Chloride, Bomh Nitmgsn and Sodium Adsorption applicable. 
Ratio (SAR) should b o m l u l e d  b u w t h s  water bodis  
within ule warnshed will not 51~ced me water quality 
objenivs if the objectives are based M 'flour- weighted 
annual average" rather than an instanlanmus maximum. 

4.9.4 All -hs  ofCslleguas Creek Watershed were pmposed for No new data was submilted for the 2002 asssment  No 
delisting for danhal in t i w e  and sedimmt baa- the Delisting is pmposcd b u s s  EDLsare not valid listing 
listings- h c d  on EDLs Beardsky Wlannsl should be ausrrmmt value. PI- referto rsrponse to Comment Nm. 
delisled for danhal fw the same -n. G.IO.II andG.ll.l2. 

4.9.5 Rsvolon Slough was proposed for delisting for dasthal but it The rppmpriate summary tabla will be rsvised to include this Y s  Volume I, Tabls  
was not included in the summary d a l l  ofthcdclistingr for the infomtion. 
state. Instead it is shown ar a new listing on the addition 
s u m v  shed for the state. This diserqancy should be 
mmcted. 

4.9.6 Beardrley Channel should be dclirtcd for Chlorpyn"Tor bcsauss Please refcrm the -rise b eommcnl G.I 1.12. No 
the listing was based on EDLr 

4.9.7 Consjo Creek Reach 4 and Rsach 2 were proposed for Please refer to the Rsponre for Commsnt No. G.ll.12. No 
delisting b e e s w  of insufficimt data for DDT, Endmulfan, 
Toxaphme, and Chem Group A but they do not appar in the 
2002 delisting table. 

4.9.8 Callsguas Creek Reach I was proposed for delisting because The recommendation is to maintain the listing for Chcm No 
of imufiicient data FarChlonlane, DDT, Endorulfan, GmupA until altematevalw guidelines am~v~ilablc. NAS 
Toxaphene, PCBs and Chsm Group A but they do not appear guidelines are not outdated and these guidelines a n  uwful in 
in the 2002 delisting table. determining aquatic life protection. Also, please refer to the 

response lo C o m t  No. 4.9.7. 

4.9.9 Beardsley Channel was pmpoxd for delisting bnauss of PI- refer to the response to comment (3.1 1.12. No 
insufficient data for Chlordane, DDT, Dieldrin, Endmulfan, 
Toxaphene, and PCBs bu( they do not appear in the 2W2 
delisting table. 

4.9.10 Mugu Drain was proposed for delisting because ofimuffieient Please referto response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
data for Chlordane, D m ,  Dieldrin, Endosulfah Toxaphme, 
and PCBs but they do not a p p r i n  the 2002 delisting table. 

4.9.11 Consjo Creek Reach 3 should be dclisted far Toxaphcnc Please refer to respon~c to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
b u s c  u ia ing  data do not appear to exceed the criteria used 
for listing. 
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4.9.12 Mug, Lagmn should be ddisted for Toxaphme bsausc E d  w S m  Munsl Watch data, the lining appearstobe No 
misting data do not a-toexceed the nitma uwd for justified. 
1isfing. 

4.9.13 Several m c h s  ofths Call- Creek Wshrrhed were Please refato raponse to C o m m a  G.10.12. NAS ycr v o l w n  n, 
nmmmended fwdelining for C h  Gmup A in fish tissue nrs usable. Changes will be m d s  to M k e  lhe Regiw 4 
and the SWRCB maintained the listing. Howsver, in the Rio raommsndations mnsistmt 
ds h a  CladOmard Drain #3, the SWRCB upheld the 
RWQCEI's mommndat iw m d d d i m d  the water body. What 
is ths justification fardolining same ChmGmup A listings 
and notothas in the watnshed? 

4 9 1 4  In addtttonto Bardley Wash wh~ch wasnot pmpored to be Oi~r t~ng  ltrtmngs were not revjnved u d a r  new dataor 
lhsted by the RWQCB forChemgmup A, the SWRCBrhould informat!on wm wbmlncd dunng 2002 llmngcycle. Also, 
be comtrtent throughout the Calleguar Cmk watershed and plcaw refer to the response to Commnt Nos 4 5 4 and 
delistall of the pmpmsd Chcm gmup A t i m  listings. 0.11.12. 

4.9.15 The individual chlorinated pesticides belonging to the Chcm Please referto the response to Commnt Nos. 4.1.6 and 4.5.4. No 
Gmup A should bc listed as appropriate on accepted MTRLs 
rather than maintaining a Chnn Gmup A listing based on an 
outdated NAS critsrin. In the Callcguas Creek watershed, 
many of these individusl paramctcm have almdy been listed 
and several are ornoosed for listine in the 2002 list. 

4.9.16 Data eallsted in 1998 and 1999 show that mercury and zinc For these assessments, water body-pollutant combinntions No 
CTR objectives are not being exceeded in Mugu Lagoon. with fnvcrthan I0 sampler were eansidacd in~ff ic ient  to 

determine if standards are attained. 

4.9.17 Data sollsted in 1998 and 1999 show h t  selenium CTR Plcsss refer to the response far Commnt No. 4.9.16. No 
obistives are not k i n e  acceded in Rcvolon Sloueh. 

4.9.18 The water qualify data for tht het ofthe Callcguas Creek Please refer to Lc response for Comment No. 4.9.16. No 
watmhed (8 Mher stations each with 4 samples) shows that 
them arc no metal impairmats in the watershed. None 
exceeded a CTR criteria for d s .  

49.19 B m w  the connrn te rdos  not have aseess to the data or to For Mugu Lagoon, there arc only 7 nnv data points and in No 
the sampling and analpis methods uwd to list they cannot relation to the guideline assessments we uwd for this listing 
dstmnine whether or notthese data wcrs valid in light of the cycle, this is insuflicient data for new analysis. Please refa  to 
new information about metal analysis. The data presented in the response for Cammmt No. 4.9.16. 
this lmershould be considered sufficient fordemonstrating 
compliance with the CIR objstives and request that the 
listings for mernuyand zinc in Mugu Lagoon and selenium in 
ncvolan Slouch be removed from then 2002 list. 
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4.920 The commenvr yppolU the Watch List becaw it pmvidw Cammsnt adolo\Yledged. No 
the mehatisms for aidmsing m r  bodies and pollutants 
which may haver pmblcm but for which Ulsre is not mough 
infomvrtion to procead down the p t h  ofidmfifying an 
i m p i m t  and dewloping TMDLs. Additionally, the Watsh 
List provides the oppormnity to prioritize water bodis  for 
monimring , investigate tk issues, and potmtially n d k  
identified problem thmugh mechanisms m h a  fhan the. 
TMDL D m s m .  

4.10.1 The eommsnter s t m n g l y a p s  with the use of a Watch List Cnnmmt acknowledged. No 
for water segments when thns is insufieiat information to 
support a 303(d) listing. They also support including water 
segments on the Watch Lie whne then is a rsgulatoly 
pmgnm in p laa  to m n m l  pollutants but data an not 
available to dmonstratc success. 

4.10.2 Place Domingun Channd &Nary on the Watch List. Thm PI- refer to the response for Comment Nos. 4.8.17.4.8.18. Ys Volume 11, 
are plans to implement a sampling and analysis pmgram to and 4.8.19. Region 4 
better define the conditions in the Dominguw Watershed. 

4 103 Placs Lm Angclo Harbor-Conrolldated Sltp on the Watch 
Ltrt Thcrcare plans to implemnt a rampltng and analysts 
pmgram mbntsrdefine the cond8uonr in the Dom~nguez 
Watershed. 

4.10.4 Weaknesses in the data raves as baris for placing a 
constituent in the Watch List. The staff report should ~pccify 
whm such findins a n  minimal, eontradicfoly or anecdotal, 
or whm an alemativspmgram is in place. 

4.10.5 The draR 303(d) list docr not indieatc whish methodologyor 
guidance documents support the listing decision made by the 
SWRCB. This makes it very dinieult for atakeholdsrs to 
evaluae **her certain pmposed listings are appmpriae. 

4.10.6 Because ofthe importance of a mnsistmt stalewide listing 
policy, the commmter suppoa the SWRCB in its 
devclopmcnt ofthc Water Qualify Contml Policy foruse in 
drafting futore 303(d) lists. 

4.10.7 A eampceharive m i e w  of the basis and validity ofthc 1998 
list should have bcsn mndueted to msurs that lhe 1998 list 
was based on valid scientific data before the list wasured ss 
the basis forthe 2W2 list. The SWRCB should include this 

Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.11.8. 

The staff report has teen revised to bcttsr explain what lists 
water bodies should be placed. Plesse alx, refer to the 
nsponseforCommat No. G.Il.11. 

Thc mcthadolagy has bcsn clanficd. Plsav refer to thc 
mponsc to Commnt Yo. G I  1.21 

c a m m t  acknowledged. 

Plcarc refer to the mponsc to Comment No. G.Il.12. 

Remonses-115 

Ycr volumcl, 
Mdhodology 
Used to Develop 
the List 

Ycr volume I, 
M&&lo&y 
Used to Dmlop  
the List 
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mmprshensiw review ofths 1998 listing ar poR ofthe 
methodology for dmloping the 2002 listing. 

4.10.8 In review of UK ambiat mctak data fmm the Los Angela PI- refer to the respow to Comwnt No. G.11.12 No 
County Sto-ler Rogm a 1987 and 1994, they do 
not mm the surrmt -ted -ling and analytical 
requirements for fraccmctak in surface waters. This dm 
should not be used as abasis for listing the Dormnguez 
Chmnel Estuary for meals  

4.10.9 The SWRCB should review pan practises and determine PI- refa to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. 
whether appropriate sampling and analytical techniques wcre 
uud in generating tk metals data for the 1998 listing of 
hminguez Channel m. 

4.10.10 Themppnlirting for Dominguc. Channel Estuary should be PI- refcr to the response to Comment No. 0.1 1.12. No 
included on the Watch List, if inappmpnate analytical 
techniques w e r e d  to list. 

4.10.11 A cornprshmsive rcviw of the 1998 listing basis including Plsase ref= to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
but not limited to Domingua Channel rsdimmt and tissue 
data for l a d  and zinc may identify other conrtihlmu where 
the datais insufficient for inclusion an the 303(d) list. 

4.11.1 Peninsula Beach should be placed on the Watch List for The data and information for behpostings and closures has No 
tkrthcr evaluation. Beach posting as a basis for Itsting been re-evaluated. P l e w  refer to the respa- to Comment 
bsaches should bc rsevahmted. No.4.11.3. 

4.11.2 The Surfds Point Beach should be placed on the Watch List 
for hmher evaluation. Beach posting as a basis for listing 
beaches should be reevaluated. 

4.11.3 Sampling -Its at two locations may reflect isolated 
astivitiesaftotal mlifmexeeedance$ only the wnion ofthe 
beach that is e x d i n g  standards should be listed on the 
303(d) list r a k r  than the appmximately 2-mile suctch of 
d i n e  refcmd to .s San Bwnavenbrn Beach. 

The data and information for b c h  postings and closures has Yes Volume 11, 
been rrzvaluated. PI- refer to Ule response to Commmt Region 4 
No.4.11.3. 

Several mmmmu were reeeived questioning thebasir for the Yes Volume I, 
listings W o n  baetcria standards, bsash posting$ beach Methodohgy 
ela-s, and the consistency in approash a m n g  the Used to DNelop 
RWQCBr lnsfead of responding to each commmt separately, the Lirt; Various 
the SWRCB and RWQCB staff reevaluated the information fMshoctr 
and data used to develop thcpmposed list 

The inconsistency among the RWQCB sppmaches has besn 
largely cornom. N w  m m n 4 a t i o n s  haw ban made 
based on (I) the frequency ofwater quality standards k ing  
cxcnded; (2) a eonrirtmt allowable cxeeedance ratc; (3) a 
consistent appmach for addressing p m m m f  pncautionsry, 
and rain advis0.y b c h  postings; (4) allowance for using 
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mfwammteuthorities ofths RWQCBs m a d d ~  bexh 
cloawer due to sewage spills; and (5) the n m t  of listed water 
body. 

4.1 1.4 Thc SWRCB should addras the concept of w e  weather In gmd, if the daa used were hom one season thm the No 
excosdan~s of aan& ve- dry w e a t h e r a d n -  listing only applies to that season. Also, pleaw refer to the 

rrsponrtoCommsntNo. G.11.21. 

4.11.5 The data for Seaside Park and San Buenavenrwa Bsashss Commsnt admowledged. No 
should be closely evaluated in the future to cnnvc that the 
listings are still apppmpriate after moredata is mllscted. 

4.1 1.6 The RWQCB staffrepolt (labls 4-2) xheduled w d  In some w s ,  s i t s  a n  considered individually in thcTMDL No 
beach- for TMDL development by 2014. However, the for bath the source analysis and the i m p l m a t n n  plan, 
RWQCB fad sheets combined Peninsula beach and Surfer's despite being in a single analytical unit. 
Point with Rinwn Bsach and O m n d  Beach and Stated that 
TMDLs for this grouping would be dsvslopsd by 2W3. The 
City beaches, Peninsula and Surfer's point belong to a 
different watershed than Rinmn and Ormood beaches. If the 
City beach- remain on the !is< they should be distingvished 
from other beaches wming fmm a separate analytical 
watmhed unit. The City beaches should be clearly scheduled 
for TMDL wmplnion in 2014 as presented in the RWQCB 
staff rrpart. 

4.1 1.7 The SWRCB should clarify whether the procedures uscd in The p r d u r e s  used rcprsent thc eollsdive judgment of the No 
the 2W2 listing cycle q re ren t  a ehangc in listing policy or SWRCB mff. Pollutant identification is one of the eritcria 
are specific for some r-n or a pollutant is identified to the used to listing a water bodis on the 2002 303(d) list. The 
listings. Ifthe wmmma qrsscn t  a change in listing policy, listing rsquiremmts will be addressed in the listing policy. 
the SWRCB should w a l u a t e  the algae and ~trophicalion Also, please refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.21. 
listings for the Venrwa River and ill Ermary. 

4.1 1.8 Santa Clara River Es~arywas  rnowncnded for delisting for Agree. The fact sh& and rcmmmendation will be changed to Yes Volumc 11, 
Chemgmup A in fish t i m e  but the SWRCB maintained Ihe sate that Rio de Sana ClaralOxnard Drain #3 will be Region 4 
water body on the list. However, ths SWRCB upheld the maintained on the list. 
RWQCBs recommsndation and dclisted the Rio dc Santa 
CladOxnard Chin #3. The SWRCB should be consistent 
throughout 6% Region and delistthe Cham gmup A tissue 
listings. 

4.1 1.9 The individual components of C h m  A should be listed as Plcasc refer to the response to C o m t  Nos. 4.1.6 and 4.5.4. No 
appropriate b a d  on nccspted MTF3.s rather than maintaining 
a C h m  A listing based on outdated NAS critsria. 

4.11.10 The wmmcntcr supports the erration ofn Watch List which Commsnt acknowledged. No 
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&vide the mdwim for a d k i n g  wata bodies and 
po l lumt~  which may have a p m b l q  butthac is not enough 
infamation foridenti@ngan impairment and develop a 
TMDL. The Wald, Lislpovidcr the oppottunityto prioritize 
Ulse waterbodis. formonitoring, investigate the issues and 
pdsntially nddna identified pmblsrm thmgh  mechanism 
other the TMDL pmcas. 

4.12.1 Mist M m d d q  Beach h t h s  pmposed 303(d) list In In light of this new infomutim, it is rsommsnded that the Ye3 VolwneU, 
Mmrdnncewith "Ihe Reacat iml  Use Assmment b f h  be m m l  fmm the s t i o n  303(d) list far beach Region 4 
Guidelines", duringthc p a s t t h e  years watsr contaet closum. A fact sheet has bem d e ~ l o p e d  to reflect this 
-tion has bem fully supported bsaw t h m  have been information. 
no beaehcl-sduring that time period. 

4.13.1 Change Mffirath Lake Estuary name as it on the 2002 The change has been mads. Y s  Volume 11, 
303(d) l idto Mffirath Lake. The water body is listed as Region 4 
M&th Lake on the Basin Plan and it is not an estualy. 

4.14.1 commcntcr applat& the decision of the RWQCB fw zem Comment acknowledged. 
tolerance of trash in the Lo. Angcler River. Plsars do not 
back dawn f i m  this decision, in fad you nhould extend it to 
Ball- Creek as well. 

4.15.1 Dry Canyon Creek of the L.A. River was listed due to high Please refer to the response to Cammmt No. 9.7.1 
fecal colifom levels affecting the intermittent REC-I 
beneficial usc. Howwer. m s  to m e  segments of this 
watnbady is pmhibited for flood contml purposes. The 
application of-intensity based bacteria objectives as 
mmmndd by thc USEPA'S Ambimt Water @ality 
Critaia (1986) will allow disfhargm to benerpmtm water 
quality at the rmly needed level, ensuring raponsible and 
secountzbllc management of oublis wurces. 

4.15.2 CoyoteCreek listed due to total metals andlordissolved metals The available data for each water My-pollutant combination No 
be placed an the Watch L i s  until the hcadsqUate nwnbcr of were sutlicimt to bs used for the arwssmcnt period and did 
sample3 thatnpnwnts water quality during dry wentha is not men water quality standards. In the event that more 
available forassa~menL Ambimt data was collected only rep-tative data is msde available, t h s e  water bodies will 
during wewether  storm events. be waucsrd dwing thc next a%smmt period. A gmeral 

assessment of the effect of seasonality was completed in the 
development of the listing recommdation. The specific 
assessment of seasonality and critical conditions for pol l~ants  
will be addnued dwing the TMDL p m e y .  

4.15.3 Malibu Creek listed due to total metals andlor dissolved Please refer to -me to the Cammmt No. 4.15.2 
metals should be placed on the Watch L i s  until the adequate 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

numbsr of sample Uat mpments WBVI quality during dry 
&her is available f o r a s s n m t  Ambield data was 
m l l d  only during wet Mather Smm events. 

4.15.4 Sm %el Riva listed due to total metals ~d lo rd iuo lved  Please refer to the msparcs to C o m t  No. 4.15.2. No 
metals should be placedon the Watch List m i l  the adequate 
number ofsample that rep-nts wataqualityduring dry 
weather isavailable forasseosmmt Ambimt data was 
mllccted only during wetweather s m m  events. 

4.15.5 Lm Angsles Rivalisfed due m total metals a d o r  diuolved Pleare refer to the -nss to Commmt No. 4.15.2. No 
metals shouldbe placed on the Watch Liatmtil the adequate 
number of sample that rrprsents water quality during dry 
weather is available for assssment. Ambient d m  was 
collected onlv durine wet weather stomeycnts. 

4.15.6 Bsllona Creek listed duo to tots1 metals andlor dissolved 
me& should be placed on the Watch List until theadequate 
number ofsample that reprscnts water quality during dly 
weather is available for assessment Ambient daLl was 
eolleeted only during wet weathersform events. 

4.15.7 B a d  on ourrsviw of the RWQCB's data analysis fact 
sheets, it nppcsrr that there wm no consistent approach to 
evaluating labontory results for ehmrieal constituents below 
detection limits. It is requeted that such inconsistencies be 
rationalircd and any other wasr  bodies with similar sihlationr 
be mvaluated. 

Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.15.2. No 

The approach for addressing detection limits was based on a No 
caa -bysaa  asesrmcnt of Ulc typa of data available. For 
example for the Los Angelcs Region data, results below the 
msthd detection limit (MDL) or reponing level (RL) were 
assigned a value of % of the MDL or R L  For barvria dsts, the 
l o w  or upper analyfieal threshold was used for lcrs than or 
gnater than values, respcctivcly. If results wen reported as 
rcm (0). a zero value was u d .  

- - 

4.15.8 Water bodies that a n  consided impaired for Aquatic life and 
REC-I due to naNral s o m a  (high barvna Counts due to a 
large populat~on of waterfowl) should be placed an the Wstch 
L s t  untd the- ofpollunon is M c r  investigated 

4.15.9 The SWRCB should release a list of all altematecnforceable 
program and establish acriteria for their use to m m t  
impaimxnts. Also. Ulac alternate p m v  should be 
extended to other misting water quality control projectsunder 
Munieioal Stom Water NPDES osrmits. 

Namral sou- should be excluded but it is oflm very No 
difficult to distinguish between source that are ofnatural 
origin and sources caused by or influenced byhuman activity. 
Please refer to the response to Comment No. 0.1 1.5. 

Please refer to the responrc to Comment No. G.11.8. Yes Volumel, 
Methodology 
Used m Develop 
the List 

-- - 

4.16.1 'The Rio Hando spreading grounds ere managed to infiltrate Please refer to the response to Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
waferto the gmund watertable for future reuw, not for water 
contact andlor non-sontad water reenation. 
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4.17.1 The m-m appmiats tk fan h t b o ( h  SWRCB and Comwnt acknowledged. No 
RWQCBs staff haw been willing to mea with intcrrrted 
p d e s  to dirsvn UK l i s  as it was being dsvsloped. A 
wlhborative - can really mhnncc the dcvelapmnt af 
the lisf sincestakeholdas oflen have a great dsal ofw-the- 
emund lnowledec about ~Micularwatmbodies. 

- 

4.17.2 The SWRCB 303(d) list should only include water qualily Plea~refcrtothcnrponsctawmmentG.II.II. 
limited scgwnh for which TMDLs are quircd.  

Yes vohunes 
Mnhdology 
used to ~cve lop  
the List 

4.17.3 A Watch List is nsasary to identify thore water bodies in Please refer to the nrponsc to Comment No. G.10.6. No 
need of Mhermonitming or special a d i s  to more 
accurately denmine their status. Watcr bodis placed on a 
Watch List because imfficimt information should nssivs 
high priority for monitoring or M h e r  study hefore the n n t  
uodatcofthe 303(d) list mn. 
~7~ ~ ~~ ~. , 

4.17.4 Then should be a careful review of listings where the listings Agree. Please refer to Be  respnse ta C o m n t  Nos. 0.10.1 No 
are based on a single sample or very limited data bcoluss swh and G.10.6. 
a review may demonstrate that it may be appropriate to plaee . 
some of these listings on the Watch List. 

4.17.5 Formal niteria for placing water bodies on the Waleh List Please referto the respnss for Commmt No. G.8.3. No 
should be included as part ofthc listing and delisting policy 
under development. 

4.17.6 The sommmtersupports thecnation of a list ofwater bodies Comment acknowledged. No 
with eampleed TMDLs, that will also track those watm 
bodis where TMDLs have bssn implemented but water 
quality standards have not yctbrm attained. 

4.17.7 The SWRCB should include a reevaluation of listing function Comment acknowledged. No 
that would a- listings whm exeeedances ofwater qualily 
standards was not used as the basis for listing. 

4.17.8 The 1998 303(d) list fonned the basis for the 2W2 303(d) Please refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
submittal. The SWRCB staffdid not undertake a 
comprehensive review ofthc 1998 list. While the workload 
challenges involved in reviewing effort, it is the SWRCB 
obligation to do xl in order to preparc an appropriate and 
scientifically-based 2002 list submittal. Without this review, 
inwnristencies from one plncc to another, will occur, delays 
while listing and TMDL development effom will be 
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challcnesd. and dsdinetian o f r r r o w m  will ocw. 

4.17.9 Santa Clara Rim Regh 8 should be m v s d  hom the 303(d) The data dos w t  nrpport listing Sane Clam Rivm Reach 8 Ycr volumc ll. 
list as i m p i m t d u c 1 0  nihue and nihte. No data for nitrote and nitrite. Region 4 
supporting me listing was f-d fmm review ofthe 
adminimalive m r d .  Inaddition, -1 dataclearly shorn 
that t h s ~ t e r q u a l i t y o b j d v c  for nitrote and nibite is being 
m a  and the warn body is not impaired. 

4.17.10 Ssnta Clam R i m  Reach 8 shouldbe removed fmm the 303(d) The available &la and information does not suppart lirting 
list ar impsired due to organic enrichmnfflow dissolved Santa Clam River Reach 8 for organic nuichmnfflow 
oxygen. C m t  water quality data show. Ihat the basin plan dissolved oxygen. 
water qualily objective fordi~rolved oxygen is being attained. 

4.17.1 1 CoyoleCreek listed for ammonia should be ranad fmm the Plsass refer to the rwponx for Comment No. 4.31.1 1. 
303(d) list and be ptsccd on Ule Watch Lid because an 
altrmativc mfo-t p m m  is already in place to add- 
ammonia impaimnts for thir water body. 

4.17.12 The San Gabriel River Estua3, listed for ammoniabs removed Please refer to the response for Comment No. 4.31.1 1. 
fmmthe 303(d) list and be placed on the Watch List beeawe 
an altemativemformmnt pmgram isalready in place to 
addms ammonia i m p a i m t s  for thir watm body. 

4.17.13 The San Gabriel River Reach I and 2 listed for a m n i a  Please nfcr to the response for Comment No. 4.31.1 1. 
should be removed from the 303(d) list and be placed on the 
Walch List becaw an altcmPLivc enforcement program is 
already in placeto e d d ~ s s  ammonia impairmsnts forthis 
water body. 

Yes V0lumc 11, 
Region 4 

Yes V~lumcll,  
Region 4 

4.17.14 The San lass Creek Reach I and 2 listed for ammonia should Pleaw refer to the response for Comment No. 4.31.1 1. 
be m o v e d  fmm the 303(d) list and be placed on the Watch 
List kc- an altemativcenfowcment p m m  is already in 
place to add- a m n i a  impainncnts for this water M y .  

4.17.15 The SantaClara fiver Reach 7 and 8 listed for az%monia bs Please referto the response for Comment No. 4.31.1 1. 
removed fmm lhe 303id) list and be placed on the Watch List 
becausean albmativs a f o r e m a t  pmgram is already in place 
to add- ammonia impairmen1S for this water M y .  

4.17.16 Rio Hondo Reach 1 and 2 listed for ammonia should bs Please refer to the response far Comment No. 4.31.1 1. 
removed fmmthe 303(d) list andbe placed on the Watch List 
bsause an a l m t i v s  e n f o r c m t  pm- isalready in plaa 
to add- ammonia impairments far this water body. 

Yes Volum 11, 
Rtgion 4 
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4.18.1 The SWRCB should mnsidumsdating a mrnpnhsnsivc Please referto theresponse to C o m m t  No. 9.7.1. No 
review ofall Basin Plans as a mansof inwing the integrity 
ofthe 303(d) lia The Ian m m p ~ h m i v s  revision of 
RWQCB Basin Plan was in 1994 a d  as a -It the Basin 
Plan hasdaignated fishing and swimming bcmficial user for 
flmd channels. 

4.18.2 California n e d  u, formally adopt a listing policy that PI-ref- 10 the response to Commm Nos. G.8.2 and 0.8.3. No 
promotes f8ims.r and consistmcy among the Regions. The 
policy should establish nquimsnts for thc mtim listing 
pmcu. to assure s o d  ricncs in Ur listing pmess. Also 
the policy shouldpmvidc SWRCB priorities, sa that limited 
public m u m e  can be devoted to working first priorities 
first. A 303(d) listing p- and a lirt that will not waste 
public -me and pmvids solid evidence to back up the 
cities in order todemonstrateto midents and business, that 
nnv tares and fcc~ for water quality impmvemntr a x  
justified and the clean up msarurer are effective. 

4.19.1 Place LA River Esmary for lad, chlordane and DDTon the These waterbody-pollutant combinations should be placed on No 
Watch List innead of theon the 303(d) List. These pollutants the section 303(d) list because applicable standards a= 
an lirtcd because of their p is tsncs  in sediments. It would exceeded and the pmblnn is likely due to pollutants. 
be impossible to established valid TMDLs for legacy 
pollutants. These pollutants cannot be controlled by 
regulating a m t  stomterdi~harges. It may bc the 
USEPA mponribility to dsal with the persistent eampomds 
thmugh a ssparats pmgram. 

420.1 The cornrncnter is conmed that several listingson the 1998 Please refer to the response to comment G.11.12. No 
303(d) list were not adsquatsly reviewed or explained. It 
a p p m  that the pollutants which caused abnormal fish 
histology, algae, and high coliform counts were not identified 
in the 1998 IiR It is m g g d  to- the same review pmcess 
in the eurrmt listing cycle, also be w d  in the 1998 list forths 
lowerponions o f  the San Gabriel R i m  (EsJhlary andlor Rsash 
1 ). 

420.2 The RWQCB should nvinv the bsnsficial use designation in PI- refer to the responrc to Comment No. 9.7.1. 
the llmd shsnnslr (i.s. Coyolc C m k  and Ssn Gabriel River 
Estuary). These designation m y  be outdated and as a result 
havsmmnt inappmprialc listings for the wmng beneficial use 

4.21.1 A Watch List should bc adopted for water badis where there Please refer to the response to Comment No. G.II.1 I 
is insullicimt dsta to warrant a 303(d) listing. According to a 

Yes Volumcl, 
Methodology 
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retsmnt fmm UleNational Usearch Council, "Elevated data used m ~ o p  
and evidence of violadon of narrative stnndards should not be thc Lid 
cxclurively lrwd farplacmmtofa wrnerbody on the adion 
list, but is usdul for plammnt ofthcpteliminuy list." The 
Watch List will pmvidethc SWRCB and RWQCBs with the 
meshanism for examining warn bodies for porsible fitore 
anion. 

421.2 'The sommnrtaapprsiatep the infmdunion of the following Comments acknowledged. No 
delisting factors into the 2002 303(d) listing p m s :  (I) 
delisting whm an albmativc enforceable pmgram is in place; 
(2)dclisting water bodies based solelyon the EDLE, (3) 
delisting when ncrrdsncen are ealrwd due to nshlral causes. 

4.21.3 In a number of instances specific pollufants were not Comment acknowledged. No 
identified. Without daails on the specific pollutants or 
consistency of impairmat designation, such listings remain 
arbimly and without legal support The Clem Warn Act 
303(d) list nquirs a dacriptim or the pollutant causing the 
violation ofwarcr quality standards. 

4.21.4 General "conditions" of impairment such as beach closum, Please nfer to the response to Comment Nos. 4.26.4 and No 
toxicity, color, degraded benthos, bxbidity, eutrophication, G.11.21. 
and benthic communitydcgdation an not pollutants causing 
impairments and are UNS inappropriately lriggering the 
dsvslepment ifTMDLs. Thew listings should be placed on 
the Watch List 

4.21.5 Any listing related to an MUN designation that is asterisked Please nferto the m p o w  to C o m t  No. 4.3.1. No 
on table 2-1 in the 1994 Basin Plan should be m o v e d  from 
the2002 list based on USEPA'S -1 appmval ofentin 1994 
Basin Plan m d m m t  (i.e., basedon the U.S. Ccnhal District 
Courts decisimthat U.S.EPA acted arbitrarily in designating 
MUN uss for sush water bodies). 

4.22.1 The mmmentcr supports pmposal for a Watch List. Commmt acknowledged. No 

4.22.2 Move all vague listings to the Watch List until more Plcax refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
information is available to support the listings. In the 1998 
303(d) lisf the LA River, Rsach 2 and Rio Hondo, Reach I 
are listed for a number ofspecific pollutants and general 
conditions, as well as for hash. A detailed review ofthcsc 
listings should be dons in adsr to understand the existing u~es 
of the channels that are impaired and the data that supports the 
listings. 
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4.23.1 Place lhc Rio Hmdo on (hs Watch Lin or ddcte il for high 
coliform-k, until the sources me identified. Alro, the 
SwRCB should rpssify impaimmt forwpterrafhathan 
i m p l i i n g  than by ref- The City ofArudia -hsr 
are not specifically listed as impaired. H m ,  dueto a 
bibutnry rule, they could bs ineluded in rrgulatory actions for 
Rio Hondo md the h Angela Riva, as n result oftheir 
drainage passing h g h  rhow waleways before mashing ths 
-. In addition, thc Rio Hando spreading gmunds are 
managed to infiltnts warnto the gmund table for fuhm 
MY, not for watermntact or nonsontact rccmtion. 

424.1 The eornrnmrnsuppoRs the pl-nt of Dominguer 
Channel &wary on the Watch L~rt for chlordane, mppn. 
PCBs, and unknown pllutann. Chlordane and PCBs arc 
hlslonsal pl luwDplneemnl on the WatchLirtwill allow 

PI-nfatothc rapanssto ComcntNo.  9.7.1. Gmerally, No 
beneficial ussuprtm us as sensitive as downstrram 
bsnsficial uss. Thnsfore, the Y-b i d d f i e d  at the Rio 
Hondo and the Los Angslsr R i m  -Id haw the same 
hef ie ia l  use implications. S- will be marr clearly 
idmtified when the TMDL is developed. 

Waters should -in on the list even ifsou- are not 
identified. 

Comment acknowledged. No 

time to see if their mmmtrations and pouihlesdvmc 
impacts are rodused thmugh time. 

424.2 ListingDorninguaChanncl&NaryFe~tuaryOVmont PleaserefcrtothcrcsponntoComentNos.G.11.12and NO 
Ave. and above V s m n t  Avs.) is inappropriate. Dominguu 9.7.1. 
Channel is not a hole; it is a flood m h n l  channel 
with no legal recreational use. In 1998 the water body was 
listed as a law priority TMDL for High Colifom Counts. It 
the water body has to be listed at least a low priority would 
make more mmc. 

414.3 "High coliform count. is na dearly d&med. Ifthe interested At present the standards are based on these and other No 
in human palhogens, it may be better snved t o m  a bcncr indicatom. Bacterial standards are contained in the %ads' 
mcasu-d than 'high mlifom count." Basin Plans and sratcwide Plans as well as in the California 

Codeof Regulations. 

4.25.1 The p r o p o d  Watch List will permit identification of Comment acknowledged. No 
pollutants &fore spending money developing and 
implcmnting TMDLS. 

4.25.2 The 1998 M3(d) list shows San kse Creek as k i n g  i m p a i d  PI- refer to the m p m e  to Ccmmat No. G.11 .lZ. No 
for algae and high co!ifonn count. The proposed 2002 list 
rnncly c a n i s  forward thac  listing withut any apparmt n- 
cramination to identify pllutsnts. These listings should + 
moved to thc Watch List sothat theexistence ofashla1 
impairments to bendieial uses can bc defmnined. 

4.25.3 San Gabriel River Reach 3 was listed in the 1998 303(d) for Please nfcr to lhe rssponsc to C o m c n t  No. 4.31.1 1. Yes Volume 11, 
toxicity. The listing was carried forward to the 2002 list Region 4 

Responses-124 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECIlON 

without identifyingthc polhdanqr). This listing should be 
added to the Waah List until the pollutanI(s) cawing toxicity 
islsn identified. 

4.25.4 Coyote k k  ww listed in the 1998 303(d) list for abnormal Please refa to the response to Co-t No. 0.1 1.12. No 
fish histology, algaeand high mlifom munt The lhrtlngs was 
c-ed fonrard to the 20M lirl without idcnlifying Ute 
pollutanqs). 71us listing should be added to the Watch Lirt 
until lhepollldml(s) caking abnormal fish histologl, algae 
and high mliform -I islm identified. 

4.26.1 Many warn bod* in the Lob Angels region that are PI-rdn tothernponw forCnnnmtNo.9.7.I. NO 
dsrignatcd for water eontad -tion @EC-I) beneficial use 
an gated and fenced and have restricted public ae-. 
Dsrpitc the fan that -tion on thsx water bodies is I c s  
likely to -due to &etcd public access, impairment 
determinations wax madeon the basis of REC-I Beneficial 
Use. 

4.26.2 Chronic water quality c i s r i a  for aquatic life beneficial use Please refer to the response for Commmt No. 9.7.1. NO 
wen inappropriately vsed to determine impaimens for total 
and dissolved mrals in matte-lined channels. The use of 
acutc cntma a more appmpnav for thcrc rypcr of water 
bodnu TheSWRCB andRWQCBr should eond~ct a study to 
accsu the fcascanbnl~ty of amnment of aquattc Ibfs bcnsfict~l 
uw in conmeto-lined channels 

4.26.3 The SWRCB should re-investigate those water bodies 
marginally q a s s e d  the necedance citeria for impsimnt 
and place t h m  on the Wntch Lirt until sufficient data and 
informstion is developed to suppon listing. 

4.26.4 The SWRCB should include on its Watch List water bodies 
that were impaired due to pH, odor, eutrophication, dissolved 
oxygen, and toxicity until the Causes of thsc  impairments are 
identified. 

Ifwater qualily standards were exceeded they wereplacs an No 
the list. Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. G.10.6 
and G.II.21. 

Scvenl ofthsss wss of indicators are defined as pollutants in Y s  Volumslland 
the Clem Wata A d  or federal regulations. The indicator Ill, w m l  fact 
"pH" is spssifially defined as a "conventional" pollutant in shects relaled to 
CWA &ion 304(a)(4), along with BOD, suspended solids, low dissalved 
f sa l  m l i f o q  and oil and m e .  In addition, "heat" is oxygen 
included in the definition ofpollutant at40 CFR 122.2, and 
temperature is h e  marure of heat 

Fedcnl regulation (40 CFR 130.7@WI)) requirss listing of all 
uatcrs t b t  donot mcct any applmcable wnlaqualtty standards 
(taking ~ntornn~~dcmt~on ihceNecteetlvmerrofc~mtn cxtst~ng 
technology baud conrmk) Note that 40 CFR 130 7@)(3) 
defines applicable watsrquality s tandad to include "numeric 
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erituia, m t i v s  criteria, watsrbady -, d nntidepdation 
rrquirmxnh." Therefore, ifawtCIcrcdsanywa~gualiIy 
Snndard adapted and a w w s d  pum*mt a Se+fim 303, and 
lhetcchnology based mntml pmvirion is inapplicable, the 
nmmally lhe water body will be l i d .  The only m i n i n g  
finding c o n m r  Ihs i- of whether thestandards violation 
is caused in wi~ols or in part by lhe p m c e  ofoneor more 
pllUImb. 

EVA has mnsistmtly interpmed the Clean Wata A d  and i h  
implcmmting regulations as requiring 303(d) lirtingof watsrs 
impaired bypollulan6 o~charaeteristics o f p I I u h h .  For 
a m p l e ,  in 1978 EVA sated lhat "thedstamination of 
TMDb forparamcVrs which indicate the p-ncs of 
pollutan6 ... can be useful in ~ m i n  sihmtions and should not 
be excluded fmm wnrideration." (43 FR 60662, Dmmber 
28,1978). 

Dirrolvcd oxygen, turbidity, and temperamare d i m  water 
wlumn measurer of water quality characteristics addressed by 
water quality standards and which in excessive or insufieimt 
amounts, cause dimn impaimnt of aquatic life, drinking 
watcr, and mrestional/aeslhctic bmefieial uses. 

The 2002 U.S.EPA Integrated RcponGuidancecontemplafs 
the rihmtion where there is evidence of impairment but some 
question about whether a polluLlnt is causing or contributing 
to Ihs impairment. The guidance explains that "Ifa state or 
tmitory detcrmina lhat an [wafer body] does not m a t  a use 
based on biological information, and the impaimnt is caused 
or is SlvIpencd to be caused by a pollufant(s), the AV 
[asscument "nil] should be listed in Category 5 [It. Ihe 
section 303(d) list]. If the shte or lcrritory believes that Ihc 
impaiment is not caused by a pollutanI(s), the AU should bs 
listed in Category 4c [i.e. the list with watm lhat do not meet 
water quality standards and the problem is not due to a 
pollutant]." 

Changes have been made in several fact sheets related to 
dissolved oxygen lo reflect whether pllutanh are or 
conlribute to the identified ~mblsm. 

4.26.5 It is unclear on the miteria uud for an alternate program to be Please refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.8. Yes Voluw I, 
considerod acceptable for the correction of impairment. The Methadology 
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SWRCB should releare a lisl of all alternate mfomablc U d t o  Dcnb 
and establish the criteria for their u ~ c  to mrnct the Lirt 

impahmta. 

4.26.6 Waterbodieo that arc highly likely m be impaired due m Plcasc rder m the m p o w  to Comment No. G. 11.5. No 
nand sowtcs shouldbeplaasd on the Watch List until the 
www. ofthe pollution is liuthtr invaigated. 

4.26.7 mere was noemridaation given to thescasonal variation in Plsarc r d a t o  the Fuponse to Comment No. G.1121. No 
water quality Ulmu&ut the water guality a s t s m n t  
p-. Such consideration is -rial for accurately 
c W a i d n g  andunderstanding water body conditions of a 
waterbody. 

4.26.8 Clarification on how laboratory analytical results below Please refer Lo the rsspanss for Comment No. 4.15.7. No 
dnst ion limits (nondetsar) should be used in water quality 
aucummt. It appears thatthere was no mnsistsnt appmach 
used for evaluating nondetesei. 

4.26.9 The sommenter recommends, that ifthe eomspo~ding A value of400 mglL hardness is the default value prescribed No 
hardness Qm is not available m determine the appropriate in the California Torics Rule. 
objective fordiwlved metals, rwh data should be excluded 
horn the warnquality assessment until the n s s r ~ a r y  hardness 
data is eollectsd. 

4.26.10 The requirrmcnt o fa  minimum of tcn data pointa over a three Please refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.18. No 
year pnind for water quality-mmt in inadequate for 
i m p a i m t  deurminations. Mors dam should be analyzed 
overa longer petiad o f t i m  to reflect long-term wsonal and 
hydrologic patterns in waterquality. 

426.11 Fact sheets were only dwolopcd for water bodia added to or Please referto the response to Cnnment Nos. G.11.4 and No 
deleted fmmthe existing 1998 303(d) list The SWRCB and 0.1 1.12. 
RWQCBs should prepme fact sheets for the water bodies in 
the 303(d) listthat arc not added ordclctcd, but have new 
water quality dataand information eollsted during the listing 
cycle By not pmducing fm sheets forthoa water bodia,  
stakeholdens would not lolow ifdata eollsted during the 
listing cycle suppat and re-aerm existing listing decisions 
made in 1998. 

4.26.12 Los Angcles River R e d  I should be placed on the Watch P l e e  refer to the response to Comment No. 4.15.2. No 
List for totll aluminum beeawe: (I) Analysis was based on 
sample mllstsdonly during storm wents; (2) Most 
cxceedance oeeumd during the 97-98 storm season due to 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
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El, NiRo cffex3.s 

4.26.13 Las Angels River Rush  I should be placed on the Watch T k d a t a a p p n  adequate to list this wsterMypollutant No 
List for dissolved dnsbccnuse: I. Chronic water quality combination. PI- refer to the rrspons to CwMsnt Nos. 
critnion for aquatic life was inappropriately used to dctamine 4.15.2 and 9.7.1. 
impairnot in camete-lined segments; 2. Analysis was bawd 
on samples mllccced mly  during dom wen*, 3. Most 
excesdanca oscurrsd during the 97-98 stom-n due to 
El, Nitio e f f e .  

4i26.14 Lor Angela River Reach I should be placed on the Watch The data appean adequate to list this wsbrbady-pollutant No 
List for d i u o l v e d c o p p a ~ ,  I. Chronic water quality combination. Please refato the -11y to Co-t Nos. 
criterion for aquatic life was inappropriately used to de(amins 4.1 5.2 and 9.7.1. 
impaimnt in c o n e - l i n e d  segments; 2. Analysis was bawd 
on sampla mllcned only during storm events, 3. Most 
acedances onumd during the 97-98 stomstason due to 
El, Nirio effects. 

4.26.15 Las Angels River Reach I shnuld bc placed on thc Watsh The data a p p " ~  adequate to list this water body-pollutant No 
List for dissolved cadmimbeeause: I. Chronic water quality combination. Please refer to the w p o n x  to C o m t  Nos. 
criterion for aquatic life was inappmpristely used to dctaminc 4.15.2 and 9.7.1. 
impaimnt in conostelined segments; 2. Analysis was based 
on samplnmllatsd only during stormevsnts, 3. Most 
enccedanca awu@ during the 97-98 storm season due to 
El, NiRo effex3.s 

4.26.16 Dry Canyon C m k  - Lor Angela Riwr Watcnhed Reach 2 Plears refer to the response to Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
should bsdclirted for fceal e o l i f m  basuse m m t i o n  is less 
likely to ccmr in some rcgments ofthis reachdue to mlricted 
public aceerr. 

4.26.17 Dry Clnyon C m k  - Los Angels River Wahrrhed Reach 2 Please refer to the -nx to Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
should be placed on the Watch List for total selenium because 
chronic water quality criterion for v a t i c  life was 
inappropriately used to d*erminc i m p a i m t  in m a t e -  
lined segmenb. 

4.26.18 San Gabriel River Watershed Reach 2 should be placed on the The data ap- adequate to list this water My-pollutant No 
Watch List fordissolved zinc beeause: I. Chmnic warn combination. Please refer to the response to Comment Nor. 
quality eritcrion for aquatic life was inappropriately d to 4.15.2 and 9.7.1. 
dncmins impairment in concrete-lined segmmb; 2. Most 
exrredanea oecumd duringthe 97-98 storm season due to 
EI,Nkio cffcctr, 3. Only 13% of-Is ewecdedthe water 
quality objective. 
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4.26.19 San Gabriel River W a t m h d  Rash  2 s h d d  be placed on the The data ap- adequate to list this wabr badypollutanf No 
Watch List fordissalved eoppcr h u w ;  I. Chmnie water mmbination. FI- nfer to thc nrponrc to Commsnt Nm. 
quality Cn'terion for aquatic life was inappmpriately used to 4.15.2 and 9.7.1. 
d&nc i + m t  in mnmeblincd -LI; 2. Mmt 
n-dances anvrrd during the 97-98 storm season dus to 
El, NiEo effects 

4.26.20 Coy00 Creek - San Gabriel River Watnshed should be placed The data p r s  adequate to list this water bodypollutant No 
an the Watch List for d i i l v c d  rim: because; I .  Chmnic wntcr combination. P l a s  referto the responw to Conanent Nos. 
quality criterion for aquatic life was inappropriately used to 4.15.2 and 9.7.1. 
damnine impeimrnt in soncrcl5-lined xgments; 2. Analysis 
was based on samples collected only during stom events, 3. 
Mast aecedanea mumd during the 97-98 stom season due 
to El. N i h  effects. 

4.26.21 Coyote Creek - San Gabriel River Watershed should be placed The data appears adequateto list this water body-pollutant No 
on the Watch List for dinolved capper because; 1. Chmnic combination. Plsass referto the response to C o m n t  Nos. 
waterqunlity criterion for aquatic life was inappropriately 4.15.2 and 9.7.1. 
uwd to d n m i n e  i m p a i m  in eoneretolined segments; 2. 
Analysis was based on samples collected only during s tom 
evmts, 3. Mostcreecdana~ s c u d  during the 97-98 s tom 
season due to El, Nitio effects. 

4.26.22 Coyote Creek - San Gabriel River Watershed should be placed The dataappears adequate to list this water body-pollutant No 
on the Watch List for dissolved lead b e a u x ;  I. Chmnie water combination. Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. 
quality criterion foraqustic life was inappropriately used to 4.15.2 and 9.7.1. 
determine impaimnt in concret5-lined xgmmts; 2. Analysis 
was based on samples collntcd only during stom events, 3. 
Most cxcdanrn m u d  during the 97-98 stom season due 
to El. Nitio effects. 

4.26.23 Coyote C w k  - San Gabriel River Watershed should be placed The data appears adequate to list this water body-pollutant No 
on the Watch List for total s e l m i u m h u s e ;  I. Chmnie water combination. Please nfer to the response to Comment Nor. 
quality criterion for aquatic life was inappropriately ural to 4.15.2 and 9.7.1. 
demmine impairnot in conmete-lined scgmsnts; 2. Analysis 
was bascd on samples collected only during storm events. 

4.26.24 Slnlose Creek - San Gabrid River Watershed should be Please nfer to the response for Commmt No. 4.26.4. No 
placed on the Watch List for pH h u r e  pollutants cawing 
a b n o m l  oH levels wereunknown. 

4.26.25 Ballona Creek Watershed should be placed on the Watch List PI- refer to the response for Comment No. 4.26.4. No 
for pH kause pollutants casing abnormal pH levels were 
,."k"mvn 
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4.26.26 Bsllana Clod: Watershed shouldbe p l a d o n  the Watch List The data appearsadequateto list this water bodypollutant No 
fadirsolveddncbsrusc: I. Analysis was W o n  ssmpla combination. PI- refer to the- to Comment No. 
col laed oniy duing storm m t s ;  2. Only 13% of sample 4.15.2. 
or& the water qualityobjcetive. 

426.27 Ballona Ckek Watershed should be placed on the Watch List A value of4W mgnhnrdnes is thedefault value prscribsd No 
for dissolved coppsbecause: 1. Analysis was bued an in the California Toxics Rule. 
sample colleRed d y  duing stormevcnts; 2. When no 
hardnss datawas available, the default valveof4W mgl was 
used in the analysis to determine the objstive fordisolved 
CoPPer. 

4.26.28 Ballona Crak Watershed should be placed on the Watch List The data appears adequate to list this water body-pollutant No 
for dissolved lead because: 1. Chmnicwaterqualitycritaion combination. Please refer to the responseto C o ~ n m t N o s .  
for aquatic life was inappmpriately uJcd to determim 4.15.2 and 9.7.1. 
i m p a i m t  in conaetc-lined segmntr, 2. Analysis was based 
an samples collected only during storm events 3. Mast 
excadances during the 97-98 storm w a ~ o n  due to 
El, Nifio effsts; 4. Only 13% ofsampls ex& the water 
quality objaive; 5. Whcn no hardness data was available, the 
default valueof4W m a  was used in the analysis to 
denmine the objective for dissolved lead. 

4.26.29 Malibu L a p "  - Malibu Ckek Watershed should be placed Please refer to the response for Comment No. 4.26.4. No 
on the Wauh List far pH because pollutants causing abnormal 
pH lev& were unknown. 

4.26.30 Santa Clam River Rcnch 4 should be placed on the Watch List Please refer to the response for Comment N& 4.26.4. No 
for pH bocauss pollutsnbcausing abnormal pH lcvels were 
unknown. 

4.26.31 Santa Clara River Reach 3 should be placed on the Watch List Please refer to the response for Commsnt No. 4.26.4. No 
for pH bsauscpollutsnls causing abnnmal pH levels were 
unknown. 

4.26.32 Santa Clara River Raxh 3 should bedclisted for nitrite and After reevaluating the data with the ND values at half the Yes V0lwn ll, 
nitrate as nitmgen b e  nonMsstsd laboratory resultr MDL, the mwnmmdation has been changed. The wata Region 4 
wsrs not included in the data B S E C S S ~ ~ .  If nondetens were body should not k listed for this constituent. 
considered, only 9.4% afthe sampler would have been above 
the water quality objcetive as o p p d  to I I%. The fact s h a  was revised to include this mevaluation of data. 

-. 
4.26.33 Santa Clara River Reach 3 should be delisted for nilrite as When Regional Board staffreanalyzed the data mincluding Y e  V o h m l l ,  

nirmgm because -detected laboratorymltr wen not ND values at halfthe MDL, the reach does not exceed. Region 4,  
ineluded in thedata assessment. Ifnondnects wsrs 
considered, only 7% of the samplcr would have ban above The fast r h a  was revised to include this waluat ion of data. 
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the waterquality objdw ar o p p d  to 17%. 

426.34 Mdjrslh Lake should be placed on the Watch List for fecal Pleare refa to the -rise to C o m t  No. G.Il.5. No 
mlifann bscauw M e r  inwigation is ncsdsd to delemine 
ifthc feu1 s d i f m  -originates fmm naWd sou- 

4.27.1 The mmsntersnwuraps the SWRCB to disregard out of PI- refer to the rsrponss to Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
eonmt diszhargsr srgummts to de-designate beneficial uses 
a r p r t  ofths 303(d) liaing pmeu. 

4.27.2 Thecmcnterrtmngly suppais the SWRCB'suw of the Commentaeknwled@. No 
1998 303(d) list a sa  basis f a  the 2W2 list. It is illegal to 
place any w a r n  from the 1998 list on the 2WZ Watch Lirt 

4.27.3 The mmmcnter supports the SWRCB's additions to the 303(d) Commmt acknowledged. No 
list 

4.27.4 The mmmenter suppons the listing of MalibuCrrsk on the Comment admowledgsd. No 
303(d) list far sediment. Habitat dcsrmnion due to excess 
sediment in runoffhas bcm a shmnic problem for yean. 

4.27.5 The mmmmterddacr not supportthe SWRCB's p ropod  Please refertotheresponse to Comment No. 0.1 1.1 1. No 
aetiws to lia impaired water segmenu on three separate lirb: 
the Watch L i i ~  Section 303(d) Lirt, and the TMDL 
Completed List. 

4.27.6 The mmmcntcr d a u  not support the Watch List, especially Please nfer to the response to Comment No. G.10.6. No 
Watch Listing bassdupon whether pollutan(s) causing an 
impairment are known, or whether then is an alternative 
enforceable pmgram(s) in pmgreq or whether there is a 
TMDL in progress. 

4.27.7 The wmmmterdoes not support a separate list of "TMDL Please refer to tho mponss to Comment No. G.II.11. No 
completed". mere is no hasis in the CWA for &listing a 
wata body simply beeaw a TMDL h a s h  winen. The 
CWA mandates that impaired waters be listed, it does not 
grant EPA authorilyto allow states to remove w a r n  fmm the 
list while impairmenu mntinue. 

4.27.8 Given theavailable data that clearly dcmonrtmte The fact shed has bcm revised to reflect this comment Yes Volume 11, 
sedimentation impa innq  tho mmmcnter d m  not support Please referto the response to Comment No. 4.8.37. Region 4 
Watch Lining ofCall- Creek for sediment. The 
cammenter and others have submitted significant data about 
sediment impairments in this watershed 

~- 
4.27.9 The mmmcntcr docs not support the Watch Listing Concjo Please refer to response to Comment Nos. 4.8.37 and G.10.21. No 
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C d  Rsxh 98  - Clllsguas C d  Waleshed far unnstud 
foam and - bawd solely upon the fast hat the pollu(ant(s) 
that c a d  i m p m t  MI Mt idmtifisd The SWRCB 
should revise its 2M)2 303(d) listto include lhii impaired 
watabodv m the 303 ld) lid 

4.27.10 The commntsrdoc. not support Watch Listing Malibu Cold PI- refer to the -nsc to Commmt No. 4.8.32. 
C e k  fororlgaql?ased on thc fsn that fhe pollutant(s) Gmt 
eauscd i m p a i m 1  - not identified. The SWRCB should 
revis its 2002 303(d) l ir t to include this impaired water body 
on the 303(d) lid 

4.27.1 1 The wmmenter d m  wt support Watch Listing Domingun Plsase refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.8. 
Channel for toxicity, bssed solsly on the k t  that the 
pollutant(s) causing i m p a i m 1  was notidmtified The 
SWRCB should revise its 2002 303(d) list to include this 
imoaired wter  body on the 303 id) lia. 

4.27.12 The m m l e r  opposes Watch Listing L.A. Harbor- 
Consolidated Slip for arsenic, cadmium copper, mercury, 
nickel. disldtin. and toxaphme on the bass that an sllcmalivs 
pmgram (BPTCP) is in pmgrrs~. The list should bc mvtsled 
when placing the watn body on the 2002 303(d) list 

4.27.13 The mmmnter opposes Watch Listing Mffirath Lake Estuary 
fordieldrin on the basis that an alternative pmgram (BPTCP) 
is in p r o p s .  The list should be revisited when placing the 
water body on the 2002 303(d) list 

4.27.14 The eammenferoppe Watch Listing Dominguer Channel 
for copper on the basis that an altrmative p-m (BPTCP) is 
pmgrss. The list shouldbe revisited whm placing the water 
body on the 2002 303(d) list. 

4.27.15 The mmmsntsroppa~s Watch Listing Dominguez Channel 
E~fuarv for Chlnrdaneand PCPs on the h - i r  that an -. --, ~~ . ~ .~ - ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

alt-tivc pmgram (BPTCP) is in pmgrcss. Thc l irt should hc 
mvirttcd whcnplacingthe watn body on the 2002 303(d) list 

4.27.16 The commenleropposs Watch Listing San Gabriel River 
Estuary for wsh on the basis that an L.A.NPDES Stamwater 
Permit exim. The list should be misited whm placing the 
water body on Ule 2002 303(d) list 

4.27.17 The commcntcr opposes delisting on the basis that a TMDL is 

Please refer to the response to Comment No. 0.1 1.8. Yes V o l m  11, 
Region 4 

Please refer to the rerponx to Commnt No. G.lI.8. Yes volume 11, 
Region 4 

Please refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.8 Yes Volumc 11, 
Region 4 

Please nfcr to the response to Commmt Nos. G.11.8 and 
G.10.9. 

Please nfcr to the response far Comment No. 4.8.20. The 
trash information for the estuary were reevaluated and the 
water body is now recommmded for plassmmt on the 
~ani tor ing List. 

Please refer to the response to comment G.Il.1 I. 

Yes V0lumc 11, 
Region 4 

Yes velum 11, 
Region 4 
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mmple(ed and rcmmmnds misiting the list tolake ~ t n s  
off thelMDLmml*cd list and olace themon the 30316) list. 

4.27.18 X c c m m e n t a  rsm~nends Ihat in h s s  of pmof, h v h s r s  PI- &to the -rise for Co-t No. 4.8.22. Y a  
Calleguar Creek Anoyo Simi Reseh 7 impired for toxicity is 
not c a d  by pollutana, the SWRCB should placethis water 
segment on the Seetian 303(d) list fortoxicity. 

4.27.19 Onpap4,VolumsIofthcDmflReport"sou~eofpollutant" PlesscrefatothsraponsstoCommntNo.G.10.9. No 
(listing facmrU12) should be ddded fmm the lirt of fadom 
that the staffsawthev "mnddmd in d i n e  considerations.. 

4.27.20 On p g e 4 ,  Volume I of the Dmfl Report "availability of an Please referto the response to Comment No. 0.10.9. No 
alternstivs enforceable pmgram" (listing fanor #13) should be 
deleted fmm the linof factors that the staff says they 
"mnridcred in making mnsidcrations". 

4.27.21 The mmmmta is p l d  that the SWRCB chose to list Comment admowlcdged. 
Ballona Creek for Chem Gmup A afler the RWQCB 
re~mmsnded delisting on the basis of outdated NAS 
guidelines. 

4.27.22 The sommmter appmiatsr that the SWRCB staffpmvided Commmt acknowledged. 
the oppamity for public panisipation in the creation ofths 
2W2 303(d) liL. 

4.27.23 The eommenter suppolls the mnclusion that "once it hasbeen Comment acknowledged. 
shau~l  that slandards are achieved andlor beneficial uses u s  
beine attained the water bodies will be removed f m t h e  list". 

4.27.24 ~ ip i f i&nt  concern with the Watch List ir the lack offunds PI- refer to the response to eommmt G.10.2 
for RWQCBs to do the monitoring neeessaly to gel waters off 
s Watch List. Ifthe Slats is going to support8 Watch List, it 
is essential that adequate hrnding be available to support 
RWQCBs in evaluating w a r n  for inslurion on the 303(d) lirt 
ss soon as possible. 

4.27.25 The SWRCB should add aeolumn to the DraR Repon Volume PI- refer to the response to eonpent G.10.8. 
I, table 2 that briefly daeribes Ule reason for the delisting; 
these -tw should be made d i l y  available to the 
mncsmsd public 

Yes VohmrLTable 
2 

4.27.26 Clarification ofthe d i m i o n  in Volume I. Page 5 the "size PI- refer to the response to C o w  No. 0.10.15. Yes 
affected " values forthe 1998 lirt may change in the 2W2 list 
because of new G m  WBS data. Thew changer mun be 
summarized in a table in order to have meaningful public 

Responses-133 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

review and mmmsnt. 

4.27.27 "SWRCB Revinv ofthsRWQCB Remmnendslion' Volume The reasons for plssanmt on the Monitoring Lirtare Yep Val- 11. 
I Page 3, state that "thcdah and i n f o d o n  used to mppm mtained in fact shssb or in e s-0 table ofMonitoring Volum IU, 
the placement afthcw w a r n  on the Watch List m described List rsnmncndations. Vollumc VI, 
in the RWQCB staff rsport". What the Dnfl report d w ' t  Memodology 
say is the majority of that infonnatian can be found only in the wed to develop 
adminimalive Rcmrd in Sacnmento. the List 

4.27.28 There is no guidancc an what 'inruffisient information" PI- refer to the response lo Comment No. G.10.6. No 
means when used to place a water M y  on the Watch Lirt 

4.27.29 The mmmenm is m n d  about 36 water ssgmnlr Please nfcr to the response to comment 0.10.1 1. No 
p r o p a d  for delisling W a n  EDLs Icvclr. Grsam 
clarification in Ulc m t i v e  is n d e d  to explain that the 
delisting ofwatersegmats b d  on U ) L s  only eliminatsn the 
TMDL rsquiranat as it nlatw to amring healthy fish ti% 
in that re-L 

4.27.30 It is not proper in thecontext of Section 303(d) to dclist water Plcasc refer to the response to comment G.IO.11. No 
segments thal w m  wiginally listed based on EDLs unless 
affirmative information is offned to show that the water 
segment is not, in fan impaired. 

4.27.31 The mmmntcr is mnccmcd about delisting ofwater Please refer to the response to Commmt G110.12. No 
scgmenta based on either "outdated NAS guidelincr," "no 
guidelines," or "no dcfmdbleguidelina". Delisting for thee 
a w n s  is impmperconsidcring theCWA and ita implement 
regulations'bmad inclwion ofwater segments on the 303(d) 
list. The faet s h e  ragding thedelisting ofthese p r o w  
wata ssgmenta do not provide s statanent of "good cam" for 
not including these wafer segments on the 303(d) list. Nor is 
thereany discussion ofother information w data that may 
reveal whelherthewater segmcnb -in impaired. 

4.27.32 The mmmenterrupparto the State's commitment to develop a Comment acknowledged. No 
Listing Guidance palicy as rwn as v i b l e .  

4.28.1 PI- ineludenew rota1 and fecal wlifom data for McGmth The new f-l and total mliform data d o s  not mmpsl the No 
Beach in the 2002 303(d) list SWRCB or RWQCB staffto change the existing listing for 

high e o l i f m  count. 

4.28.2 PI- include new total and f-l mliform data for M a t h  Pleas refer to the response to Comment No. 4.28.1. No 
take in the 2002 303(d) lisf. 
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4.28.3 The SantaClnn Estuary BsachlSurfds Knoll war l i d  The namsaf the water body ha been h g s d  in the fast rhs*. Ya VohuncII, 
originally in Ihe 1998 303(d) lisl forsolifoma. Region 4 Region 4 
rmrmmcnded delirsngthis Werbdy.  HOMW, an the 
website, the Santa Clam Estwry k h  is M far 
delistin& but it's pseudonym, Surfds Knoll is not shorn in 
the 2002 l i a  PI- nmstthis ,  so there is no confusion and 
no one thinks that Surfer's Knoll is still listed for mlifoms. 

428.4 Please h g e  the " a m  or refer McODth Lake E m q  to The c h m ~  ha been mads. Yss Volume 11, 
Mffirsth Lake. The McOrath Lake Estuary ir not lid as an Region 4 
estuary in the Region45 Basin Plan. 

4.29.1 The RWRCB includes additional data which son be used to PI- refer to the response to Comment No. 4.1 1.3. Yes Volumc 11, 
delis1 Mandalay Beach h m  the 303 (d) list for REC-I Region 4 
Beneficial Use impairment due to beach elasurrs h m  high 
coliform bacteria counts. This new datashould be included in 
the 2002 303(d) analysis for a completereview of Mandalay 
Bash. 

4.30.1 The commentaasks for support in integrating the CWA Please refer to the response to comment G.11.9. No 
303(d) list amendments with the McOmth Lake Watershed 
pmeers. The integration ofboth effonn will optimize results 
from muNal effom toachieve long-term, sustainable water 
quality impmvements at MeGrath Lake. The SWRCB should 
maintain thecumnt "high"" priotity and the 2002 sun date 
for the M&th Lake pcsticide/rediment TMDL and njm the 
recommendation to l o w  these TMDk to "medium" priority 
and delay the stm work until 2004. 

4.30.2 The SWRCB should xhedule the new McGmth Lake f s a l  RWQCB staff are prepared to start on this TMDL as early as No 
Coliform TMDL to coincide with the w m n t  T m e e  2002 and to rtart coordination with the Watershed Comminss 
Council's w t m h e d  p m a s  in order to allow time for the no later than 2004. 
f s a l  mliform uerrdanes to be studied, u t i d m t d  and 
addressed by the watmhed p u p .  

4.31.1 The fomenter  supporn several new elements of the water Comments acknowledged. No 
qualityasxrmmd. including the Watch List andthc TMDL 
Completed List. The mmmentsralso support the decision to 
delist or Watch Lisl when: (1) an altmativs enforceable 
program is in place, (2) aTMDL is in progress, (3) an 
exceedarise was observed in a single sample or limited data 
were available to determine impairment, (4) usssdsncc of 
standards was due to natural backpund conditions, (5) the 
muse of impairment or st-r was unknown, (6) QA 
pmccdurcs were not adhered to during data 

Responses-135 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

m l l ~ d m l y s i s ,  snd (7) -t data r h w  that them is no 
impiinnent of bsncfsial user andlor that w e r  quality 
standnls M being mcr Also. we ruppoti the delisling of 
ti-= i m p i m t a o ~ g i n a l l y  pland on the list solely on 
sxcssdancm of EDLs. 

4.31.2 Lilc cffnt h a s h  made to review listings fmm the 1998 PI- refer to the rapow to m m a t  G.11.12. No 
303(d) list and romsaf thme listingr ham the 1998 303(d) 
have bcm& ow~onto the 2002 303(d) list. The 
SWRCB rhwld athe wry least mnsidn changs to the 1998 
303(d) list whas  i n f o d o n  has bcm submitted to 
dawnrLIPte that sitherthe water quality standard is now being 
attained, an altemativeenforceable program is in place or the 
b s i s  of the listing was inadequate. 

4 3  1.3 TMDLdevclopmt in the Las Angsles Region is subject to a Please refer to the mpm to C h m t  No. G.19.4. No 
Consat Decree which imposes a schedule of TMDL adoption 
within the next several yearn. The SWRCB should reconsider 
TMDL development scheduling and q u e s t  clarification on 
how the SWRCB p l m  to address these scheduling deadlines. 

- 
4.31.4 In cases where there is uncenainty about the listing some will Plcasc refa to the respnse to Comment No. 0.1 1.21. No 

argue that the state should take the pmcautionary approach 
and should list whenever t h m  is any chance that there might 
be an impairment. The SWRCB should be sure that each 
listing is baxdon r ipow scientific evidenceand legally 
supportable water qualify standards before the water body is 
l a d .  

4.31.5 For waters placed on the Watch LiJt additional shldies andlor Comment acknowledged. No 
monitoring should be conducted as necessary. S p i a l  shldies 
or follow-up monitoring may be needed to dstmnine if an 
impainnat ml ly  exits or to determine what conditions andlor 
pollutants an cdusinga pmhlun. In other eases, monitoring 
data may not be d c i e n t  to determine if werqllalify 
standards an being attained. For eases where a water bady is 
placed on the Watch List& an alternative program is in 
placeor planned, mnitoring would he needed to verify that 
the alternative enforceable program has bmught about 
attainment of water quality standards. 

4.31.6 Given the limitd rssources for the development and Comment acknowledged. 
implementation dTMDL$ it is impoltant for the State to 
conrmtrate an thw water bodis when problem are 
dosumntd and undastood and whsrs TMDL is the 

Responses-136 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

appmpriate fool to solve the pmblem 

4.31.7 The Clan R i m  R a r h  8 lishng fororgrnis snrichmsnfflow A p .  Ye3 V o b  11, 
DO should be dslistcd beam -nt data show stlninmnt Region4 
ofwatsr quality rtandards. 

4.31.8 The Clan R i m  Rsach 8 lishng for nimte and nitrite should A p .  yes ~ o l u m c ~ ~ ,  
bedslirtedbssauw -t data show attainment of water Region 4 
quality standards. 

4.31.9 The Santa Clara R i m  Rsach 3 lirting for nitrite as nitrogen Based on the available data and infomation, SantaClara Ys volumen, 
should be placed on the Watch List beaux mrrcnt data show River Reach 3 has not been placed on thcpmpmcd s d o n  Region 4 
attainment ofwater quality standards. 303(d) list for nihte. 

4.31.10 The Santa Clara River Rsach 3 listing for nitrate and nitrite This water body-pollutant combination is not pmposed to be Yes VoIwne 11. 
s h d d  be plaadon the WaVh List beaus of i-ffieicnt placed on the seetion 303(d) list. Region 4 
basis to list 

4.31.11 Coyote Crak  lirting far ammonia should be mved to thc Agra. This water bodypollutant combination should be Yes Volum 11, 
Watch List bceause altmative entomable program is in place. placed on the Enforceable Pmgrams LisL Region 4 

In 1995, seven water Veatment planfs lhat discharge into the 
San Gabriel River watershed and lhe Snnta Clara River 
watershed received NPDES permita requiring compliance with 
the water quality objenive forammonin. All seven ofthere 
pemifs require4 compliance by June 12,2003 for the 
receiving water limifs. Installation ofnihfieation and 
denitritieation facilities at each of thew plane has bscn 
p u d .  These nnv treatment facilities are anticipated to be 
operational by June 12,2003. 

The majority of ammonia in the Los Angela River is 
contributed by Publicly Owned Tmtmmt Work (POTWs) 
T h e a m n i a  loading to the San Gabriel Riverwatmhed is 
probably dominated by ammonia loading horn P O W s  
h a u s e  both watersheds have similar land use p a u r n .  

Pilot studies show that the new facilities will likely comply 
with the ammonia water quality standard. In addition, toxicity 
downsmam fmmtwo of the plants has bm, atvibutcd to the 
high mnccnlrations of ammonia. If a m n i a  is reduced, Ulc 
toxic conditions will likely diminish as well. Consequently, 
compliance with the WDES permit will comet the identifled 
pmblm. 
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T k  fact sheets will bemodified to include thk information 
andthe mmmmdatian will.bechanged to inelude this wnm 
body-palhdant mmbination ofthcEnf-ble Rograrnn List 

4.31.12 The SanGabriel River Reach 1 and 2 listing for m o n i a ,  PI- referto the rsponse for Cawnmt No. 4.31.1 1. Yes V o h  11, 
should be mowdto the Watch List because altanative Region 4 
enforaablc pm- is in place. 

4.31.13 San fmstleck Reach I and 2 listing for ammonia should be Please referto the rsponse for Comment No. 4.31.1 I. Yes V o ~ I I ,  
m o d  to the Watch List because altmrativs enforceable Region 4 
mprsm is in rrlacc. 

4.31.14 The Santa Clara Riwr Reach 7 and 8 listing for ammonia Please refer to the rsponse for C o m n t  No. 4.31.1 I .  Yes Volume 11, 
shouldbe moved to the Watch List because nl tmtivc Region4 
mfo-blcpmpm is in place. 

4.31.15 The Rio Hando R e ~ h  I and 2 listing for ammonia should be Please rcfa to the rsponse to Commrnt No. 4.31.1 1. Yes Volum 11, 
moved to the Watch List b u s e  altunativs snforssabls Region 4 
urnpram is in ulasc. 

4.31.16 The San Gabriel River Estuary listing for ammonia should be Please &r to the response to Comment No. 4.31.1 1. Yes V o l m  11, 
moved to the Watch List t eause  altcmative enforceable Region 4 
program is in place. 

4.31.17 The Santa Monica Bay Ofkhore and Nearrhore Zone llsllng Data far the nine metals in sediment and tissue have bem Yes Volumc 11, 
for sediment toxicity, silver, chromium, lead, DDT, and PCBs reevaluated and there is -n to remove these metals listings Region 4 
in tissue; cadmium, copper, lead, mncury, nickel, zinc, DDT, fmm the -tion 303(d) list. Fast she*$ for each of these 
PCBs. chlordane. and PAHr in sediment; DDT and PCBs firh metals have k e n  developed. For the other substances, please 
canmption should be moved to the Watch List t eause  some refer to the rsponsc for Commsnt No. 0.1 1.12 
listings are based on EDLs; a l tmt ivs  enforceable progmm 
are in  lace and some listins were based on insufficient data. 

4.31.18 The Coyate Creek listed for abnormal fish histology should k Please refer to the mponse for Comment No. G.Il.12. No 
m o d  to the Watch List because st-r is unknown. Also, 
there is no nanativs vanslator and further a s ~ s s m m t  is 
needed. 

4.31.19 The San Gabriel River h a r y  listing for abnormal fish Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.II.12. No 
histology shouldbe moved to the Watch List because rvcssor 

P 
isunhown. Also, there is no narrative vanslator and further 
assessment is needed. 

01 4.31.20 The San Gabriel River Reach I listing for abnormal fish Please referto the response for Commcnt No. G.11.12. No 

- h) histology shouldbe moved to the Watch Lirt because t m s o r  

41 
is unko-. Also, t h m  is no nanative translator and further 
-mnt is needed. 
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4.3121 The San Gabriel Rim Reach I and 3 listing for toxicity Plcrserefertotherr~ponx f o r C o m n t  No.4.31.11. Yes Vohuo 11, 
should be moved O the WaWl List bsauss the smrror is Rsgim 4 
unknown AID, alternative mf-blep-m is in place 
and further nucumsnt is needed. 

4.31.22 The Walnut h k  listing for toxicity should be moved to the Please rrfcr to the reoponw for Comment No. 0.1 1.12. No 
Watch List b u r s  t h e r ~ i s u n l m o w n .  Also, an 
alternative mfomabls p m p m  is in place and fwther 
asxsnnsnt is needed. 

431.23 The Coyote Cntk listing for toxicity should be moved to the Please refer to the response for Comment No. 4.31.1 1. Ycr Volumcll, 
Watch List befause the r k o r  is &own. Also, an Region 4 
alternative e n f o d l s  p m p m  is in placeand further 
assessment is ncsded. 

4.31.24 TheCoyMc Cnck listing for algasshould be moved to the Changing the listing for algae is not supported by the data and No 
Watch List b u s c  the shssorisunlnown. Also, an information in the administrative rmd. Please refer to the 
alternative mf-blc program is in place and further response forCommcnt No. 4.31.1 I .  
w m e n t  is needed. 

4.31.25 The San Gabriel River Reach I listing for algae should be Changing the listing for algae is not supponed by the data and No 
moved to the Watch List b u s e  the strrswr is unknown. information in the administrative w d .  Please refer to the 
Also, an alternative mforcsablepmgram is in place and rerponw forCammnt No.4.31.11. 
funher a~~esrrnsnt is needed. 

4.31.26 The San low Creek Reach I and 2 listing far algae should be Changing the listing foralpc is not supported bythsdata and No 
moved to the Watch L i r t b u x t h s  st-r is unknown. information in the administrative mod. PI- refer O the 
Also, an alternative cnfotccable p m p m  is in place and response for Comment No. 4.3 1.1 1. 
funher asscsvncnt is needed. 

4.31.27 The San Josc Creek Reach I listing for pH should be moved to The identity of the cause of this pollutvlt is not a nsssssary No 
the WaWl List becam the cause of impaimnt is unknown. condition for listing. Please refer to the q m s e  for 

Comment No. 4.26.4. 

4.31.28 The San loseCreek Reach 2 listing f a  pH shmld not be listed Please nfer to the response to Commmt No. 4.26.4. No 
b u s e  mmnt  data show atlainmsnt ofwater quality 
standards. 

.29 The Coyote Creek listing for copper, lead, zinc, dissolved The metals data for Coyote Creek included 21 samples for No 
selenium should be moved to the Watch List besaw t h m  is copper and 27 samples each for lead, zinc, and seleniwh The 
inmfficimt datato list and the data is not temporally sire ofthe data set is mficicnt, and the water body should be 
rep-ntative. listed far the eonstihlmls. 

4.31.30 The San Gabriel River Reach 2 listing far dissolved copper, The metalsdata for San Gabriel Cresk Reach 2 includd 27 No 
end zinc should be m o d  to the Watch List because there is samples for copper and 28 samples for zinc. The sirs of the 
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i d e i e n t d a t a t o  list and thcdata is not rrrnporally data s* is sufident and the water body should be listed for 
rrasenmtivc. the mnstihlats. 

431 31 Ths Snnta Clam R ~ M I  R e d  3 l~rung for ntmte and nlmte Based on thcnwlablc dau and mfomtxon. Santa Clara Ye3 V0lumc 11, 
should be dclnsted becausc thns am no ~mpaomxnl of Rwcr R e &  3 h not be placed on the p m p d  smlon Regtm 4 
beneficial usa. 303(d) list for nilrats and nitrite. 

4.31.32 The San Gabriel River Esfuary listing for atsenis in tisue Comment acknwledgcd. No 
rhwld be & l i d  baaux there is no MTRL for arsenic 

4.31.33 I h  W e C r e e k  lining fmsilver intissue should bedclirtcd PI- rcfamihcrrsponw t o h m c n t  No. 0.10.1 1. No 
becaw EDkarenot  a valid assessmat guideline. 

4.31.34 The Santa Clara River Rsach 7 and 8 listed for chloride should Please refato response to Comment G.Il.12. No 
bc delirtsd because the listing was b d  on a non-CWA goal 
and there is no l s ~ a l  authoriwm list ofl-Jfnam sxiainz m. 

4.32.1 What psriod oftime is the RWQCB evaluating for the This c o m m t  is faeuwd on statements in r draft TMDL No 
Mffirath A m  Pathogen TMDL? Section 2.1 of the "McGrath documcnL Many of the proposed listings for bacterial 
A m  Pathogen TMDL-DmR Document" states, "Elevated indicator have been reevaluated. Plsas  referto the raponse to 
concentrations of fefal coliform andlor total colifarm, are comment Nor. 4.1 1.3 and 0.1 1.8. Ifno new information was 
causing impaimrent ofthe REC-I beneficial use ofMcGrafh provided for a waterbdy the 1998 listings not cvsluatsd 
Beach and MeGreth Lake. The data indicates that that have for change. 
been only a few paatings along the MsOrath Beech since 1999 
and the majority of thow have b a n  during, or ass  result, of 
rainfall events and there has been no posting5 along MaGrath 
Beach, so far, in 2002. 

4.32.2 What is the RWQCBs ju~tification for using the term This comment is focused on statements in a draR TMDL Yes Volume 11, 
excessive? Senion 2.1 ofths MsGrath Area Pathogen TMDL- document Many of the pmpased listings for hctcrial Region 4 
DraR D o c u m t  s tam that, "McCrath and Mandalay Beach indicatw have k e n  revaluated. Please refer to the r a p o n r  to 
arealso impaired by an excessive number of beach cl-. comment Nos. 4.1 1.3 and 0.11.8. lfno new information war, 
The data shows (OWQMP) that since 1999, only oneof our provided for a W e r b d y  the 1998 listings w m  not evaluated 
four rampling laeations along MeGrath and Mandalay Beach for change. 
wsr closed. This site was closed due to a sewage spilllrelease 
forfourday fmm IRS-lR9, thisdoesnot -to bean 
excessive m b e r  of clasurs. 

4.32.3 The RWWB should pmvidc a list or table of sampling This comment is fosuwd on statements in a draflTMDL Yes Volume 11, 
loeations anddata, standards and c r i t c r i a , d  to evaluate and doewnmt. Many of the proposed listings for bacterial Region 4 
justify the listing of McGrath and Mandslay Beaches on the indicator have been reevaluated. Plsas  refer to the raponw to 
303(d) list and the n d  for nTMDL. comm Nos. 4.1 1.3 and 0.1 1.8. Ifno new information wsr 

provided for a water body, the 1998 listings w m  not 
evnluatcd for change. 
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4.32.4 Is thewater quality at McOrath and Manday a unique This co-t is f auwd on mMXnls in a M T M D L  Ysr Vohunsll, 
situation h t  in fact, n& a TMDL or is the warnquality danunmt Many ofthe pmposed listings forbamrial Region 4 
similar to otha beachs?TXe RWQCB p m t  information in indicator baw bem waluated. Please refer to the-- to 
S h o n  2.7 in tbe M&th A m  Pa+ TMDL-hm comment Nos.4.11.3 andG.11.8. I fnonnvinfomrat imw 
W m m t  in r table, to include but na limitedto,the time pmvide6 for a water body the 1998 listings was not ~ a h m t e d  
M o d  evaluated, a i l a h  and s tandah Wsq sample for change. 
laeations dates sampled complete -Its data, identification 
of data SOWCS, closure &leZ, m N  forslosures, wet 
weathapaids. d5. Aftathe table is developed, the 
RWQCB should povide infomtioo that mm- the wata 
quality atM&th a d  W a y  withothabuchss in 
Ventura Countyand southern Cdifornia. 

4.32.5 Has a r e f m e  s i t e k n  vlsstsd for Vsntwa County This comment is f-d on Etrtsmsntr in a dratlTMDL 
beaches? lfso, who made his  rslcnion and how, orrwhat, d r m m t  Many of the pmpored listings far badcia1 
miteria were u s d  in makingthis delamination? The "Beach indiaor  have bem waluated. Pleax refato the rssponx to 
Closure" Seetian of the McOTath Area Patho~en TMDL-DraR comment Nor. 4.1 1.3 and G.11.8. Ifno new information was 
Doeumnl, pp9, discuses a "designated refsktces rite". pmvided for n water body the 1998 listings wns not svaluatsd 

for chance. 

Ysr V0lum 11, 
Region 4 

4.33.1 The reearnination 0fNsry listing included on the 1998 list PI- rcfa to the response to CommentNo. G.11.12. No 
may not be porsibls at this time for practical reasons, as a 
policy mancr, the SWRCB should at the very Is& mnrida 
making changes to the 1998 list where it can k demonstrated 
that either the wata quality standard is now king  attained, an 
altcmatlve enforceable p o w  is in place to addrnr the 
pmblcq or that theongnal basts ofl,sttnguas tnadsquats If 
the SWRCB d o a  na condm ths rsvmv, thc outcome w~ll bc 
inconsistencies fmmonc placs to another, delays while listing 
and TMDL developmt effom sre challenged, and a 

4.33.2 Fact sheets sre needed for all linings far all water bodies, not PI- refer to the raponx to Comment No. G.11.12 
just changes in the list Thss fastshestr should be updated 
periodically, xl the public can be better informed on the status 
ofmsons for listing, TMDLdevclopmenl, irnplemntation of 
various scientific studis. Fast sheetsplay an impomnt mle, 
as they provide the mionale for placing wata bodies on or off 
the 303ld) lia. 

4.33.3 T h m  are listings carried o v a  fmm 11s 1998 lid (e.g. Burbank Please refa.to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
Western Channel listed for odor and seum/foarn) with no 
identified pollutanL Such water bodies should k removed 
form the list, or placed on the watch list for funher data 
gathering to dctcrmins whcthcr the impairment is caused by 
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pollu6onorpolluImtr. This ap* isconsislentwith the 
2002 listing pmasrthatthc SWRCB hasconducted in v h c h  
st- without &smhld identified pollutank,s%whas 
algae and taxiciry, e i k n o t  linedor p W o n  the 
warch list until a pollutant was identified (i.c. umaaral fosm 
and sewn on Conejo Creek R9B and nlgac on Cold C& in 
the Malibu C m k  &a&ed). 

4.33.4 The 1998 303(d) list show hat  the Buhank Wertrm Channel Please refato the -ns to Comment No. 0.1 1.12. 
as impaired far cadmium Data w submitted dati that 
s h o w  mnitaing over thepast year d m a n s w l s  the 
attainment ofwaar qualily mndards for cadmium. The data 
m& the rsquirsmsntr for fully ~pport ing presented by the 
RWQCB in their mff q t l  on the 303(d) list Keeping this 
pollurn on the list will d l  in an unn-sary TMDL, 
wasted time and misspent rmney. 

4.34.1 The mmmmtcr is wneemed that the basin plans mntain Plssrs refer to the m p o n x  to Commsnt Na 9.7.1. No 
bmeficial usedesignations and water qualily objenives that 
MR formulated with minimal (or no) wnsideration of the 
fanors mandated by Senion1 3241 of Porter-Cologne. Two 
factors o f p a t e r t  wnecm an a a n o ~ e  considerations nod 
the need for developing housing within the region. The basin 
plan contains detailed cwnmie  analysis related to wastewater 
tmtmmf b u t d a s  not add- economic analyses related to 
theeontml of "onpoilu sowces, urban runoff, andlor 
stormwater, nw d o s  it add- the regiom housing needs. 

Comments 2-9 add- m m m w  on LA Basin Plans, 303(d) 
lining p m a s  in a lmer submined from Susan Pau lse~  
Rasarch Ssimtist with the Envimnmenfal Dcfense Sciences 
dated 6/13/02, ofwhich we support. 

4.34.2 Commcnb hnn the Environmental Dcfcnx Science W i n  to Please referto the response to C o m m t  No. 9.7.1. 
mmmcndation from thc NRC forthcTMDL and 303(d) 
listing p m e a  and review ofthe LA Buin Plan. These 
comment are an attachment to a lu tn  submined and 
supported by M~ehael LNI fmm thcCon~wetion Industry 
Coalition on Wala Quality (Comment Letter 4.34). 

EPA should approve theuseof a preliminary list and an action 
instead ofonc 303(d) list. It might be appropriate lo re- 
evaluae snns ofthe 1998 303(d) listing to determine if 
Watch List s t am is appmpriae, especially whne attainability 
analyses (UAAs) would be appropriate. UAAs may k madl 
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effective ar it plains to i ~ l f f i d a t  wiatific evidence to 
suppnt thsdcrignated bcncficisl use. 

4.34.3 C o m b  fmm h e  E n v i m m l a l  Defense Science p d n  to Please refer to the ~ponse ra Cnnment No. 0.9.9. No 
raammndation fmm theNRC for& TMDLand 303(d) 
listing pmssuand review of the LA Basin Plan. These 
commnt arc an attachmcnt to B I- ~ h m i u e d  and 
supported by Michasl Lrwis fmmthe C o n m i a n  lndushy 
Coalitionon Wster Qurlity(Cnnment Lmer4.34). 

The evaluation ofdataand evidence a f a  violation pcltaining 
to m m t i w  standah forwnstitoents (i.e., frarh, sediments 
and toxicity) should not be exclusively used for placing water 
bodies on an aslion list It would be moreappmpriate to use a 
Watch List, w k n  using subjectivity in applying and enforcing 
nanative standards, until a banslator to a numeric standard 
muld b e d e v c l d  forthe relevant listinp.. 

4.34.4 Comments fmm the Envimnmntsl Dcfcnrc Science pcmin to Comment acknowledged. No 
reommadation fmm the NRC for the TMDL and 303(d) 
listing pmecss and review ofthe LA Basin Plan. These 
comment arc an attachmat to a leua submined and 
supported by Michael Lnxis fmm the Consmction Industry 
Coalition on Water Quality 
(Comma1 Letter 4.34). 

The 303(d) list should be based upon water quality criteria 
that are clearly defined in terms of frequency, magnifude and 
duration. In arda to have successful .These factors 
(fnqusncy, magnitudeand duration) ofwater quality 
standah will wt the slag5 for successful development and 
implamtation of appmpriate mfmeahle TMDLs. 

4.34.5 Comments fmm the Olvimnmntal Defense Science pertain to Please referto Ihe response to Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
mcmmendation fmm the NRC forthe TMDLand 303(d) 
listing p- and review ofthc LA Basin Plan. These 
comment are an attlchmcnt to a leamsubmitvd and 
supported by Michael Lmvis from the Consmdion lndurtry 
Coalition on Water Quality (Comment Lmr4.34). 

The following factom had minimal or od consideration when 
designating bensficial used and water quality objectives in the 
LA Basin Plan: 

I. Past, presmt, and pmbabls fufun beneficial u c  ofwater. 
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. ... .. 
3. Wahrqualitysonditions thatcould reasonably beashiwed 
lhmugh the mordinated confml of all factors which affsf 
whr quality in the m. 
4. Eeanomis mns ih t ions .  
5. The need fordeveloping housing within the region. 
6. The n d  todewlap and use -led water. 

4.34.6 Canncntr from the Envimnmmal Defaue Sci ina pertain to PI- refer to the -me to Commnrt No. 9.7.1. No 
mommndation fmm the NRC f a  the TMDL and 303(d) 
lining - and review of the LA Basin Plan. Thcrs 
comment are an attachment to a lmersubmined and 
supported by Michael Lewis fmm the C o n m i o n  lnduslry 
Coalitim on Water QuPlity(Commcnt Letter4.34). 

The RWQCBr perfom use aminability analyses to equivalent 
f a a h  bebeneficial u ~ a  dsignaled in Basin Plam. 
Bsnsfisial uses whsrs then is insufficient scientificor 
technical support and f a  whish UAA should be m n s i d d  
such as: 
I .  MUN, whac no municipal use ofwam has aeeunnl in 
reant part or future. All lining based upon MUN designation 
with an asterisk should be m v c d  fmm the 303(d) list. 
2. REC-I, designation for channels whcn such is unlikely 
3. REC-2 designations whne water contact and ingestion are 
highly unlikely. 
4. Habitat designations in area where habitat is minimal or 
seasonal 
5. Potential benetieial use designation. 
These listings should be m m e n d e d  to Watch List stam 
until UAAs can be preformed. SWRCB and RWQCBs 
should dedicated effort to the process of pcrfoming UAAs 
and baring dsignationupon a round technical and scientific 
basis. 

4.34.7 Comments fmm the Envimnmentsl Defense Seiena pertain to Please refer to the response to Comment No. 9.7.1 
recommendation fmm the NRC for the TMDL and 303(d) 
l i n g  pmcrs  and review of the LA Basin Plan. These 
comment an an atraduncnt to a lmer submined and 
supported by Michael Lswis fmm the Construction Industry 
Coalition on Water Quality (Comment Lsttsr 4.34). 
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Watch Listthose 303(d) listings that are barrdupon wata 
quality o b j a t i v s t h a t ~  applied to mnditions for which t h y  
were not originally intmded, 

4.34.8 G m m a f s  horn the Olvimnmental Defense Scicna pertain to PI- ref= to the-nse to Cammat No. 9.7.1 
w m m n d a t i a n  f m t h e  NRC for the TMDL and 303(d) 
listine- and review of the LA Basin Plan. These -. 
eammcm are an a(taehmnt to a lcrtn submtned and 
suppond by Mnchael Lam fmm the Conmunnon Industry 
Conlltion m WaurQmlnty(Comms Lener4 34) 

Place water bodies on a Watch List for the 303(d) listings 
based up mtivesfandards, at least until a suitable translator 
to a nu& srandiud can be- develoced. 

4.34.9 Comma& fmm tho E~vimnmsntal Def- Science pertain to Please ref" to the response to ~ o t i n c n t  NO. 9.7.1 
recommendation horn the NRC for the TMDLand 303(d) 
listing p- and review ofthc LA Basin Plan. Thee 
mmmmt are an attachmat to a letter submitted and 
supported by Michael Lewis fmm the Consmnion Industry 
Coalition on Water Quality (Comment Lmcr 4.34). 

The SWRCB should nqucstlhat the RWQCB w i c w  sach 
Regional Basin Plan, with particular f- on designated 
beneficial uses and water quality obj-ivs, prior to adding 
water bodies to the final 303(d) list 

4.35.1 Basedon the -nt submission of acquired data, the SWRCB PI- refa to the response to Comment No. G.II.12 
should m v e  the appliealion of the TMDL priority for 
Monmvia Canvon Creek. 

4.36.1 The mmmmn~opposes the RWQCB recommendation to Please & to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
--over the 1998 listings in the Santa Monica Bay for 
inmrparation into the 2002 submittal to USWA. Santa 
MonicaBay is too large w d  d i v a  a water body to be 
defined as a single water s p e n t  for the pwpo~e of making 
impainnmt b i n a t i n r s .  Instead, it is more appropriate to 
either delist the Bay bawdupon doewnenfstion in the 1998 
administrative neon3 or list smallerdisereB are- within the 
Bay that meet theestablished impairment criteria. The Bay 
was l i d  for s e d i m t  toxicity by the BPTCP. The toxic 
s e d i m t  footprint identified mvers only I5 square miles on 
the Palos Vcrds Shelf. Listing decisions based on laealirrd 
sediment toxic hot spo6 shauld apply to the specific anas 
where the sediment toxicity data originate horn. 
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4.36.2 The relationship Wwem d m 1  toxicity, Ihe conantrations PI- refer to the rcrponrs far Commnt No. 0.1 1.12. No 
of listed water column pollutant% and i m p a i m t s  ofthc 
b m f ~ i a l  uss in lhe Bay has not been established If such 
evidmec =it$ the RWQCWs adminirtntive recod s h d d  
set fonh the d d c m  h t d m n r t r a t e s  a TMDL "emran to 
either prevmt M a  i m p a i m t  or allow -very of 
sediwns. 

4.36.3 Withmpacttoeumntdfuhlnd~gaintoIheBay,thc Pleascrefatothcresponsefor&~nsntNo.G.11.12. NO 
listinp dosr mI idcntifycanccntratians in Ihs w ~ t e r m h  
that would s i thvsxnchatc  sediment contunination or impair 
m w r y o f  stdimens. The w r d  should identify the 
conccntntiom at which the lisM subslancs will stay in the 
watsrcolunn w, that they do not eonfributc to M c r  
sedimnt conlnmimtion. 

4.36.4 There is no evidmss that impmition ofTMDLs will mitigate Please refer to the rsponx  for Comment No. G.Il.12. No 
the pea i s l ing  sediment contamination. The d m m t  
contamination is in a largeprrt the subject of current 
pmceedings under the Comprehensive Environmmtal 
Response Compcmtion and Liability A n  (CERCLA). 
CERCLA is a more appropriate slamtory baris for nsponding 
to such sediment pollution i s u e  than M i o n  303(d) of the 
CWA. 

4.36.5 The mmmsnter supports the WSPA c o m n t s  to the Board Comments acknowledged. No 
regarding the statewide listing policy and incorporates than 
by reference in this submittal. 

4.37.1 ExaetduolicDteaf IstterNo. 4.27. Please refer to all reswnses to comments for letter No. 4.27. No 

.I The commentsr is subminingthc Contaminated Sediment The RWQCB used much of the data contained in the CSTF No 
Task Force (CSTF) Databas for consideration as the SWRCB databaa during the m n t  wataquality arrssment 
nvinur the 303(d) list of water quality limited semh.  evaluation or during pastreviews (t.g., Bay emtsctiion and 

Toxic Cleanup program monitoring data, sedimsnt 
eharactaiution sNdic, for the Lo$ Angeles River Eshlaty, 
and Ballona C m k  entrance channel). Bight 98 scdimcnt 
chemistry data was not used for coastal bays, ports, marinas, 
and esmaris for the 2002 water qualityassssmmt because 
the final rrpon has not besn complsled and the data has not 
bem madeavailable. Sediment metals data was evaluaed f a  
the Nearshore and Offshore arsas of Santa Monica Bay. 
Sedimmt chemistry data derived fmm drsdging 
charactcrizati~n -dies is gcncrally not relied upon sin- any 
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d i m  with elevated wntaminant mmntmtionr w l l y  
would have been m v d  by the dredging activity. An 
craptim W d  be in nrras were -ted Ws d-te 
rewmrmi~tion of the site following wmpletim of drsdging 
( m h  ~s Ute La. Angela River Estuaryand Ballom O w k  
snbanec h n e l ) .  

4.39.1 Thscnnmmtair  submining a mmmryof trash volume The data and informalion will be included in the M rheL Yes V0lumll. 
collected duringoncdayelesnup in suppon forlisting the &n Regim 4 
Gabriel RivaErhlary on the 303(d) list for bash impairmmL 

4.40.1 Exact duplicate of lctler No. 4.31. Please refer to all mponrss to comments for lmsr No 4.3 1. No 

4.41.1 The commenter is submining warn quality data and Data w a r  not evaluated as they were received after the June No 
i n f o d o n  fmm its Adopt-A-Owk Monitoring Pmgrarn IS, 2002 deadline. Thae  data will be evaluated in the list 
whose purpow is to create &line water quality data for revision o u t  cysls. Data ~ubmilted under the previous data 
Calabasas' Crsck and undersand the City's contribution of solicitation were evalmted. 
pollutants to the La. Angeles R i m ,  Malibu Creek and 
adjoining harbors and lagwns. 

4.301.1 The c o m t e r  is concerned about the validation of the data PI- refer to the response for Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
uxd to make listing d c t m i n a t i o ~  and whether the bmefieial 
uwr that are being protected are approprints in the area. 

4.301.2 Thsbcncficial u s a  identified for the San Gabriel River Plcare refer to the respONe to Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
include rare, warn  wild water habit% however eleven mouth 
out of the year there is no water. It would be helpful to 
understand what type ofanimals are being protsclsd and 
bmught back into the water body. 

4.301.3 Fact she4 data used for listing wems highly variable For This is a proposed listing based an new data. Coppsr in SGR Yes Volum U, 
a m p l e ,  copperobswations wen in violation 62 p c m t  in Rsash 2 exceeds the copper objective by 23 pmmt.  Coyote Region 4 
one Mlion of thc San Gabriel River (SGR) for copper and 23 C m k  (which is a tributary to the SGR, but assessed 
p m m t  in violation in another d m  of the r a m  water indepmdmtly) exceeded by 62 p m s n t  
body. Reanalysis by& county yidds 11 pcrecntviolatian. There wne not any other listings for copper in San Gabriel 

River. 

4.301.4 k is imporrant that the 303(d) listing p r m s r  be done carefully Commmt acknowledged. No 
and comctly. Listing and delisting of water bodies bsaussof 
bad wicna is not helpful. Several waters should not be listed 
at all bssausc violations o b w e d  w m  due trmporary events 
that happened during El Ni6o years of 1997 and 1998. Thc 
303(d) listing pmeess should not be used for listing and 
delisting on the basis a f a N  ofGod. 
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4.301.5 Some water body -ts would not be listed at d l  ad Ccmmsnt acknowlwlsdged. No 
rsvnal oUKn should bspton the Watch List if thas  ars still 
u n m l v e d  questions associated with whaher they should be 
l i d  a nor 

4.301.6 In r e f m c s  to the San Gabriel River, it is not clear on how the Please refer to the raponsc to C o m t  No 4.26.9 
table ofhardness values was wed to determine the 
mnmmtion  ofdisolvcd coppa. 

4.302.1 Thceomnrcropposcp moving Sari Gabriel River Fshmry for Please referto the response to Commmt No. 0.1 1.8. 
trash fmm the 303(d) i m p h m t  list to the Watch List. 
Evidmcc La suppon this was submitted whm initial listing 
documtation was requested. 

4.303.1 M i l  review is need ofall liaings for the Los Angslss River PI- refer to the m p o n x  to Commmt Nos. 0.1 1.12 and No 
Reach 2 and the Rio Hondo Reach I to u n d m m d  bells what 4.3 1.11. 
existing wen ofthechannel are actually impaidand what 
data mpp0N the listings. 

4.303.2 Movcall vague listings to the proposed Watch List until a Please refer to the response to Comment No.G.II.IZ. No 
better sssessmsnt is dons. This insluda listings for high 
coliform counts, rmhimh, dgag r m ,  foam and trash if 
has weren't already a trash TMDL in place. 

4.304.1 The SWRCB should mandate a comprehensive review ofall Please refer to the rsponrc to Comment No. 9.7.1 
basin plans to inrurs the integrityof 303(d) list by having 
appropriateuses designations in the basin plans and insuring 
that listing detmninationr =made with the benefit of 
adquate data or waterbadyasesrmmt. 

4.304.2 California needs to formally adopt a listing policy that will Comment acknowledged. 
pmmote fairness and consisfmcy. The policy should establish 
the requiremmts for review of entire lisfing pmcss to assure 
that listingsare bawd on sound science. The policy should 
also add- issues ofpriority rrgarding the mosf appropriate 
w e  of limited public m-es. 

4.305.1 Potmtisl waterqualityproblcm for which thm is a lack of Comment acknowledged. 
clear definition or data to actually dumnine an impairment 
should be p l d  on a d i n g  or Watch List 

4.305.2 The c o m m m ~  would like to thank the Board for the weof Comment acknowledged. 
individual metals such ss dissolved cadmium, copper, end 
zinc instead ofusingtofal metals to list the Los Angcles River 
Reach I .  
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4.305.3 Tk Laa Angela River Fsumy should be placed on the Watch PI- refa to the -11y to Comment No. 4.19.1. No 
List Tk water body wss l i d  for ~ ~ e r a l  listings mlatsd to 
hktmic ura ofpeslcidrs d IubricsnLS Among these are 
leadehlodms,and DDT in Jed~ments. It will be ingoable 
toc~ablishTMDL's fw kkgacy pollulanu. Po l lmts  that 
wrrs dirshsrged yesrs ago and havs s i m  been banned horn 
uw cannot be eonmolled by regulating w m t  storm wata 
direhargss. U.S.EPA should k l ~ k e d  to deal with legacy 
listings thmugh a separate p-m 

4.306.1 The commnter would like to thank the RWQCB staff for PI- nfer to the responses for Comment Nm. 4.8.17.4.8.18. No 
wmmcnding putting the Daminguu Chamd Eauary on the and 4.8.19. 
Watch List forehlordane, wpm, KB's and otherunhown 
pollutants. Placcmnt on the Watch List will allow mom data 
to be collected to see what areactually causing the problems 
within this watershed a m .  

4.306.2 Chlordane and PCB's a n  historical pollutants and are no Plsaserefertothcrc~ponsesforCammntNos.4.8.17,4.8.18, No 
longer in common use. Putting them on the Watch List will and 4.8.19. 
allow time to see if their concentrations will diminish over 
time b e c a w  of the discontinued use ofthese substances. If 
not the SWRCB and RWQCBs may have to mmc up with 
alternatives ways to handle thee historical pollutants. 

4.306.3 Domingus. Channel bath the estuary and the a m  north of Please refer to the response to commena No. 9.7.1 and 4.24.3. 
V c m n t  Ave wen designated high priority in the TMDL 

NO 

listing for high colifonncounts. This is inappmpriats. 
Domingusr Channel is not a swimming hole it is a flmd 
control channel. Then arc no legdl mmtional uwd along 
the channel. It isunclearwhat is being impaired by coliform 
munts within theam. Domingvn Channel was designated 
low priority for TMDLconsidcration in the 1998 303(d) list. 
W h y  was it desigrated high priority in the 2002 303(d) list? 
Fmthcmnre, high mlifarm-ts has wl been ckarly 
defined. The list should be more f d  and use some other 
m u n  to dslsnninc imtmi-ts fmm human tmtho~ms. 

.I Dclist Mandalay Beach forbeach cl-. Written comments P l c w  nfcr to the respame to Comment No. 4.12.1. No 
havs b a n  provided supporting that them has been no beach 
closures since 1996 which is well beyond the listing trig- for 
a bsaeh closure. 

4.308.1 The cornenter is pleased on the State's effons with this round Comment acknowledged. 
ofthe 303(d) listing p-s. The somnfermmmcnds the 
SWRCB staff for taking extra sffolts to make sure the data is 
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baceable. 

4.308.2 The mnnaentcr rvppnb d~ Watch List However, Plcsrsnfsr mthcnrponse to CommentNcs. 0.10.1 and No 
insapration of n runwt &use is need so if n water body G.10.5. 
remains on the Watch List for mom than one ortwo listing 
cycles it automatically advances to the 303(d) list. This 
provides the incentives to -out the o s e s s a t y m h  to 
suppnt listing or delisting, 

4.308.3 &beneficial ures have not been appmpriately designated. Plsass rsfnto the nrponss to Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
Some W s r  bodies have dcoignafed beneficial uses that ars 
impouiblc to shicvc. In particular, solving the i-es 
auasiatd with thefOuat dependent water bodies in South- 
California would faeilifate the n u t  303(d) listing pmccsr. 

4.309.1 The MMDsnkrmmmods the SWRCB and RWQCBs for Comment acknowledgsd. No 
adoption of the National Research Council's mommendation 
to create a Watch List It is appmpriare to dmrotc some of the 
linings fmm the 1998 303(d) list to the Watch List status. 
panieulady in caws what  use attainability analysts would be 
appmpriatc. 

4.309.2 The State should develop use designations for water bodies in PI- refer to the respome to Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
advana ofar~sumsnt  for placement on the 303(d) list and 
refine thee  designations prior u, ThlDLdevelopment. This 
would inswe that designatedursr are appropriate to the water 
MY. 

4.309.3 Evaluatd data and evidence of violation of narrative Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. G.8.3 and G.9.9. No 
standards should not be uwd for p b m e n t  on the 303(d) list. 
Examples of t h e  would bs m h ,  sediment toxicity a .  In 
these sarsr it would bemom appropriate to use the Watch List 
until s vanslator to anuneric standard is developed to use for 
listing. The SWRCB should put special effon toward3 
tnndating mmtivs itdo numeric standards. 

4.309.4 The SWRCB and RWQCBI dsfinc water quality criteria in PI- refer to the response to Comment No. 0.8.3. No 
t- of firquency, magnitude, and duntion so that the 303(d) 
list is fomlafed with ~nsidrmtion forthese facton and 
subsequent TMDL's are based upon water quality objectives 
that are mare smsibls and resonably enforceable. 

4.310.1 Use attainability analpss or a suitable equivalent should be Plcasc refer to the response to Comment Nos. G.8.3 and 9.7.1. No 
p s r f o d  for the additional uses for certain beneficial uses 
that are contained within the basin plan. That would inelude 
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thmc u ~ e r  for which thns is notsnough seimtifie or technical 
data Lo justify listings. Alro, shrification on w b t  potmtial 
beneficial uss na l lynmm is needed. 

4.310.2 . The mmmcnter m m m s n h  Watch List status for those water Please refer Lo lhc -me Lo Commmt No. 9.7.1. 'No 
bodicr that have beem listed for violatitinvrof water quality 
objmi-that can never be mu. For example, it is not clear 
that banerial objectives in thebasin plm apply Lo storm water 
under high flow conditions when rhs water bodies in qusJtion 
are not r w i m b l c .  

4.310.3 The Watch List s t a m  for 303(d) listings based solely upon PI- referto the nrponx to Comment Nos G.8.3 and G.9.9. No 
narrative rmdards h l d  develop m d n t m  so that mmlivs 
standards can be wnslated into nu-s criteria prim to 
303(d) listings and TMDL developmat. 

4.311.1 SWRCB should include language into the staff rrpon Lo lhe The Listing Policy will outline listing methodologies. It is No 
U.S.EPA stating that the 303(d) lin will be =viewed in its anticipated that these methods will beuwd to rsvisw previous 
mtirety as a -It of& methodology (Listing Policy) that listings. It has not been determined if the entire list will be 
will bc dwclopsd. revised using the Listing Policy. Please nfer to the response 

Lo Commmt No. 0.8.3. 

4.311.2 The eommcnter ~ p p a t r  the Watch List and -mends the Please refer to the mponse to Commmt No. G. 10.1. No 
dcvclopmnt of a p d u m  for placing water bodies on the 
Watch List include the t i m  limit that a specific water bodies 
Lo -in on lhe Watch List 

4.311.3 The oxomenter supporn Watch Listing whsrs them is an PI- rsfn to the rerponss to Commmt No. G.11.1 I. No 
a l t m t i v s  s n f o m t  program in place and m o m e n d s  
placing water bodies listed for narrafiw objectives on the 
Watch List until adsquats numeric tlirmlators are developed 
for the m t i v c  objcctivcs. 

4.311.4 In the written comments were rubmiw, detailed information Please refer to the mpame to Comment No. 4.1.6. No 
on specific water bodies that wsre listed for Chrm A p u p  
compound. Ballona Creek, and Machado Laks need to be 
included inlo t h e a t  of information mbmined. Cham A p u p  
compounds are a gmupof pollutants not one pollutant The 
SWRCB and RWQ€Bs should ~eparate those pollutants 
included in the Chnn A p u p  and determine which ofthe 
pollutants in the gmup is actually causing impairmmt. 

4.311.5 Ssnta Monica Bay, N-hodoffrhore was placed an the Please referto the response Lo Commcnt No. 0.1 1.5. No 
303(d) list for Lnpaimmts This is a vny large water body. If 
the entire water body is listed it would probably -in on the 
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list fwqu~te  a long time The w t s r  body rhould be bmkn 
dew into mom manrgeabls rsgmnD w, that thc idsnufied 
w t e r q u a l i  p m b l a n c n  be addrrnsd mom s ~ i v c l y .  

4.311.6 The Stale should also review funding sou- md  pmvide PI- refa to the response b G m m m t  No. G.IO.1 
infomation in Watch Listing proceduw to a d d m  the water 
bodis  placed on the Watch List. 

4.312.1 The designation of cmrrte-lined flwd eonml channels for Plcar  refer to the -nnc to C o m t  No. 9.7.1 
REC I beneficial use is mneous. Thae rcacha are not 
accessible to the public, they nn gated, they are fenced and 
pmpls are not going to swim in thm. 

4.312.2 Them war no considmtion given to seasonal variation in PI- refa to the response to CommcntNe. 0.1 121. 
~ t e r q u a l i l y  throughout the 303(d) wterqualiryasscssmcnt 
pmess. As an example five water bodies wns listed for 
impaimmta due to total and dissolved metals but the data 
used to list was collected during Uls wet weather wason. 

4.312.3 Then is lack of consistency or a consistent approach uxd in Please refato the response for Comment No. 4.6.28. No 
evaluating labontory-Ids ofnon detectable lewls of 
dissolved sclcnium in Malibu. Ballons C e k ,  and Dry 
Canyon, and nitrate Santa Clan! River Reach 3. 

4.312.4 The impaimads due to natural soures or natural-ning Please refa to the response to Comment No. 0.1 1.5 
eonstihlcnds should be down rated and placed on the Wahh 
List until M h m  additional data is collwted to verify the 
soum ofimpaimmt. 

4.312.5 It is not clear on which kind of almative mforcment Please refa lo the response to Comment Nm. G.II.1 I and No 
p m p m f a n b e w d t o p l a c e a  water body onths Watch List. 0.1 1.8. 
A list ofall a l temativcpgmm shouldbe pmvided, that can 
be used fwthis purpose and the criteria needed to uss t h e  
pmgrams in& ofthe 303(d) requirements. 

4.313.) The 303(d) list is a list ofwater quality limited wgmmds for Comment acknowledged. No 
which TMDL's nn required. This is a m n e  limited delinition 
than some m l c  w. 

4.313.2 Algas exotic s p i e s ,  and other types of things that m y  have Comment acknowledged 
bccn ca-d by hydmlogic madifications are not amenable to 
a TMDLqs. 

4.313.3 It is important to recognize and leverage the effom going Comment acknowledged 
under other pmgram thar has been put forward ofusing 
alternative enforceable programs. It is also important to 
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re~ogniz that t h e  effom an u n h y  to = h i m  water 
quality -durn and may bea vcryviablc altcmativs to a 
TMDL. 

4.313.4 Thscommmterstmngly -m the adoption ofthe Watch Please rcfu to the r a p o w  to C o m t  No. G.10.4. No 
L i n  But those waters placed on the Watch List should 
m i v s  high priority for monitoring and huther study before 
the nclit update of the 303(d) lisl 

4.313.5 The commenterruppts the adoption ofa TMDL completed C m m t  acknowledged 
list This ir s grsatlway to show pmgrrss Ulat the stlh is 
making, to recognize the effom that xeundmvny,and also a 
gmd way to tmsk those effom. 

4.313.6 The SWRCB should a p e  to review certain listings that arc Plsax refer to the -nsc m Commmt Nm. G.11.12 and No 
m n t l y  on the 1 9 8  303(d) list. Tho cormnentsr d- not 4.31.11. 
agree that it should just all be canied f o d  with no review 
k a w e  it will m y  inconsistencier with someofthe 
decisions k i n e  made in the 2W2 3031d) lirtinr o m s s .  

4.314.1 m e  Santn Clara River Rsash 8 should be nmoved fmm the Plcasc refer to the response lo Comment No. 4.17.9. No 
303(d) list as being impaired due to nitrate and nitrite. Aftsr 
review ofths administrative m r d  we wen not able to find 
any data supporting this listing. In addition, review of data 
collected ovsr the pa three years showed that the water body 
was in attainment with the nimtc, nitrite objective. 

4.314.2 SantaClan River Reach 8 was also listed in 1998 as impaired Plcase refer to ths response to Comment No. 4.17.10. No 
for low dissolved axygm. Again summary o f c u m t  data 
shows that only I out of290 samples are below the 5 m a  
DO aitcria. 

4.314.3 Ammonia listings for the San Gabriel River Watershed and the Please refer to Be respame to Comment No. 4.31.1 1. Ye Volwuc ll, 
SantaClara Rivu Watershed should be moved to the Watch Region 4 
List. These arcammonia listings were an alternative 
mforeeablc pmgram is a l d y  in place to addrcrs the 
ammonia i m p a i m s  in they water bodies. An NPDES 
permit was received in 1995, that included a e m p l i m  
schedule for meeting the ammoniaobjecti~e. In compliance 
with the pumit nquiments, nitrification and denitrifieation 
faeilttlenwa added that will rcsult in complianec wth the 
ammonia objective Pilot tnting shows that we will be able to 
m m  the mtma lhat ir applicable by thc 6R003 compliance 
date. 
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4.315.1 ~liminate the Watch List and the TMDL mmpldsd list Ths Plsas refa  to the rrcponrc to ConmxntNo. G.IO.1. No 
CWA d o n  303(d) list and implemnting regulation 
mntsmplate one list fonsing an attaining water quality 
~~ The Watch Lin and the TMDL mmpletcd list 
hndion to delinwters from the 303(d) list kcaw ar stated 
in thc Mrsmrt .  Ulsc lists arc not Dan of the 30316) list. 

4.315.2 The commcntcrir concnmd s p i a l l y  with the RWQCB staff Plcesc refer to the response for Commmt No. 0.10.1 1. Y e  
rmvnmndPtion b place 23 water bodis on the 303(d) list 
and the SWRCB M p l d  the (MLsr bodis on thc Watch 
List. At aminimumths SWRCB should articulate nasons for 
not placingthac wateron the 303(d) lin. 

4.315.3 T h e c o m n t a i s  concerned about placing waters on the Please refer to the m p o m  to C o m t  No. G.10.4. No 
Watch List bared on existing rrgulstory propms. Section 
303(d)elearly anddirectly stales to identify waters for which 
e(fluent limitalionr through other regulatorypro- are not 
sningmt cnoughto implement any water quality standard. 
The Section already considers misting programs and the 
situation whercTMDLs are mandatory. 

4.315.4 The commmter is concerned about several segments listed for Plsare refer to the response to Comment No. 4.8.22. No 
toxicity that ha- t e n  placed on the Watch List instead the 
303(d) list. Bccaurr ofthe bioaesumulative natureoftoxicity 
these watcrrsgments remain impa id  and therefore must 
remain on the 303(d) list. 

4.315.5 I l e  ThDLcdmplaed list IUN contrary to the CWA. The Plcass r e f .  to the rcsponx to Comment No. 0.10.1. No 
CWA fonrwn on mcting attainment standards. If it is not 
meeting attainment standards regardless ofwhaher there is s 
TMDLcompleted fw the watabady, it should -in on the 
303(d) list. 

4.315.6 R-nr for delining should be transparent. The Please refer to the mponw to Comment Nor. G.lO.lO, No 
implemmting lrgulatians q u i r e  gwd cause for delisting. 13.10.1 I,andG.lO.12. 
The SWRCB pmpased dclisting bared on €DL, no guidelines, 
no defensible guidelirs, outdated NAS guidelines. In Region 
4 t h m  are40 water segments dslisted for EDLs. At Jomc 
point EDLs indicate an i m p a i m t  and cannot be ddisted 
unless m e  affirmative information is provided to show that 
the segment is not i m p i d .  There is also no gwd reason for 
delisting on the b s i s  ofno guidelines, no defensible 
guidelines or outdated NAS guidelines. If thew guidelines 
an flawed they must state how they ace flawed and indicate 
why they are not defmible. 

Response-I54 
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4.316.1 The mnnnmo~suppats  the SWRCB'r use afthe 1998 Comment acknowledged. No 
Seclbn 303(d) list andthe additions to ths listin& and also the 
listing Malibu Creek for sediments. The wmmcnter~ppom 
the S t a r s  effomm allow public participation andthank the 
staff for their efforts in this regard. 

4.316.2 The mmmnterdoe~ m t  support the SWRCB'I pmpased Please referto the response to CommmtNo. G.lO.l and No 
actions to make three l i m  The mmmcntsr dosr not support a 0.1 1.1 1. 
Watch List b a d u p o n  wheUleror not pollumta cawing an 
impairment am known or whether an altcmnlive mforsssble 
om- is in olace or whe(her there is n TMDL in m o m .  

4.316.3 TheSWRCBshoulddeleteltem~No.I2(roumofpollutant), PlcsxrefertothcresponsctoCommcntNo.G.lO.9 
andNo. 13 (availability of analternative mfomcabls pmgnm) 
f m t h c  list of factories (StaffRcport, V o l m  I, page4) that 
staff w n s i d d  in making listingldelisting detcrminationr. 

4.316.4 The 303(d) lia must enor on the side of pmteding human PI- refer to the response to Commmt No. G.1121. No 
health and the envimnment If less waten are listed, less 
waten arecleaned up. Biological criteria such as algae, odor 
or scum in listing water bodies for impairmmts is critical 
because namtivc criteria indicates an i m p a i m 1  for which 
the w w s  of the oollutant has not bcm determined. 

4.316.5 The 303(d) list is a bigger for grant and restoration funds to Pleas refer to the response to Comment No. 0.10.2 
fix these waters the very watcn we need assistance in cleaning 
and restoring may net qualify for funding unless they are on 
the 303(d) list. 

4.317.1 The mmmsnter supporn the impairmmt ofbsnsficisl use due Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.27.8. 
to excess vdimsnt in MalibuCreek. However, it is a 
disappointment that Calleguas Creek was not placed on the 
303(d) list is impaired for e x a s  sedimnt as recommended 
bv the RWOCB staff. 

4.317.2 The commmter is m n m e d  about delisting k c d  on EDL. PI- refer to the response to C o m t  Nos. 0.10.10 and No 
The EDL is a statistical -re which compans contaminant G.lO.ll. 
levels in animal t i m e  fmm diffemt water bodies. Listings 
bawd on EDL's whsrs tisrue levels in a given water body 
exceeded levels in at least 85% ofotha water bodies in the 
state may indicate a contamination problem. 

4.317.3 The mmmcntcr is concmed about delisting based on Plsass refato theresponse toCommmtNo. 0.10.13. No 
outdated guidelines, no guidelines or no def-ible guidelines 
baause this docs not pmvidc affimtivc pmofthat a water 
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bodyth&hahm mnsidncd i m p a i d  in the pad is w t  in 
fact inmaid  mv I-. 

4.317.4 % r i m  in b r  Angels. and Vsnhlr. counties arc not flmd Please refer to the -me m C o m m t  No. 9.7.1 
m n m l  c h e k  c w m n v q ~ ~ e  ditches According to some 
tho solutian to water quality pmblsm is to pave r i m ,  label 
them flmdmnhol channels, and rvrite than offas sewers for 
toxic rvaslc. Thi is unaecsptabls. It is our rrrponsibility to 
pmta w a r n y o  and their beneficial u s a  and any strcmpt m 
waken CWA pmrcetims thmugh Watch Lia and dc fano d o  
designations ofbcnefieial urrr must not be allowed. 

4.318.1 It appears that the TMDLpriority being wt for Monrovia PI- refcrtotheruponsetoCommml No. G.11.12. 
Canyon Chekbasd on U.S.EPA Consmt Deems. A review 
ofthe available data at the RWWB level indicated that the 
last sampling of Monmvia Canyon Creek was done in 1994. 
At that t i m  Ur c m k  was given a fully supponivestaNs. 
Review ofsampling rtltions indicate that samples were taken 
outside ofcity limit several mi l s  fmm the creek which also 
appear to wrvs as msiving locations for -1 neighboring 
cities'urban runoff. How can Monmvia Canyon Cresk be 
placed on high TMDL priority if there is no eumnt 
information available to justify the priority setting? 

4.318.2 If TMDLpriority setting if being established baxd on Please refer to the raponse to Comment No. 9.7.1 
beneficial usr asmiated with water body, many of the 
intermittent beneficial use applied to Monrovia Canyon 
Creekare ineomct The SWRCB should consider the TMDL 
priority m i n g  being applied to Monmvia Canyon Creek 
whose assigned w r  may be mids.ignatsd. 

4.318.3 The SWRCB should pmeed cautiously with the dcvclopmcnt Please refer to the response to Comment No. 9.7.1 
ofthe TMDLpmgrarnuntil a comprehensive w i c w  of the 
basin 01- has been m l e t e d .  

4.319.1 The cmmenter supports the Watch Lidconcept. Water Comment acknowledged, 
bodis shouldbe placed on the Watch List until good, 
mnclusivs risntifis information to supupport impairment is 
developed. 

4.319.2 Thsu)mtsr  is concerned about the Coyote Creek Channel Comment acknowledged. No 
being l i d  for metals on the basis that rhc data used to list 
was gathered during wet weather season. 

4.319.3 The 1998 303(d) listing established fish histology, algae, and PI- refer to the raponss to Comment Nos. 4.26.4 and No 
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high mlifwm c o w  forthc basis for lining roms mlm G.11.12. 
bodies. They are -conditions and indicaton ratherthan 
specif# polhunnts Until them ean be m spscific analyris as 
to what polluunls would lead m they mnditionr other than 
som naturally occurring phenomena or hydm-biologic 
condition thac  wata bodies should be put on the Watch List 

4.319.4 The commenmdisa- with o t h e r r p k m  rhat Coyote PI- rsfer to the rsspnrs to Comsnt  No. 9.7.1 
Cteek and& Gabriel Rim, at 1-1 lhmugh Cenims city 
limits, nrc not flood m m l  channels. Soth m y  be labeled as 
"river" or "errdt'butthey arersally flood control channels, 
they are m l y  lined, and they contain no wam for 1 I months 
out ofthe year. Bensf~ial u w ~  in thwc wsm bodies should 
beearefully analyzed as to how they may be achievable. 

4.320.1 The w m n m  has b m  infomrd thatthe tribulnryple In general, beneficial user u p m m  ars s~ssnritivs as No 
where, although washes am not specifically listed as downstmm bencf~ial uses. Therefore, the scgmmts 
impaid, it could be included in regulatory actions for Rio identified at the Rio Hondo and the Los Angeles River would 
Hondo or e m  for the Los Angeles River beeauss our drainage havc the same beneficial uw imp lie at ion^. 
p a s s  through thmc w s ~ y s  before it m h e d  the ocean. It 
would be m m  pmdustivs forthe SWRCB to actually specify 
impairments for specific waters rather than implicating them 
by r e f m f e .  

4.320.2 Stonn wafer, which dish- to the Rio  ond do, is ~ m n t l y  Please rsfcr to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
listed for high colifomcount the spreading punds. It is not 
clear about what mliformcount mans. D m  the c o l i f m  
originate from hwnan, animal, orothar souras? Due to this 
unartainty, the Rio Honda listing for high mlifom counts 
should be deleted or at least m v e d  to the Watch List until it is 
determined what type ofwliform ifcausing the high count. 

4.320.3 RioHandoSprcadingOmun&arsmanagcdtopmolatewafer PlcascrcfertotherespnsetoComcntNos.G.11.12and No 
lo the ground water table for fubm USC. Wafer mntaet 9.7.1. 
mrut ion and non-sontlct ncmtion an not existent in this 
-9-t 

4.321.1 In the majority of the eases the commmter ag- with the Comment acknowledged 
SWRCB'r nwmcndation ngarding additions and deletions 
h m  the 303(d) lid. Them an s o m  dis-meis bmvssn 
the SWRCB and the R W W  staff, however those i s m a  havc 
been resolve through discwsions. 

4.321.2 The m m e n t u  ag- in principle with the concept of the PI- referto the response to comments Nos. 0.10.1 and No 
Watch LisS hawva ,  thsrsars con- about thedecision to G.10.6. 
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stablish a Watch List at this iw a &te in the-. 
RWQCB staff& ndnimmdata rrquirrmsnb nssasary for 
l n s s i n g  w r t a b o d k  Far listing bcfm the regional 
-mat WaS catlied OUL CmSeq~endy. it war not ~ ~ i d s r  
l i n g  or delisting whae imfficicnt data was available. As a 
d l  of this, there may be some - whm wota bodisr or 
pollutants were not considered becase of inadequate data. 
Many gmupsofpollutants were not l d e d  a t h -  thns 
wnr lcudata than ws consacred necesq to dedcfi nc a t c r  
body as impaid. 

4.321.3 Them arr wtabad is r  that WE mmmended for the Watch Please refer to the nrponrs to Comment Nos. G.10.9 and No 
List on Ulc basis that an alternate m f o m b l e  is in place. Two 0.1 1.8. 
water bodisr Ulal met the RWQCB assessment criteria, and 
three water bodin with dimbcnsficial usc impact we= 
placed on the Watch List for this -n. The SWRCB should 
listthose watcr bodies identified in inour winen comments. 

4.321.4 The commentair mneemed a b u t  putting items that have Please refer to the nsponse to Comment Nos. G.II.21. No 
direct beneficial urr impact ruch as toxicity, benthic 
m u n i t y  degradation, water toxicity andlor sediment 
toxicityon the Watch List. Th~hsrs are d i m  impacts to 
bmeficinl ws for squatis lifeand as such arc not insuficicnt 
in and of themelves to show that t h m  is an impaimnt 

4.322.1 The commentcr commends the SWRCB and the stafffor C o ~ n e n t  scbawldged. 
making significant impm-nts in the listing pmcas 
thmugh the incorporation ofthe Watch List. The Watch List 
is an important step towards strengthening the basis for the 
TMDL nmeram. It allow ur to f a *  on well defined ~~ = . - - .  ~ -~~ 

pmblcms first by m v i n g  water Mta tothc watch lire I) 
v h c ~  Itstin@ w m  bawd n, thresholds or gu~delins that 
vcm imufieicnt fordnetmining impaa-t: 2) u h m  t h m  
is insutlkient &la to support listing; 3) or w h m  n m t i v c  
rndardr  am u 4  to liB 

4.322.2 The commmterwould like to thank the SWRCB for addition Commmt asknowldgcd 
ofa deliding factor forthe 2WZ 303(d) listing p m s s  which 
allows watcr bodis to be dclisted on the baris of an existing 
alternate mforccablc programs that will provide another way 
ofcontrolling i m a i m t a .  

4.322.3 The commentammends the RWQCB for mommending Comment acknowledged 
delisting on the basis of U)Lsbeeauss they are not actually 
related to advsrs human or animal impacts but are reallyjust 

Rsspnwsrl58 
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a mmprntivc dnid ma~ure 

4.322.4 In a nwnberof instants +fie pollutrnb wcrs not Comment zknowledgsd. No 
identified. Without details on spssific pollutantr or 
mnsistsncy of i m p a i m t  designation among RWQCBs. such 
listinp -in arbitrary and without praclical or legal ruppon. 

4.322.5 &tion 303(d) rrguirs the inchion of adaniption ofthe Plsasc refer to the response for C o m t  No. 426.4. No 
pol lum causing the violation ofwater quality standards. 
Oennal conditions of impaLmcnt are notpollutantr. General 
m n d i h  menotcnuingthcimpairmmt and thus are 
inappmpriately trim +he druslopmmt of TMDts. 
I m p a i m n t r M  on conditions should be placed an the 
Walch Lin in order for the RWQCB to better identify the 
cause d t h e  impairmat, 

4.322.6 In Region 4 any listing relafed to the municipal designation Plsars refer to the nrpotl~c to Comment No. 4.3.1. No 
that is asteridred on table2.l of the L.A. Barin Plan should be 
m o v e d  from the 2002 303(d) lin bccause USEPA'S w n t  
appmval oftheentin basin plan and the dimtian given to the 
RWQCB about the desimation of MUN u s .  

4401.1 Data submitted pwlously shows that thc Burbank Walem The data provided were insuficiml as a means to m o v e  the YCS VoIum 11, 
Channel in not i m p a d  forcadmium. Thc Burbank Wencm waterbody fmmthe 1 1 1 .  Thihm uett too f w  data poinbtakcn Rcgon 4 
Channel should thmfnre he m o v e d  fmm the2002 3031dl dun". 7/01 and 3/02 115 data minultn determine #Fdcltrt#no ~ - ~ ~ ~ . ~ .  ...~ ~~~ ~- ~~~ ,-, ~~ ~- ~~~ ~. 
list because NPDES manitorincdata drmonshated that the war anomoriate. A new fact sheet addresine the data ~~~ ~~~~ - - ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~  ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ -. . c e  ~e ~~~~~ ~~~~ 

watcrqualitystlndard~ for cadmium has been amined in thc submined has bem added to the staff rrpon. 
= - ,  - 

4.402.1 The Basin Plan d m  not asign any water quality objectives to 
pmtect the gmundwater(GWR) beneficial use. It also docr 
not containnitrite objectives that apply for surface waters 
designated with municipal and dometic supply u s .  The 
basin plan docs not mte anywhatthat object~ves that apply 
to gmundwatcralso apply to the ovviying surface w a b  that 
are designated GWR 

The nitrite as nitmgen objective of I mgL is a surface wafer No 
objective and is nota gmundwatcr objective. The nihite 
objective appears in Chapter 3, Water Quality Objectives, 
under the section entitled "Regional Objectives forlnland 
Surface Waters." This objective [found on page 3-11 of the 
Basin Plan] and the sitc-spccific nitmgm objectiw in Table 
3 6  of the Basin Plan are not mutually exclusive, but rather are 
independently applicable. Therefore it is appmpriatc to 
evaluate a water bcdy for compliance with cach o f t h s s  
objectives. 

4 402 2 C~oundwatcr m y  nM k rrgulatcd undn the Clnn  Watn An. Groundwater s nol'regulaed" tn any way thmugh the Essoon No 
m it ir ~llsgsl la tncludc an 8um on the 303(d) In,! rolcly due 303(d) Ihn Thc propascd ltsttng ir hued on pmteetlon o fa  
to gmundwatn impa,rmenL surface waln bcncficral uw. Fmwrdwta Rerhargr (GWR) 

Pice elso refer to the response for Conanent No. 4.406.2, 
pan 2. 
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4102.3 E m  if a water quality objective of I m g n  for nitrib d m  Please l r f a t o  the rcrponw to Comment No. 4.406.2, pan 2. No 
apply to the GWR uz+ dsrignatio~ there is no i m p n i m t  of 
the emunmVatcr b i n .  

4.402.4 Evm i fa  water quality objbjedivs of I m a  for nitrib applies Thm is dFieient information to i n d i e  thatthe Yes VoI- 11, 
andthe SWRCB d m i m  that there is an impaimmt afths nihifieatbnldc-nihification pmesr will a d k  this wata Rcgiw 4 
GWRuscto d a a  warernitrite nmdanes, the SWRCB qualitypmblcm. The fact sheet will be mdified to r e f l a  that 
should place Snnta Clara River Reach 8 on the Enforceable the water body sc-t will be cavned &r an rltmative 
Pmgram LisL a f a r n a b l e p p m  and the water body -twill be 

moved to the Enfmeablc Pmgram List. 

4.403.1 In thc SWRCB's -rise to Camncnt No. 4.5.3 it was 
acknowledged that an ermr had ocsurrsd transfaring uirting 
listing horn the 1998 reaeh designations to mrrapond with 
the new reaches defined forthcCallsguas watershed. In 
w i e w  ofthe 10/15102 dmfl303(Q listing it was discovered 
that Calleguas Creek Reach 13 was still listed forehlordans, 
diddrin, HCH and PCBs. This m o r  was also found on 
additions list (pap 7) in Volume 1 and pages 437  thmugh 4 
40 in volume 11. It appears that tho SWRCB acknowledge the 
srmr, but failed to make rhs net-ry eomnions to the 
IWI5102 drafl303(d) lid. It is imperative that this sarrsction 
be made before Ur final lirt is adopted. Failure to the 
pollutants in the e m  m c h  (9A andlor 9B) of Calleguas 
Creek would msan that regulatory actions to c a d  the achlal 
pmblm with these four pollutants would not war. 

4.404.1 There war no c o n s i d d o n  given to variations in water 
quality duing wet and dry weather thmughout the water 
quality a s a s m o t  pmeas. For example, segments ofCoyote 
Creek, MslibuCmk, San Gabriel River, and Lm Angela 
River w m  identified as impa id  due to total metals and/or 
dissolved mefals bybnh the LARWQCB and the SWRCB 
basrd on water samples mllMed only during w d  weather 
s m  events. If-les had been taken year-round, 
repracntmg watcrqusltty dwingblh wn and dry weather. 
the above watn bodin might not have k n  lirtcd as impailrd 
for melalo. Themfore. the SWRCB should pla- thcsc v a t n  
bodies on the Monitoring List until an adequate number of 
samples that repramis water quality during dry weather is 
available for a s s c r m t .  

Thc t b  listings for chlordane, dieldrin, HCH, and PCBs Ye9 Vol- 11, 
have bem changed f m  Call- Creek Reach I3 to Rcgim 4 
Call-Owk Reach 9A. 

The available data for each water body-pollutant combination No 
w a r  sufficient to be used for the anw~mcnt  period but did 
no( m e t  water quality standards. In the m t  that more 
representative data becomu available, these water bodies will 
be re-ass4 during the next assessment period. All available 
data and infomtion war wiewcd as a part of the minv. A 
general auasmcnt of the effect of seasonality was completed. 
The spesific as~crsmcnt of seasonality and critical conditions 
for pllulants will be addressed during the lMDL praess. At 
p-t, the SWRCB dosr not have any generally applicable 
rules as~ss ing  the amount of data or seasons that a n  
aeeeptablc. 

44042 Even for the ~ a m c  condlNcnl.dlNcxnl approschn wen  lrvd As dtreusred inthe r c s p n v  t o C o m n l  No 4 I5 7, non- No 
to evaluate thc non-drtalon ofchemlcals For crarnplc, non- dnrcl result values vm arrtgned a valuc of IR ofths MDL 
dctcnedsamplcs for total vlentum 6om Mdibu C m k  wn for rheeond~rucnt anslyzd For example, ~f h e  MDLof h e  
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assigxd 5 mgR those fmm Eallm Creek assigned 2.5 
mgll, and thase fmm Dry Conyon Crosk were assigned 0 mgll 
for the pwpmcofimpairment dekminations. The reasoning 
for such d~f famt  appmachs war not uplatned We belteve 
UK appmsck should k m n i m t ,  unlss adequate 
explanation is given. 

The SWRCB responded lhatn default ~ l u s  of400 mgll 
hardness as calcium carbonate is p - i  in the CTR. The 
mlc stata, for watns with a M n e s  of400 mglL or leu as 
calcium carbanate, thcsoJal ambient hardneu o f  the surface 
watershall b e d  in those equations. Far waters with a 
hardness ofova400 nwl as calcium catonate, a hardness o f  

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
S-ON 

muhod u.d fw a parudar constiturn wss 5 ppm, lhe "on- 
dsten lmit wssrpmsdas2.S ppm. IntheribAonr 
analyzed, the MDL was always bebw UK a~tmmir standard ot 
guidslins. Values wcn signed so l h c d t  muld be 
inclvded in lhs assesmat of the& I t  is inappmpriate to 
asluds d h  fmm thsanalyris ifthey anbelow the MDL. 

Most of the plmplcr anal@ by Ulc RWQCB fordissolved No 
mdnls wcrr calmlatedwing the a d d  ambient hardnsr 
value. Inc-, where noactual hdnesswas available for a 
spssilis samplssvml, the average hardness values fmm that 
location was ured. For water bodis w i thm accompanying 
hardness values. the default 400 mwL hardnss value wu 

400 mgll as calcium &teshall be used with a default d. In roms c s q  where the ha&ess data s~saciatcd with 
Wata-EfkI Ratio W R )  of 1.0, or the actual hardness of the metal samples was well over the 400 mgn (cg. grsatathan 
ambimt d m  watershall beused with a WER. I t  a m n  1000 m p n l  the 400 mpn value w a d  to calculate the 
that the CTR does mt pmaibe the u ~ e  ota defaulthardnea meal Gnmtration. ~iwever, no hardn~a-dqmdmt listing 
~ l u e  when armal hardness is not available. Therefore, we were recommended for these water bodies over 1000 mgn. 
manmend that if thecom~ponding hardness data k not 
available, dinolved metals da(a should be excluded fmm the Since the CIR doer not add- cawr where 4 ambient 
water quality wessmmt until the a m l  hardness is collssted. hardness data is not available, the listing recommendation for 

these water bodla will be maintninsduntil a morsconsirtcnt 
appmached is drvcloped. This hardness consistency iuuc 
will likely be a d d r e d  in the Lidinp. Policy. 

4.404.4 More data should be analyad over a longer period o f  time to 
reflect long-tam hydmlogis patterns in water quality. For 
example, Mslibu lagmn was listed on the 303(d) list for pH. 
Ow revim of thecollected data indicates that 70% of ~ ~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~ .~ 
uceedances (23 ncecdnnses out ofths total 33 n-dancss) 
aeurred during a rh-month paid in 1997, which was likely 
due to the fleets of that yeat's El Nina. ARer Ulat ym, 
samples were taken year-mund and only rcvcn cxceedancss 
were found in 1998 and thnt in 1999. This shows that 
impairment determinations can be b i d  when they are bawd 
OD short-termobsnvatians ofwatermlihr We mommend ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~ -~~~~ ~, ~ ~~~ ~- ~~ - 

that the u m n  qmlity data should bccollcrted and analyzed 
over a somplets hydrologic cycle, which fully represents 
hydrologic p m  in Southcm California, for the purpose of 

4.404.5 We acknowledgethat UK Basin Plan Triennial R w i w  pmcess 
is a beer forumto address ourconcsms regarding the 
feasibilityofattainmmt ofaqvatic life and water contact 
rssmtion (REC-I) hc f ic ia l  uses for eoncmc-lined flood 

Samplcr were collated fromMaltbu lagoon throughout the NO 
July 1997 - Navcmbcr 1999 penod Accordmg to the 
RWQCS. !he total number o f  samples taka for pH dunng 
that pmod was 138 Of the 138 samples, 33 (24%) eicccdcd 
the objceuve Ssnm sampla w n e  collKted overa 2 year 
pcnod, there a mough data to rep-# conditions in 
different seasons The data were mr8dcrd adequate to make 
a delemination olnandardr attainment. 

Toxicity tests are designed to screen for acute and chmnic No 
cffccts on aquatic life. Typically, acute toxicity isdctmnined 
aRer 96 houn of sxprure. Chmnis tests m s ~ l r s  rslsvant 
p w h  and repduction throughout the critical life stages o f  

Responr~r-161 
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inpai-8 fortotal anddisolvrd mmk in mncmrlmed not asociated with thc lmgth of urns lha n uuiunt morn  
channels whmthc dstl that -used to duemine within n wntn c o b .  hut ~ndicats the ammlmcal c f f e  of ~- ~~ ~~~ ~~~~~-~~ ~~~~ ~- ~ ~~ ~- -~ -~ ~~~~~ ~ ~~~ -~ ~~~~~ ~ 

impaimnu -only ohraid dunng m r m  -D. Stam the pollutnnt at that m p l c  tim. Toxislty ldsntifuum 
w taand  wban runoffs do not nay in t h e  charmelo long Evalustims (TIEr) con dclmnine the uuw of  loxlnly and the 
enough togive n x t o  n chronic upanur. Thnsfom. only nlative toxicity o f  a pollumt in the varsr body. The w t n  
acme cn'wa should be used fwthew rypa of  warn bodies qusliry criteria were used appmpriavly. 
and urge thal the SWRCB n c ~ l u a t s  all watm body 
impaimrmls that =due to cxcccdnnccs of duonic criteria. 

4.404.6 We nreconccmcd that then is no clear, sysmnatie listing and 
de-listing mechanism used to make mnsirtcnt impairment 
decisions For example, the SWRCB pmporcr to place 
Malibu Crcek fa total oleniumnnd McGrath Lake for fsul 
mliform an the Monitoring List becaw there were 
insufficient e x d o -  for their impaimnt dderminations. 
In eonvarf Ballona Creek for total xlmium, Callsguas C m k  
for nitrite as nibogsn, Santa Clara River for nibateand nihite 
as nibogcn and Lor Angsls River for PCBs are now being 
moved fmm the monito"ng list to the revised 303(d) list 
without any explanation. Therefore, we request that the 
SWRCB replace the afonmentioned water bodies an the 
monitor in^ list. 

Each lining and de-listing recomdat ion was based on a No 
csse-by-e analysis of available data and infomation. The 
examples cited were examples o f  waters whns the 
ei-tames of each situation dictntsd whetherthe warn 
bodies would be ppwed for listing. The a t l f f u d  the 
ausamsnt of all the information available to corn to the 
mnclurions stated in the fact she&. 

A consisknt statewide appmach for listing and delisting will 
be developed when the SWRCB prepares the statewide listing 
and delisting policy required by Water Code section 
13391.3(a). 

4.404.7 We are concerned that the confidence level sppmach currently 
being used by the SWRCB for impairment decisions is not 
appmpriate. We believe that an adequately designed 
confidence levcl appmach will help pmsnt falo i m p a i m t  
determiMtions due to mom in sampling, bansporting 
samples, and during laboratoty analysis; and help -re that 
costly TMDLs wil l  only be developed for m l y  impaired water 
bodies. For exampl+ Florida's lmpaind Waters Rule lJWR) 
rsquim a minimum of a 10% frequency threshold for listing 
with n minimumof 80% and 90% confidence levels to place a 
warn bdydyon lhs monitoring list and 303(d) list, respectively. 

In developing ash mommendation forths p m p o d  M i o n  No 
303(d) list, SWRCB staffannuend the question: Are water 
quality standards attained? l n h m t  in thii question is the 
possibility of data interpretation ermrs. The pouibility of m r  
is always prcwntand always a d d d  in  the mesmmt 
either explicitly or implicitly. 

To achawledge the possibility for cmr  and to account for i t  
to theptes t  extent pouible, the srmetund ncommdation 
was u d .  SWRCB staffused this stmcturrd recommendation 
~n msponw lo commcnllabout factors that should be 
conr8dcred in the lnong proccs and rtaffmt~rprM1~0n of the 
data Thc mcommcndatnonr reflect the nnfomnon and data 
u d  in each case. For numeric data, the confidence 
determination was b a d  on balancing ofpotential false 
positive and falsc negative errors. When information in the 
mord was semi-qualirative or qualitative, the overall weight 
and complstcncss of the factors considered were used. During 
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thir listing pmssu, it- not-ile to develop and use a 
m n s h t ,  detailed, and g m a l l y  applicable rtatirtical 
a w c m h  for data cvalmtion. Eaeh listing rsommcndatim 
w mnhrtcd on a -.by- basis. Amnrirrcnt approad 
to lilting will be &vclop as M o f t h e  lhling/dclilting policy. 

4.404.8 WemdthatchcSWRCBpmvidtfamsheetSfMthe ~ n g t h k l ~ n g c y ~ l e ~ t h m - n a a - t i m u ,  
waterbodies in the 2002 303(d) linthat were m t  addsd to or review and pmvide fact sheets for cash waterbody an the 

NO 

d e l d d  Kim I k  1998 303(d) list to msure that data mlleasd 1998 303(d) lisL Lings hnn the 1998 303(d) lirt wm 
dwingthis listing cycle naffinnand suppon existing listing reviewed and fact sheets w m  developad far t h e  listing 
decisions made in 1998. where new information was presented during this lirting 

cycle PI- also refer mthc raponss for Commmt No. 
G.11.12. 

4.405.1 There was not enough timedven for public review of 303(d) Plcssc refer to the mponsc for Commmt No. G.401.1. No 
list, staffreport and rape- to p i o u s  mmmms. Ths dty 
r q w m t h e  SWRCB d l a r  more time for review, m m n t  
and mponse to allow for a monthomugh public pmieipation 
proms. 

4.405.2 Fact sham wmonly  pmpossd or modified if new data of Plcsserefsrtoths~ponsetoComsntNo. G.11.12. Fact No 
information analyzed. Faa sheets are critical because sheets wereonly pmpored or modified if new information was 
they pmvide the rstiolmle for placing water bodies on or off identified. 
the list It is imperative that fact sheets pmvidc the scientific 
basis for the listing and identify f i l s  and citations drelsvant 
information ro dm1 the public can access the infomtion fmm 
the RWQCB to get man detail information a b u t  the listing 
decision. 

4.405.3 Efforts should be made by the RWQCB to obtain all Comment acknowledged. No 
infmati~nthatvrasuwd inpmiws listingr,sothatths 
public can view all liner of evidence used in the decision 
making pmcc~s. 

4.4054 The 1998 303(d) lists ddco not arsasiatc bcncficial w with Please refer to responx to Comment No. G.11.12. Beneficial No 
the pollutants for mast waterbadis. Tk RWQCB should uses are identified for pollutants in each water body for 
makcmrydlort to  iasociatc sash impairment on t h  303(d) additions to and deletions fmm the 2002 section 303(d) List. 
list with a beneficial uses. 

4405.5 The u)mmtnconditionally suppons in concept the Comment acknowledged. Plcssc also refer to the response for No 
utilization o f8  MonitMing List, Alternative Enforeeablc List Comment No. G.406.8. 
and a TMDL Completed Linpmvided then is accompanying 
funding of the eswM manitoring a d  cy~lu t ion  
mechanism n-sitated by t h e  list and identify who will bs 
mponsibls for performing such fundions. The city notes a 
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m m ' m t  by the SWRCB and tho RWQCB fw monitoring 
and wahmtion of& water bodis in each rsrpsctivs list prior 
to mmpletion ofthe nm listing cycle. However, additional 
details are +rod, induding but not limild to: 
A. How long can a water body remain on the Monitoring List? 
B. How m y  samples must be mllsted fmme~ch 
Momtoring List water body prior to the next listing cycle? 
The plamnat  of w c m  on a Monitoring List should be dons 
in a manner that d m  oar hinder or f o d l  the achievement 
ofmandated water quality objectives. 

4.405.6 The eommsntersuppms the mncept ofwatch listing artain Comment acknowledged. No 
water bodis whsrs aTMDL implemtation is in pro- 
and ms its rights to submit further mmments themn. 
The City also q u s s  that the SWRCB apply this policy 
consistently thmughaut the 2W2 303(d) list 

4.405.7 There a n  listings canied over fmm the 1998 listings with no Plsess refer to response to Comment No. G.11.12. Beneficial No 
ldentified pollutant The City recommends that such water uses an: identified for polluhm& in caeh water body far 
bodies be removed fmm or altmatively p l a d  on a watch list additions, deletions, and ehanga in the 2002 303(d) List 
far funher data gathering to detmnine whether the sowe of 
the impairments pollution or pllutam, and to identify those 
~ll"ta"ts. 

4.405.8 The commenter supports the concept ofwatch-listing cenain Comment acknowledged. No 
water bodia where an altcmdtiveenforceablc program a i l s  
and reserve i s  rights to submit funher c o m t  thaean. The 
City also requests that the SWRCB apply this policy 
consistently thmughout the 2002 303(d) lisr 

4.406.1 Response to mmments No. G.11.12 m e d  that lirtingr should Fact sheets wen only pmposed or modified if new infomation No 
be maintained if no new data or infomation has not king was anal@. Each decision was based on a careful evaluation 
received. While the submittal of new data or infomutian is a ofthe all data and information available on a me-by- 
valid basisupon which to review and revise an existing listing basis. l m s ~  ofconsistency will be addressed in the listing 
thereare nhervalid causcp for recognized in the federsl and dolisting policy. 
regulation fhat should be mnsidend by the SWRCB in 
making decisions regardingthe listing s tam ofa water body. 
Such factors should be applied in a mnsistent manner. The 
mmmsnterasks that the SWRCB revisit this decision making 
criterion and review -in listings in the pmposed 2002 
303(d) list. 

4.406.2 Thssommcnter is eon- about the newly pmpmsd listing I. The nitrite ao nitrogen objective of I mg!L is a surface YU vohmumc nl, 
for nitrite forthe Santa Clara River Reach 8. The dimict water objective and is not a groundwater objeetivs. The nitrite Region 4 
o p p s 6  the listing s e d  gmunds: objective appears in Chapter 3, Water Quality Objective, 
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1. Tk objsctivs is not avalid nuface water quality objativs under t h e d o n  entitled "Regional Objmi- for Inland 
thst -h. Surf- Warn .mihip nhiaivc ifnld nn m o m  ?.I I nr the ' 

~~~~~ ~ ~~~~ .......................... .. 
2. Gmmdwalm is m l  irrpairsd for nimtc Basin flml and the stte-sp%fic Ntmgsn objmivsr in Table 
3. Thac is m Enf-blc Rogram in ph- that will d u e  3-8 of me Bsom Plan as not mutually sxcluive, but are 
mmte in the rurfacs wata 2003 to lcvsls that wll comply with indcpendcntly applicable It k thedore ilppmp.ate lo 
the pundwalbr objective for nitrite. d u a D  a wnta body for compliance with each of l h a  

objectives. 

2. The nitritedata evaluated is nufaawakrdata. The 
groundwater data help clarify the potatid impacbof nitrile 
but the SWRCB and RWQCBs must evaluate ifwater quality 
standards are achieved. In lhis - the nufa- watcrquality 
stvldard is not achieved. 

3 It is pmbable that the n ~ m t e - n m p  smtnndard cxscsdancu 
wtll be addrsswd by n8m6camdh~m6catton m m n t  
knng m n m n e d  The FM Sha t  wll  be changed to ~nclude 
a dswnpuon of the pmws bnng installed The warn 

4.406.3 SWRCB staffmmmmded that Santa Monica Bay remain 
listed for sediment toxicity, DDT, PCBs chlordane, PAHE and 
Fish Conswnprbn Advisories. The SWRCB should consider 
changer to the 303(d) list when information has been 
submitted to demonsrate that either the water guslity standard 
is now king  attained, and allamative enforcable pmgram is 
in place to address the lxoblem or that the basis of the 
O&MI listing was inadequate. It is imperative that the 
SWRCB delve funher into the basis ofthesc listing, since 
initiation of s W D L  under t h e s c c i ~ m s t a n m  would be 
premahq and perhaps will unnecessarily result in a waste of 
limited raowces. 

segment-pollutant combination will be moved to the 
Enforceable Pmgram List. 

Many have commented that the SWRCB should review all of No 
the previously listed w a r n  b c s a w  ofthe pmr quality ofthc 
data d, the small amount ofdata supporting thc listing, the 
listings arc based on conditions ofths water body and not 
pollutanb, sh. Giwn more tims andlor a generally applicable 
listing decision mle, staff could have addrsssed these previous 
listings. In the caxr cited in this comment, il was no1 possible 
to reassess all the data and information used to list for 
ehlonlane, ssdimmt toxicity, and PAHs. Since the SWRCB 
appmsch fordeveloping the lis( was to m i r u  all the available 
data and information on asas-by- basis, SWRCB sraff 
fo-d attention anlvon tho% water bodies with new data 
and infomian.  Thi resrxssmcnt ofall listings is a i m e  
that will bead- by the SWRCB during thcdnrclopmmt 
ofthe listinddoliiinp. wl iw m u i d  by Water Code wftion 
13 1919(a).-~lcase alydrefe; to the rrsp& for Comment No, 
G.11.12. 

With r e a p 3  to the infomtiion pmvided Palm Verdes Shelf 
listings for D m  and PCB$ the repn on Ule feasibility of 
capping the polluted r e d i m &  pmvides an indication of i b  
fearibilily. The report docs not indicate that USEPA or any 
other organization is now in the p m c w  of remediating the 
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idmtified pmblam. lk rcporl, while a stsp in& right 
d i d a h  d m  mn pmvide sufficimt awmnce that the Palos 
Verda scdimne will h d i a l e d .  

4.406.4 ln previous mmmnts the m m m e n t e r r e q u d  that the PI- referto rrsponsc for Commmt Nos. 4.406.3, G.11.12 No 
SWRCB-ehlistingsforabndfishhidologyfor andG.403.11andG.403.12 
the San Gabriel River Wamhcd bsaw UK pollutant or 
slrssor causingth alleged impoimrnt has w t  been 
idcntificd The SWRCB rsonmvnded that UK listingr should 
-in becam no new dam or in fomt iw has besnrecdved 
fwthsrs listings with which to -amins UK exisling 
listings. These listings amobviou~ candidates for the 
Monitoring List -use funher ascsment is q u i d  to 
determine: 

I .  What strndsrd should be uwd to cvatuate fish hldology? 
2. Whcthsr impumvno to bmcficinl uses uio. 
3. What pollutant is cawing or conmbutmg to the adv- 
conditions 

The SWRCB should rrcvalualsthne l~sungr in ltght oflhc 
steps needed to mull i n n  legally val~d and setmr~fically 
appmpriau 303(d) listing. 

4.406.5 The Cornenter disagrees with the SWRCB reommendation If new data were not submitted, staff did not makcany No 
to retain the listing for algae in Coyote Creek, San Gabriel change in the 1998 listings. Thse listings may mntndist 
River Rsach I, San Jose Cnck Rsach 1 and 2 and q u e s t s  the some of the proposed listings. T h m  contndictions will be 
SWRCB mns ider  this nmmmendation. There was addrerwd in the development of the listing and &listing 
insuflicimt information to determine impaimmt in the policy and fuhm revisions ofthc rcdian 303(d) list. PI- 
original aassmmt The c a m  sontmllingalgae gmwth as also refer to the responses for Commmt Nos. 4.406.3, G.11.12 
well as the level at which a l a s  mwlh miahtbe mnsidered and G.403.11 and G.403.12. 
pmblematis have not been ddckined. %c distrid 
- m a d s  that the existing algse listings bc moved to the 
Monitorine List for these three waterbodis. 

4.406.6 The Commmterdisa- withU1e SWRCB mmmendation 
to list San Jose Creek Reach I (San Gabriel River confluence 
m Temple S m )  and San Josc Creek Reach 2 (Temple St. to I- 
I0 at White Ave.) impaired due to nceedancs ofpH above 
8.5. The Basin Plan stales that inland surface watts  shall not 
be depnrrcd below 6.5 or raised above 8.5 as a result of 
wartedirsh- Ambient pH levels shall not be changed 
monthan 0.5 units fmm natural conditions as a result of 
waste discharge. It  ha^ not bem demonstnted that the 
nmdnncm in Reach I an a m l t  ofwastedischarge. In 

SWRCB staffcatmot find a link b e e n  the pH levels and Y s  Volum 11, 
waste discharge. The stations downsmom ofthe wastewater Region 4 
treatment plant an in compliance with the Bash Plan water 
quality objective. Thmfore, it is likely that the treafmcnt 
plant is not the source of the elevated pH. There a n  flowing 
storm drains and fribufaria, but the RWQCB will not have 
data on thee  i n p s  until mid-lanuaty 2003. The faef sheel 
has been updated with this information and the 
recommendation changed. 
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addition it is m e l e a w h y  Rcxh 2 uar determined to be 
impaired since mciving water data fmmthsonly sampling 
statin, loeatrdin -h 2 show that the pH objective was 
a& mlv m OW of 80 

4.406.7 The Commenlu disa- with the SWRCB mmmendation Samples wsrs mild during storm events. In 1.5 yeam fmm No 
to list CayotiOeeL and San Gabriel RivnRcach 2 for 11/91 - 4199.16 out d 2 6  samples exceeded criteria. 
coppa, lead, and zinc. T h e  listings should be plaeed m the Therefore, w i d e m  ruppam the listing of Coyote Creek and 
Monitoring List k a w  thcdaasalrvd to d&w San Gabriel Rim R s s h  2 for copper, lead, and dnc during 
impaimna is nMC3npally rcprc~mtative and k n o t  wet weather conditions. 
dunonsaate m n a l  variability. Thsc water bodies should 
b e m v e d  from the 303(d) list and plaeed on the Monitoring All available data uarrrvinwd. Whik data was only available 
List until better temporal r e p m t a & n  of water quality during st-, the= is nothinaavailable shaving that 
conditions can beestablirhd or the listing should reflect that standards were met at other ti-. 16 samples exceeded the 
the i m p a i m t a  is a wet weather impairment only. WQO and paoibly impacted aquatic lifeduringstom. 

4.406.8 The Saota Clam River is listed as impaired due w erecedances The d o n  303(d) listing pmccss does not asss the validity No 
of the wateroualitv obiectivs for niuate+nitrite n i m .  The ofwatsroualitv smdards. If the waluaualiw obiectives are . . .  - . . . . ,  
commentubelieves that this listing is inappropriate s i n e  it is applicable and data are available to compare to the standard, 
b a r d  on an invalid water qualityobjbjsstivs that war modified the SWRCB and RWQCBs are compslled to evaluate the 
in 1994 hom a flow-weighted annual average to an data. Please also refer to the response for Comment No. 9.7.1. 
instantancam maximum bv the Reeionsl Board 

- 

4 406 9 Santa Clara Rcacha 7 and 8 should be dcltned a3 tmprlrcd F c h l  ngutat8on rrqu~res stale$ w rpeclfy appropnatc watn No 
forchlande baauosths uscolthat in ~mpamd or not a Clean uwrto beach~cvcd and pmtbjssvd 40CFR 131 to(=) slates, 
Watn Ad gad use The Ssnts Clara Rwer Reach 7 and 8 8n pan 'The clasr,ficanssnon of the waters of the State must lake 
ehlondc linings arebnwd onthc protection of theagrieulorral 
beneficial w (AGR). In coacting the CWA. Congress w s  
rmring lopmtcct thswslion IOl(a) firhable/swtmable 
uwr. h e  &A rrqvired states to designate 
Rshab le l swid le  uss to waters whenever theu uses were 
aminableand then adopt water quality to pmtect such 
uss. nK CWA also m e d  tlie right ferstates to set more 
restrictive s t a d s  than the fishabldswimmable 
quimncnts. Howcvcr, these morestringent uses b s a w  
they us not rrqvired by the CWA are not mbjs t  to USEPA 

into consideration the ux and value ofwater for public water 
supplies, proledion and propagation of fish, shellfish, and 
wildlife, recreation in and on the water, agriwlflval, 
indmtriil, and other purposes iocluding navigation. The 
Bailn Plan contain a number of beneficial usedesignations 
that coverall o l t h c ~ c  fcdcrally-identified designated me 
categories, includinga beneficial use for Agrifulflval Supply 
(AGR). 

The listing for this waterbdy is appropriatebecause the AGR 
aGro&l and ndththcfore not applicable wa&quality use is in the Basin Planand there is an applicable water 
standards for f d m l  CWA purposes, such as swing  as the quality standard for chloride to pmtst  the use. In addition, 
basis for NPDES permit limitation or for 303(d) listing s i n e  theseare existing listings, plsasc refer to the responw far 
decisions. ~ g r i d t u r a l  bmeficial use is a state designated ~ n n m m t ~ o . ~ . l l . l ~ .  
beneficial use under the CWA and the USEPA has no legal 
right to IM the waters of Santa Clan River Rsash 7 and & 
solsly on the basis ofimpairment of the agrimlflval usc, since 
its authority for listing d c e  not extmd b q m d  the CWA goal 
W S .  
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4.407.1 The following-- tocnnmsnt should be mruistmt with The rrrponss to C o n m a t  No. 4.1.3 will be rrviwdto ~ f l a  Yen V o k N  
the rrmnnm&tirm of lhe S m e  bard. c m m m t  No. 4.1.): thc SWRCB staff ~ ~ t i o n s  on toricily for (his warn 
New& and in fmrdan  rrgarding the Uoricily listings for body. 
San Gabrisl Reaches I and 3 was submilled, d the IiRing 
was nviscd. The -nu should be c o d  to r e f l a  the 
SWRCB's decision to move thsw listingsto lhs Enf-blc 
Rognm List. 

4.407.2 Thefoll~ngrsponsetoennmcnfshouldbecons*tmtwith Ths~~~~toCammentNo.4.1.11willbechangedto Y s  VolumcN 
lhe recommendation ofthc Smte Baard. Comment No. 4.1.1 1: reflat lhe remmmmdatians in the fact sheds. 
The r a p o w  should be -wd. Changingthe listings for 
nitratmitrite and organic mrichmenfflow dissolwd oxygen 
for S~anta Clan Riva Reach 8 is supported by the data and 
informadon in the mod, as  evidenced by the SWRCBs 
d a i r i w  to dc-list nitnDhlitrite and move organic 
snrichmenUlow dissolved mygm to the Monitoring List. 

4.407.3 The following response tocommmt should be consistent with The response to C a m m t  No. 4.8.24 will be changed to Yes V o l m l V  
the raommmdation ofthe Slate Baard. Comment No. 4.8.24: reflat the rsommendations in the fact sheets. 
SWRCB's respollse should be changed in the -nrs to 
commsnta. The SWRCB did not agnc with the pmpovd 
listing for Santa Clara River Reach 3 for nitratstnitrite. The 
SWRCB is rscnnmmdine to not list the watcrbodv. 

4.407.4 The following rsponse to comment should be consistent with The response to Comment No. 4.17.9 will be changed to Yen VolumslV 
the recommendation ofthe State Board. Cnnmmt No. 4.17.9: nflcct the mmmmdations in the fact sheets. 
The mponss refm to the SWRCBP response to Comment 
G.II.12,which Matesthat ifnewdata and information were 
not received, the -t sfaNs ofthe water body would 
-in, since then is no new evidence with which to n- 
examine the existing listing. How", new data and 
information were whimd by the cornenter, and the listing 
was mevaluated by the SWRCB. The rspansc should reflect 
the SWRCB decision to revise the lidng, and -w Santa 
Clara River Rach 8 fmm the 303(d) list as i m p a i d  due to 
nitrate+nitrits. 

-- 
4.407.5 The following response to comment should be consistent with The response to Comment No. 4.17.10 will be changed to Yes VolumcN 

the neommnulation ofths State Board. Commmt No. refleet the raammendations in the fact sheds. 
4.17.10:The-nenfsn tothsSWRCB'srsponss to 
Comment G I  1.12, which states that ifncw data and 
infamtion were not received, thscurrmt stahas of the water 
body would m a i n ,  since t h e  is no new evidence with which 
to n-examine the existing listing. However, new data and 
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i n f o d o n  were submined by the Districts, and thc listing 
MO -luted by the SWRCB. The ~ ~ O D S C  should nflect 
the SWRCB decision to nvis the listing. and m o w  Santa 
Clan Riw Reach 8 fmm Ute 303(d) list as iw . rcd  due to 
wganic snridvnenfflav dissolved oxygen, and move thh 
listing to Ute Monitoring List 

4.407.6 l k  following rsrponse to c m n r n t  should bemnsirtmt with The rcrpanseto Comment No. 4.25.3 will be changed to Ya V o l v m N  
the mmmsndation ofthe SfaD Board. Canrmcnt No. 425.3: reflect the recomndltionr in the fa* she-. 
New dataand information rsg.nling*le toxkity listing far 
San Gabrid Reash 3 was s u b m i W  n d  the listing was 
revised. The rsrponr should b e m r r s W  to n f l m  the 
SWRC6.s decision to mvs this listing to the Enforccdbk 
Pmgnm List 

4.407.7 The following rsrponse to comment should be consistent with The rsrponse to Comment No. 4.31.9 will be &hanged to Y e  V0lumcIV 
the mmmcdat ion  of lht Slate Board. Carnmnrt No. 4.31.9: reflect tho recommendations in the fan sheets. 
The SWRCB response to this m m n t  shodd be mired. 
The should reflcn the SWRCB's daision not to list 
Santa Clara River Rsach 3 as impaired due to nitrite. This 
listing is not being placed on r)le Monitoring List. 

4.407.8 l l a f o l l o w i n g r e s p ~ c t o  comment should be consistent with The ruponse to C o m n t  No. 4.31.21 will be changed to YS V0lumlV 
the lrsammmdatian ofthc State Board. Comment No. nflect the recommendations in the fad sheet.. 
4.31.21: Response in revision mlumn should be changed to 
read "Ya." The SWRCB has r e v i d  this lidng, and is 
recommsnding to m v c  San Gabriel Rivcr Reaches I and 3 to 
the Enfo-blc P m g m  List fortoricity. 

4.407.9 The following nspanse to m m n t  should be mnsiamt with The response to Comment No. 4.31.31 will be changed to YS VoIumclV 
thc mmmmdatiion ofthcStatc Board. Comment No. nllect the recommendations in the fa* sheeb. 
4.31.31: SWRCB's -rut should be changed. The SWRCB 
did not agnc with the p-ed listing for Ssnta Clara River 
Reach 3 far nihatehlitrite. The SWRCB is not listing the 
W e r  body. 

4.407.10 The following n~ponse to mmmcnt should be mnsistcnt with The response to Comment No. 4.17.9 will be changed to No 
the nmmmendation ofths State Board. Commmt No. nflect the recomndationr, in the fa* sheets and should be 
4.314.1: The mpnnt~hau ldnf lmthsSWRCB decision to suff~cimt to adequately respond to this mmmcnt. 
revim the listing, and m o v e  Santa Clara Rivcr Beach 8 fmm 
the 303(d) list ar immired due to nitratsrnitrite. 

- - 

4.407.1 1 Thcfollowingnsponsstommmentrhouldbemnsistcntwith ThemponsctoCommentNo.4.17.10willbechangedto No 
the nmmmdat ion  ofthe Stnte Board. Commmt No. n f lea  the ncommndetionr in the fa* sheet. and should be 
4.314.2: The responscshauld reflect the SWRCB decision to sumcimt to adequately respond to this comment 
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rsvirs ths lisfing,and mnavs Santa Clnra River Reach 8 fmm 
the 303(d) l i s t s  impsircd hr toorgsnicaviehmenfflow 
disrolvd oxygm, and m this lirting to the Monitoring List 

4.407.12 The follawingrss- Lommmnt should be c~l$i*nt with The r a p ~ l s c t o  Comment No. 4.314.3 viU kchangmito 
thc mammmdation ofthe Sfste Board. Commsnt No. rcficn the rsonarndatiom in the f m  shretr 
4.314.3: R-sein rsvidonmhvnn shouldbe changed to 
rrad "Yes.. The SWRCB hasrevid thas listings and is 
rrmmmendingto maw the listings for ammonia to the 
Enforeable Rosnn List 

4.408.1 Stmngly support the following: CanmmS achavledged. 
I. The us of the 1998 =lion 303(d) list as the basis for the 
2002 list. 
2. The additions to rhc 2002 303(d) list 
3. That Malibu Crrek Watashcd and Call- Creek 
Wamhed arc listed for sedimentation. 
4. The LA HarborConsolidated Slip is listed for cadmium, 
copper, me- and dieldrin. 
5. Mdjnth Lake (Ertunry) is listed for dieldrin and PCBs. 
6. D o m i w  h e l  is l i d  for copper. 
7. DomingwzChannd W r y  is listed f o ~  chlordane and 
W R r  

4.408.2 The State should re-the M e n  of p m f  and mum those 
water bodies ppd for listing in the monitoring list to the 
303(d) LirL Placing water bodies on the monitoring list is 
illegal. Evm if it is mnsistmt with the CWA, plaecmmt ofa  
water bodies on the m i t o t i n g  list becausethere are no - 
adequately h d e d  Sate andlor local program to monit6r the 
water bodies is improper. 

We w e s t  the State Baard revise the following LARWQCB 
water bodis. pmposcd forlhc Monitoring List. 
I. Callegum Creek WatmhedConejo Crak  R9B for 
unnatural foam and sfwn 
2. Malibu Cold Creek for algae. 
3. Domingua Channel for toxicity. 
4. Malibu Creek forselmium. 
5. Mdjnth Lake for fecal mliform. 

'The Monitoring List is for thaw water bodies whsm additional No 
monitoring is needed because the misting data is not 
rufticicnt for listing or delisting. Also please scs response to 
the CommnfNos. 0.10.1. 

I. For Calleguas Creek WatnshedConejo Crssk R9B for 
unnatural foam and scum, plsass referto the rss- to 
C o m t  NO. 0.10.21. 
2. For Malibu Cold Creek foralgac, please refer to the 
-nrs to Comment No. 4.8.32: 
3. For Domingua Channel for toxicity, please refa  to the 
- ~ c t o C o m e n t  G.ll.8. 
4. For Malibu Crsek far a l s n i q  pl- refer to the -rise 
to Comment No. 4.8.33. 
5. For McCnath Lake for fecal colif- please refer to the 
resmn.~toCommcntNo.G.I1.5..4.418.13. ~~. - ~ ~ 

~, 

6. SanGabncl River crruary for trash. 6 For the San Gabn'cl Rivmesfuary f a  wsh please refa to 
7. Sana Clam & v a .  Rcach 8 for low D.O./organie mnchmcnt Ule m p m  to C o m t  Nos 48.20 and 4.2716, 

7 Sanu Clara Rmer Rcach 8 for low D O J o m ~ c  
~ . ~ ~~~ ~ - 

mrichmmr The available dam do not support listing this 
pollutant and water body. 
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4.408.3 Rsnnmcnd that watmbodies moved to the Alternative F a  the Enforceable Pmgmm.Lisl m m S  pl- refa to the No 
Enforreable Pmgram List (APL) be placed hack onto the rrsponsetoCommmtNos.G.11.8andG.11.11. 
303(d) List. Placing thcrc water bodies on APL (i.c. 
municipal stwmwnmpennitr) is the mast ineffective water Forthe individual water bodies placed on the Enfomblc 
quality mehanim forme State. The following LARWQCB P m e  List, pl- refer to ths rrsponse for C o m t  No. 
wrer  bodies should be placed back ontothc303(d) Lirc 4.31.11. 

1. Coyote C m k  for n m i n  and toxicity 
2. C o w  C d  fora-ia snd toxiow 
3. Rio Hondo m h  2 f m n ~ m n i a  ~ ~ ~~~- -~ ~-~ - . ~- 

4 San Gabriel ever Emq for ammonia as nitrogen 
5. Sin Gabriel Rivcr Rcaeh I for ammonia and toxicity 
6 Sm Cahcicl Rivcr R-h 2 for a m n i a  
7. San Gabriel RivaRsash 3 for toxicity 
8. San Jms Creek R a s h  I (SO sonfluencs to Temple St) for 
ammonia 
9. San Jmc Creek Reach 2 (Temple St. to 1 10 at White Ave.) 
for ammonia 
10. Santa Clara River Reach 7 for ammonia 
I I. Santa Clara Rivcr Reach 8 for ammonia 

4.408.4 Recommend wisingthe list to place all TMDL completed k n t  federal regulation (40 CFR 130.7@)) requires states to No 
waters on the section 303(d) list until water quality standards identify water quality limited %mats nil1 requiring 
are attained. Also requaf that the Rep& mmtivc clarify TMDLs. The sole reason for placement d w a m  and 
that a completed TMDL m y  only be removed hom the pollutank on the seetion 303(d) list is to uigger the 
section 303(d) IistwhsnTMDL implmtat ion rssults in full development o fa  TMDL. USEPA guidance to thestates 
anainmmt ofall standards. (datedNomber 2001) suggesis states should not include on 

the section 303(d) list watca when TMDLs have brrn 
completed. This guidance suggest that thcw warm should be 
placed on a separate list. In order to show p m g m  in 
developing TMDLs, SWRCB stafitrcommnded that waba 
segment-pollutant combinations be placedon the TMDL 
Completed List even ifalf TMDLs in the segment areyet to be 
completed. Scgmmtrwill m a i n  on the section 303(d) list 
f~rthosepollutank still needing TMDLs. 

For the macrtion that not keeping a water on the list will 
potmtially reduce funding oppomnitis, p l m c  refer to the 
resmnss for Commsnt No. 0.10.2. 

4 408 5 ThcSanta Mon~ca Bay nwnhorc should not be dcllsted for The Btght '98 data !ha! urn mlnved rsprrrcnt cond~rtonr NO 
m l r  Data used for thtr dsllsttng only rupponr the removal and pollutant canrrnmrlonr tn both ofishare and nearrhorc 
ofoffshore arc* fmm ths303(d) I t s  Snljmnt ehcmj,try. cnr8ranmnU The asren8on by ihc eommentn is m n g  In 
wdlmcnt tok~c~ty and benthc mmrmnlty rmcrure uas "cry sandy laatlonr high eonccnmt~ms ofmccalq are not 
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d i e d  form omhore arcs only and not San na~hore. apSad 

With rapen lo t k  potential for mccals impacknswriated 
with M W b r  i n p l h  the Bight 9 8  m d s  data show w 
imp= in the matine envimnkntnear Bdlona W. 
Metals in BdlanaCrek arc addrrssed by metals listings 
auociated with Ballona Creek and Ballona Creek m. 

4408.6 l k  ShffRrpolt i n d y  ~ ~ r h a r t h c p r m o e o l  fm listing 
inpatmi t ech  is the appmach developed by t h  Beach Wntu 
Oualiw Workmuo mWOWG). A Nbeomminee oflhir . , " ~ - , -  . ~, ~~~~~~ ~ ~ 

p u p  is sill developing a mmmndation for the listing 
appmach Therearc waal flaws in the appmoch used by the 
State ar. outltned in the StarR-n The Star Rcmn is  not ~ ~ ~ ~- ~~ ~- ~~~ -~~ .~ -... ~~ r~~~~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~  
consistent with several poinu, IhcStats is mimp-ntingthe 
mmmdations of  the BWQWG (Listing FadorU7 - Dab 
used to arras wata qualily). 

The staffrcpon ma that the a-h was dewlopsd by s No 
subcom~tterafthe BWQWG Th~sgouphasmsluvasl 
11- lo help dewlop an sppmaeh lo be used whm the hnmg 
and dc.llsung paltcy s developed h n g  the dewlopmnt of 
the group's rrcomadanons that t h m  wen 4 gmeral 
axas of agmment on a mnarent appmaeh and RWQCB 
mommcndauolu -Id be made mae m r u ~ e n t  d m .  thc ~~~ - ~ ~ ~~~ - .~ -... ~ ~~~ ~~ - ~~ ~ 

dsvclopnmt oflhe -1 lnst by applying the sppmaeh 
dcvclopcd SWRCB starstaled to the rubemmim+ that the 
approach would be app ld  to the -1 pmeess to dsvslop 
the list. No objaions were r a i d  by the committac 
mmbas. Ofcourw, rsommcndationscan evolve ss new 
pe-lives arc a d d r e d  and the pmposed pmcar a n  
evolve as the SWRCB embark on the de~lopmmt ofthe 
listing and dc-listing policy. 

4.408.7 Reeommndations should only apply to mutincly monitored All available data wasused to develop the mommended No 
beaches. This is not stated in the Staff R c p l  which listings. Portings are a mult  ofbeaches not mesting water 
miolrp-ts the BWQWCJ. intent For beaches that ars not quality standards or as a pnaution to pmtest human health. 
mutinely monitoring, all available data (including polings Prsaufionary postings are not oRen backed by water qualily 
and closurrr) should be mnsidcmi. data. To avoid this difficulty, we relied on data thattriggem 

~ost in~r .  

4.408.8 Theallowable rate o f  mcrccedanees to account for backgmund 
levels o f f e d  bacteria should be established by using a 
rsfcrmec beach. Inrtcad, the Protocol states that sitsqecifie 
backgmund data ideally should be uwd but ~f not available. 
The Statefhersfonusd a 10% sxacdanee ratc per year as the 
listing threshold if monitoring is mnduned year round. This 
is not mnsistsnt with the Bsach Water Qualily Work Omup 
recommendation touse a referrnee beach loeation to establish 
baekgmvnd levels. The State should ensure that RWQCBs are 
idmtifyi"g and wing rsfmneebsash location, as this is the 
only scientifically defensible methad available to establish 

Backgmund levels at refmneebeaches should be wed to No 
assus backgmund densities. In thcabsmee ofdata from a 
reference beach, I0  pcrcent war ~clccted so water quality data 
couldbe reviewed and listings muldbe recommended now. 
Otherwise, few beaches would be mnsidered for listing 
k s u w ,  at p-nl, brckgmunddata are ava~lahle hornonly a 
for locations Thlr approach is defensible mnsndmng thc 
gcncral lack oftnfomat~on in the record about r r f m c c  
conditions 

4.408.9 Rceommmd that the listing p m a a  uses the numben of beach Exceedance of bacterial standards lads to beach partings. No 
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p t i n g s  and cloaurs u s m n d  tier information that augments Posting and closure information is imparrant but this 
the analysa afthe numbsrofsxondancep of the raw bsctcrin i n f o d o n  can m l t  fmm Cadorsother than m m i n m s n t  

- d m .  Postings a d  closura refled a dim1 IOSE ofbeneficial afbaslnial standards. T h w  nm-water quality fanom 
u s e  ofthebeach and mmibeconsidmd in the listing -. include permit conditions to v i m  beach posting or 

prcautionsry p t i n g s  (without data toback up theposting) at 
or near d m  drains Posting and clmwe inf-tion is 
m n s i d d  and is uJed with wtaqualitydata 

4.408.10 Stmngly disagra with the mtheblogy ofnot lining a beash The pups o f f  ~ l e  rcstion 303(d) list is to idmtify wstm and No 
"wha them w no &way to addms the pmblem." The pollutants m TMDb can bedex&+. If. 
Clcan WataAR does not haveany pmvisianr for not listing a closure is due to a pipe break, it should beaddrrsred lhmugh 
polluted water body as impaired beeauss somother mthad mfnermenL If a closure is due to long-mm n b c s  of 
aside fmm aTMDL may ckan up the water M y .  Any beach bacterial standards and the clorwr is backed by data, thsn a 
that m a  thecriteria for impairment shouldbe l i d .  TMDL would likely be n k a a r y  lo sddrrrs the ppm(llan. The 

p l  is to amin tainteater quality standards as quickly as possible 
by the mort efficient mesns. 

4.408.1 1 Remmmsnd that for beaches that are mutinelv monitored in Praautionarv nin advisories should not bewed to list watcrs No 
!he summer (AB 41 1 pctiod) but not in the w t n ,  ram unlerr thsy arc hackcd by dam that shows bsctcnal standards 
adrnrons l a u d  by rhc 1-1 health dspamnsnta rhould be amereeeded. Ifdata ir not available ~tcannat b e d c l ~ n s d  
conridcmd in the llsllna ~ r o c c u  Cumnllv there is no if bacterial smndarh am rrcccdcd. . . 
regulatory requirement lo conduet wet weather monitoring. 
For beach with chronic wet wcather i m p s i m t ,  thne is an 
incentive to stop monitoring during the wet weathato avoid 
listing, and instcsd, issue rain advisories. Therefore, rain 
advisories m u  be considered in the lining pmes for 
bcaehes not monitored in the wet reason. 

4.408.12 The length of beach impaired issite-specific and can not be If water quality data shows that a beach should be listed far a No 
gcncraliad 10.50 yadsoncach ridc'ofthcsoums or sample dirtan- grcavr lhan 50 yards on sach sidcof thc rampltng 
statton. T h c m l t a  ofwvaal srudicr show that the lmgth of points then the lirtingrhould covn thcenlirr kngth lmow to 
bcach impacted is specific to the m e  of the bacteria and the be impacted. In the abamce of opettal qmsmtativc d s g  the 
topopphy ofthc bcach. For example, about 0.25 miles of rwommmded extent has besn used to " p m t  muditions 
beach o h  m w d s  health standards at Surfrider Beach when amund storm drains. This value should beused ifadditional 
Malibu Creek flows to the -ran and appmrimately one mile reprrsentativs data is not available. 
of Doheny Beach is o h  impaired. 

4.408.13 Rccommmd that Listing Faetw#l2, Potential So- of Plcasc refer to the = p o w  to Comment No. 0.10.9. Pollutant No 
Pollutant @I. I, pags9). be deleted fmm the list of fanon source was listed for infomation and was not used in 
that the staffconsiders in making rremmdatians.  The US dctnmining if standards were achieved. 
EPA'r 2002 lntepted Water Quality and Monitoring and 
Assessment Report Guidance Sates elsnrly that if an 
impairment is caussdor mpccted tobe eauwd by apollutang 
the water should be listed. Only where the Stale h a  
afiirmation lmowledge that an impaimnt is noleaused by a 
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pollutan& un lk StPtC keep 1 water body off the list 
.- 

4.408.14 w g  ~ a c ~ m  ~ 3 .  AS- of DW ~ w ~ i i  Wolume I, -1 0 t h  progrsm  SWAMP, BPTCP, NPDES, e(c.) No 
page 5 ofths Staff R W ) ,  rmommmd that if is going to listed in Listing F w r  #3 include mmiWingsfforts hom 
rpccifically iterate monitoring pmgram with suitable data otherpmgnm and various agencies and laboratories swh as 
quality thsS at r minimum lining factor #3 be expanded to the DFO, UCD, Siem Nevada Aquatic R-h Laboratory 
includedata fmm monimingcffomswh as: NOAA, CDFG, (SNARL), Moo Landing Marine Laborafaiu (MLML) and 
CSMW, CTSM, U.S. Davis Granite Canyon Toxicity Tsting olhm. SWRCB s t a f f ~ ~ ~ ~ t a m s t t o  the qualityofthc 
Laborarmy, the California Aquatic Bi-mnt Laboratory, QAPPs fm all programs in the Wall and 
theSicrraNevnda Aguatic Racnrch Laboratory, the Montemy Armospheric Adminisbation (NOAA), Mmtnsy Bay 
Bay Aquarium Rcsarch Innimte, and the Cmmtl Coart Lmg A W m  R s o r t h  Institute 0, mthc Cmaal Coal 
T m  EnvimnmlUal l \ s ~ t  Pmgram. Long T m  Envimnmental Arwsment Rogram monitoring 

effom because SWRCB staff doa not have Bowledge of 
a h  of these agency or pmgramwide QAPPs me 
commsntndid nc4 pmvide the QAPPs for these omizatianr. 

4.408.15 Listing should no( q u i r e  multiple l i n s  of evidence when 
bioloeical data ruch astoxicin tests indicate biolaeical - ~ 

~ ~~ ~. ~~ - ~ - ~ ~  ~- 
degradation Toxicity, adverse biolq~csl m p o n v  and 
degradation of aquatte lbfe population or mmmunit~cr are 
oflcn s dircct m-re of the bmcfictal uxr that wc are trying 
lo pmlm and should be glvm the same wight nr n d n c c  
ofstandards lNund afcffmively reducing the value of 
biological data by q u i n n g  additional dam the Stale Board 
should be w i r i n g  the mllcclion of more biological data and 
placing a high priority on this data. 

WaLcr or scdimcnt toxicity is a pmpntyofwater or sediments No 
resulting fmm the discharge and pmenee ofpollutants. As 
defined in the Clcrn Water Act w t i m  502, a pollutant is  
"dredged spoil, solid waste, ine indor  midue, sewage, 
garbage, ~ewagc sludge, munitions chemical waste, 
biological materials, d i 4 v e  mataials, heat wrsked or 
discarded equipment, m k ,  sand, cellar din and industrial, 
municipal and agrieulbvsl waste diwharged into water." 

A condition o fa  water body like toxicity, bmthic degradation, 
advms biological mponse, ete. is not a pollutant. This 
mnclusion ir conrirtcnt with fedwl mgulaoon that hatallows 
TMDb to be u p &  as mricity. Federal regulation (40 
CFR 130 7(e)(lXt)) all- T M D b  m beatabli~hcd usinga 
pollutant-by-pollutant or biomonitoring appmach. Similarly, 
40CFR I3O.~i)~aysTMDLronbeexprasedintcnnsof 
either mass per t im,  tonicity, or otherappmpiate ma- 
This biomitoring appmach or use ofmliicity tening in 
Mablishing T M D b  praumably should kuwd to lddnss the 
sumulativedfecls dmultiplepollutank. S t a t e s a r e q u i d  
(40 CFR 130.7(cXIXii)) to establish T M D b  for all pollurants 
pmvmting or expected to pwent  attainment ofwater quality 
standards Slats am not required to develop TMDLs for 
water body advcnc conditions when they arc not cawed or 
contributed to by a pollutant. If the pollutant causing or 
contributing to the adverse effects an no( B a v n  that 
information should be collected prim to placing waten on the 
vnion IOl l r l ,  ti", 
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4.408.16 Watabodisrrhouldnotberaavodhomthclirtbcca~~~rhc PlsawrelatoUlcrsponrstoCommtNo.G.10.11. No 
originel lining was based an EDLswrlar sufficnt data for 
delisfing erish and delisting is &cled in xcsxdm~s with 
the C l m  Water Act. Wata WL where tissue k w l  exceed 
levels in 85 or 95 -tile of 0th- warcrbodies may 
indicate r pmblsm. Delisting should ormr iflevels are below 
those k m  to Iff& muMn W U l  or aquatic life. me 
following delisting ofwatu bodies in Region4 based on 
EDLs .re oppmcd. 

I. Ballona Creek far copper, lead and silver 
2.CalleguasCmk R9A, R9B, RIO, R1I,RIZ,R13 for 
cadmium 
3. Calleguas asek R9A, R9B, RIO, RI I for chromium, nickel 
and silver 
4. Callcgua~ Creek R9A, R90, R10, Rl I R13 fordactha1 
5. Callsguss Creek R 7 for nickel, selenium Chromium, silver 
and zinc 
6. Colorado Lagoon for lead 
7. Coyote Creek for silvsr 
8. Lake Calabasas far copper and zinc 
9. Lor Angeles River RI, for chlorpyrifos 
I0.Malibou Lake for c o p p  
I I. Man'na del Rcy Harbor-Back for ceoppn, I d ,  m T  and 

~ ~ 

zinc 
12. VenNra River RI for copper, selenium, silver and doc 
13. Wcrtlaks Lake forcopper 

4.408.17 Callsguas Creek Anoyo Simi R7 should be listed for ammonia 
and disrinon. TIES have implicated di&non and ammonia as 
thesulpn'ts to toxicity. Soura identification is not a legally 
valid -n to nfmin fmm listing whae thcn is an indication 
ofimpairment 

4.408.18 The State should provide a singlc cornpanson documnrt that 
clearly indicates changes (addition and deletions) fmm both 
the previous list and changes from the Regional Boards 
p r & d  lists to facili&thc review p&. 

Calleguas Cmk, Amyo Simi Reach 7 is listed for ammonia No 
and org8nophosphatss. Diminan is an organophmphale 

The SWRCB staffdeveloped the proposed sstion 303(d) list No 
on a case-by- basis To do this the staffused adatabase to 
create fan sheea and summary tables. The s o h  pmgmm 
used do not ~ p p o n  the we of rtcikrnut andundcrliac format 
The large number ofchangu recommended are summarind in 
the Tables in Volume I ofthe staffrepon. 

The 1998 section 303(d) list is presented in Appendix A of 
Volume I. All of the information in Tables I thmugh 8 in 
Volumc I of the staff rsport np-t the proposcdchanges to 
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the 1998 list To mmpan the changcs since the April m i o n  
ofthe Saff report it is necesay to compare the Tablcsas 
follows: 

April 2002 Staff Repan OMba 2002 StaffRspon 
Table I Table 1 
Table 2 Table 2 
Table 3 Table 3 
Table 4 Table 6, Table 7 
Tabk 5 Table 4 
Table 6 Table 5 

Modifications in the sstimatcd a m  affected can be made by 
comparing the 1998 list (in the Appendix of Volume ])to the 
pmposed seetion W ( d )  list dated cd& IS, 2002. Changes 
in water body segmentation ore p s n t e d  in Table 8 of 
Volum I ofthe Saffreport dated c d o k  15,2002. The arras 
prssmtcd in thc most n n n t  version ofthc list could bc 
compared to the amas presented in the 1998 l ia  orthe October 
IS, 2002 pmpassd version. 

On a s h  fact sheet, the SWRCB staffpmvided the RWQCB 
reeommcndation if a rs~mmmdalion was made 

4.409.1 The Commenter made ssveral verbal comments at the 11/6/02 PI- refer to all the responses to Comment Nos. 4402.4.406 No 
SWRCB Workshop. The w m m n h  expressed are the same as and 4.407. All verbal comments made were responded to. 
pnviously presented in Comment Nw. 4,402.4.406 and 
4.407. 

4.410.1 11106/02 Workshop Comment: Malibu C w k ,  Ballona Creek. PI- refer to the response to Comment No. 4.410.6. Yes Volume Ill, 
Calleguas C m k  and the Lor Angeles Riwr were moved fmm Region 4 
theMonitoring List (April haft), onto the 303(d) Listing in 
the Octoba DraR wilhout clarifying the reasoning for this 
=hangs. 

4.410.2 Them is no wnsisIentappmch uJsd in interpreting laboratov Please refer to thsrcsponrr for Commmt Nos. 4.404.2 and No 
analytical resulhbelw dstcction limih (nondcteefs) in the 4.15.7. 
aswJsmsnt for listings and deliding. For example, no"- 
d m  d h  for total selenium for Malibu Creek were 
assigned 5 mgn, for Ballana Creek it was 2.5 mgn and for Dry 
Creek Canyon 0 mg/l. There is no logic for such inconsistent 
interpretation of n o n d n e ~ t  I ~ c I s .  

4.410.3 l llWO2 Workxhop Commcnt: Chronic water quality criteria Please refer to lhe respom for Comment No. 4.404.5. No 
forequatic life- w n .  inappmpriatcly used to determine 

Raponscs-176 
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impaimnts for told diuotved mdalr in m e l i n e d  
channels. The ~~t ofPublic W& is questioning the 
appmpriat- ofthc uw ofdvonic wata quality d m i a  n 
opposed to amlenitsia delemining i m p a i m s  for 
total anddisolvcd m-lab in conme-lined flood conml 
channels. Flmd mnml  hannds arcdsJigncd to t r s m i t  
storm water runoffs quickly, thereforestorm water runofffmm 
a normal storm evmt do not sLay in thaschannek long 
enough to give rix mn a chmnic mwmm. 

4.410.4 There was no consideration given to seasonal variation in M i l s  seasonal variability is an impomtit -ideration, No 
watcr w l i t y  throughout thewaanmt for listing and pulses or intermitvnt c i ~ n e e s  of pollutants am s plcntial 
dellrung. The SWRCB should place warn Mia wthout factor in the degradation of water qunltfy. Sanc of the high& 
adegwtc rcssonal representative sampla on the Manttoring excssdanm of wata v l i t y  sundads or criteria am prsmt 
L i n  until plchmnles hccnm nvalablc for-qrnm~ ~n nul-dueto mnnlTdurins rain rvmts Evm ifthmc , ~ - ~ - -  ----- ~~~ ~~~ ~~-.~. 
This will avoid unncessary'lMDL devclopmt 

~~~ r... ~~ - - ~ ~ . ~ . ~  .... -~~~~~ ~ .. .~ 
pulses mist fora shon pnicd, they pose a risk ofsate 
exposure ofpollutant(r) to the aquatts mvimnmmt In 
addirion, pollutants such as mtalr, PCBs, chlordane a. can 
acewnulale in scdimcnt causing an increase coneenbation of 
many mnstitumts and ultimanly an ine- in ehmnlc 
cxpasurc to organams, ar wcll as bioaccumulsoon. Therefore, 
wct wcothsr data is an imponant consider in the listing 
dcetrion p m s .  Searonal ="ability will be addmscd in 
mom detail in the Linine Paliev. ~ ~ ~ . ~ .  . ~ ~~~ ~~~~ - ~ ~, 

4.410.5 More data should be analyzed ovm alonger periods of time to ideally, long-term dames can b e d  to tell a more mmpldc No . - 

reflect long tam hydmlo~ie pallems in iat&qualily The story ofths wafer quality conditions of n water M y .  
selection ofa three ycarpniod (1997,1998, and 1999) for Decisions must be made on water quality wi& the available 
the assssment of listing and del i ing included an unusual data and information. The objMivs is to have enough data 
rainy y e a r e a d  by m - ~ i n o  wcathsr pattern. Data used to and information to detcn water quality pmblnns and to avoid 
for impairment determination to list Malibu Lagoon for pH not listing whm the SWRCB should. Conversely, we also 
crcccdenea indicate that 70% ofthe total o f  33 erccedcnces need to have enough data and information to avoid a listing 
oaurred in 1997. M- then were only sevn, arcndmes whm there is not apmblem. In the specific situation 
in 1998 andthree in 1999. described by the mmmenter, three years ofdm s m  tobe 

suffieimt to determine ifstandards BIC met, However, no 
rationale is pmssntcd for excluding meswemmts from rainy 
ps. For a related mpona, please refertothe mpw to 
Comment No. 4.404.4. 

4410.6 Some wam Mia onynally considered lo have inmmeient Pleasc rsfcr to m p n r s  to Co~nent  No. G I  I 2 1  ad 4 404.6. NO 
czcecdanca for impaomt M~mina l lon  ~n Apnl2U02 have Foreach ofthc enuJ examples. SWRCB suffused it 
now been moved to the 3031d1 Monitorins Llst We arc iudecmcnl bdanrane the variau. fartom that were used to ~ ~ ~ ~-~~ ~ ~... ~- .  - ~ ~~~~ ,----.- ~ ~ - -  - - . . ~  ~ 

comrnnl  that t h m  8s no elcar, r)ltsmatic llsttng and suppon thcpmpoxd ltrtinp. In these-even though our 
dclnrting mechanism to makc mnrirtcnt impamtent canfdcncc was low in thc k i r i o n  to Ln, & RWQCB has 
dslrions ThcSWRCB originall) plafed Malibu and Ballona pmvldcd rumcicnt ~nfomtacton to rupponths linings in thac 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
S E W N  

C&f~~Sleniw~CallsgausClEtLforni~tS~nitmgcn ~peeificimamar. 
and the Lm Angels River for PCBs in the mitor ing  list due 
m i ~ l m c i c n t  craedam.  H-er in the Ocmba 2W2 list 
Ik SWRCB m o d  Ballons h k .  Callegaus Occk nnd the 
Loo Angslsr River to the 303(d) list and kept Malibu C m k  on 
the Monitoring List without explandon. We q u e s t  the 
SWRCB nplaec the aforementioned water bodis on the 
Monitoring List We are al~oconecmed that the high, 
d e r a o ,  and law mefidcncc levels used in thcasesnmtt 
we=. not definedpmpaly and wmbodies  with sxceedcnes 
st n low cmfidmse lmcl wm still placed on the 303(d) list 

4.411.1 The cowncntsr wns c o n m e d  that somelistings for the 1998 PI- rda to the response to Comm~ntNo. G.11.12. No 
303(d) list were simply -ed forward into the 2W2 303(d) 
list without adequate review and explana(ion. 

4.41 1.2 Support placing the San Gabriel River on the Enforreable Commmt acknowledged. No 
Program List for ammonia and toxicity andalso placing the 
San Gabrid River on ihs3M(d) for d i i l d  metals. 

4.411.3 Conccmed with canying o v a  some of the 1998 listing into the Please refer to the rsponsa for C o m n t  Nos. 0.1 1.12 and No 
2002 303(d) list, namely the San Gabriel River-Reach 1 for 0.403.1 1. 
abnormal fish histology, algae and high mlifom counts. 
Thew listings appear to be condition or indicator and not 
pollutants for which TMDLs muld be developed. It ir 
mmmcnded that thst listing be place on the Monitoring 
List until roccifie mllvtants are identified. 

4411.4 The RWQCB should the beneficial u s s  that have bcm The review of beneficial uses and water quality standards is No 
s i g n e d  to flwd eonrml channels such as the San Gabriel more appropriately addressed during the Water Qwlify 
River abovethe estuary. These uses were defined s c m l  Connal Plan Triennial Review pr-a. PI- rderto 
yeam ago, and if they are wmnk listings of impaimat may response to C o m m a  Nos. 9.7.1. 
have bem inappropriate. The RWQCB should be w i r e d  to 
cheek all of the beneficial uss it has dsrignated for the river, 
with an emphasis on the misting uses, not potential uss. 

- -- -- 
4.412.1 11/06/02 Workshop Comment: S-n the m m n d a t i o n  Comment acknowledged. No 

not to add matt Domingua Channel listings. 

4.412.2 11/06/02 Workshop Comment. Dos not support the listing of Please refer to the response for Comment No. 9.7.1. The No 
Domingua Channel listing for "high mliformmuntr." TMDL related to high colifom counts is beingdsvslopd and 
Domingua Channel is not a bodysontact recreation a m ;  it is is scheduled to be completed soon. The priority assigned is 
a flwd eontml shsnnd with no legal recreational urc. warranted. 
Therefore, no ux is k ing  impaid.  If this watnbody 
-ins listed for high mlifmcount, then it is r rcomnded  

Raponrs-I78 
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that i t  receives low priority for a 7MDL. 

4.412.3 1110611)2 Workshop Cnnwt Rsmmsnd that a Wer Cormnmt n c k n w I e d ~ .  Please refer to the m e  to No 
i n d i m  oc mawmmmt is uwd f w  h m  pthogm Cormnmt No. 4.24.3. 
assessmmb. 

4412.4 11106/02 W h h o p  Gmmnt.  Rsmmrrnd that wstcrwts The Monit- Lint is uxd U, identify Ihm watm where No. 
Iff& by historical pollutant such rr chlordane and PCBs Iherc is imufficimt data and information to determine i fwatn 
shouldbe placed on the Monitoring List to investigate whahcr quality standah us attained Ifthe data show that 
Ihcir wncentntion and pwible adverse impactr dscrsarc pollutants, a c h  us no IongsrdiJcharged, muse orconmGwc 
Ihmugh time. I t  is difficult to assign laads and warts loads to to implc(s or exceed wntmqunlitysfandards then i t  is 
pollutants if they are nMamntly uwd appmpriate to place Ihcw wntm on the section 303(d) list 

4.412.5 I llOM02 Workshop Comment. Support m ~ b l e ,  scimcc- Cormnmt acknowledged and. far Ihe portion afthe w m n t  No 
based conrmls to m i t i p  pollution fmm stomwater. related tobeneficial uss~ dcrignation, please refer to Ihe 
However, we do not want a waste money chasing illdefined response to Commmt No. 9.7.1. 
problem, specially to protect uses hat don't mist. 

4413 1 l l 06102 Work~hop Comment The Lor Angeln Harbor. The Lor Angeles HarborConsoldatcd Slip w ltrtcd for Y a  Vdumll, 
Consolldaled Sl,p should be lorled for nlckcl d~cldnn m ttrsus, and coppa, mercury and cadrnsum in Regon 4 

scdimmt Bared on Ihc information in  Ihc m r d ,  the 
recommendation has bem modified to include nickel among 
the mcfals listed for hsolidated Slip. There are m adequate 
number of samples exceeding the PEL guideline for nickel as 
well as an adequate number o f  msasu-nh ofscdimmt 
toxicity. 

4.413.2 11106IM Wodzshap comment. There should be fact shsch for Please refer to Ihe -rise to Commcnt No. G.11.12. Fact No 
Ihc 1998 listings as well as Ihs 2002 listings. sheets wsre pmposcd or modified if new infennation was 

anslyred. 

4.414.1 11/6/02 Wwkshop CO&W Place Cold C m k  on the Cold Creek is on Ihc Monitoring List. No 
Monito"ng List for algas. 

,4115.1 Suppwts SWRCB's etrm t6 incorporate an integrated Comcntacknowlcdged. No 
appmach forthe evaluation o f  listing faclom such as toxicity, 
m i m e ,  health advisories, dv- biological mpom and 
d e w t i o n  ofaquatic life populations or communities. It is 
inambent upon SWRCB to conrirtcntly apply this 
mahodology to the evaluation ofall listings of Ihis Iyps, 
ineluding those carried over fmm Ihc 1998 303(d) list 

4415.2 Suppon SWRCB's dec~.)on to delist the heavy metals for Commeaarknowledgcd. 
Santa Monica Bay. Ovn the part25 )can, I d  and federal 
r o w  conml program have w l l c d  in significant 
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dufaons in the direhnrge of hcsvy mccals, whlh has helped 
lead to cnnmnmnml i i n p m n t r  whemby the SWRCB h s  
p d  to delis Santa MonKa Bay (both IhcORhors and 
N~&XC b) for silver, shmmium ka4 cadmium 
coppa, mncwy, nickel, and zinc. l k  w of w m t  data and 
the weight of widmet appmach has shown that Santa Monica 
Bsy is rn i m p a i d  h e  10 these c n a i u m b .  

4.415.3 Remmmmd that SWRCB nM l i s m c h a  or pollutant3 if Comment acbtowfedged. 
them ars not enough mi to r ing  data or thae is no clear 
widmce ofimpaimmt, and iNtead place thee  mched MI 

the Monitoring List Ifthe data are not adequateor the 
i m p a i m t  is nMslfcvidmt, it is prudent to defer Ihe listing 
snd olass these m c h  m nhtniltotine Lis. 

- - - - - 

4.415.4 Recommnd that SWRCB eitherplanCoym C m k  for ~ w I  PI- refer to the raponse to Commmt Nos. 4.15.2,4A04.I No 
selenivmand diuolved coppa, lead and dnc on the and 4.406.7. 
Monitoring List U, collect additional data or specify that the 
listing only reflects a "we( wsther" (or suronal) impairment. 
We do not beliwc that these is a reliable sst afdatn upon 
whish to m a k a  dstsrminatioh since the dataevaluated were 
only collsted during one -on (wet weather). 

4.415.5 Recommmd that SWRCB either place San Gabriel River 
Reaah 2 ffodiwlved copper andzinc on the Monitoring List 
to collect additional data or specify Ulat the listing only 
rsflcc6 a "wet weather" (or seasonal) impairment We do not 
believe that thcs  is a reliablc set ofdataupon which to make 
a dasrmination, sinsethedata evaluated wereonly collsted 
during one season (we weather). 

4.415.6 Recommend that SWRCB not carryover previously listed 
reaches and pollutants fmm the 1998 list The SWRCB has 
determined that in eases whne no new information has bscn 
provided to call the 1998 303(d) lising k i s i o n  into question, 
the cumnt statusof the water body should rtand. We believe 
Ulat SWRCB should consider changes to the 303(d) lisl w h m  
information has bsen submitted to demonrvate that either the 
watnrquality standardis new being a m i d ,  nn alternative 
mfarcrablc p m p m  is in place to address thepmblcm or Ulat 
the baris ofthe original listing was inadequate. Clearly, if the 
basis for the niainal listine is faulty, the SWRCB should re- 

PI- refer to the m p o m  to Comment Nos. 4.15.2.4.404.1, No 
and 4.406.7. 

- 
Many have cammmted that the SWRCB should w i ~  all of No 
the previously listed watersbaause of the poor qualify of the 
dstamed, the mil amount ofdata rupponing the listing, and 
the listings are based on eonditionsof the water body and not 
polluwnts, ctc. Given more time andlor a g a e d l y  applicable 
listing decision rule, stnffermld have a d d d  Ihsc previous 
listings. In tho eases cited in this wmmmt it was not possible 
to reasssrs all the data and infomionused to list for 
chlordane, sediment torieify, and PAHs. Since the SWRCB 
staffdeveloped the list by reviewingall the available data and 
information on a case-by-case basis, SWRCB staff focused on 

evaluate the listing. It is &ling that several of thac  those water bodies withnew data and information. 7he 
qustionablc listings are scheduled for TtdDLdsvelopmmt rrasscsrmcnt of all the listings will be addressed by the 
bsfontheStaWs Listiog Policy is mmp1eted. Therefom, SWRCB during the development of the lislingide-listing 
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SWRCB should &lvs fitik into thcbasir for* listing, policynguird by Wata Code m i o n  13191.3(a). PI- 
sinss initiation ofa TUDLunder t h e  c i ~ m s t a m s r  wmld alw, nfer to the-me for C o m m t  No. G.Il.12. 
beprrmahn+ and pahrpr will u n n d l y  mil in a waste 
of limited rrrowta. With r r sps t to  infomation pmvided on the Palos Vnds 

Shelf linings for DDTand PCBs, the repm on the feasibility 
ofcapping the polluted sediments indicate that the capping 
option is feasible. The w r t d -  not indicate that USEPAor 
a n y n h a ~ i r a t i o n  is now in the pees o f d i a t j n g  
the identified pmbl-. The rrpor5 whilsa stq in the ri&t 
d ' i o h  dm not pmvide su t f r i a t  assurance that the Palos 
Vdcs sediments will be remcdiated. 

4415.7 Disagree with maintaining 1998 303(d) listing of Santa PI- refer to the response for Commmt No. 4.406.3. No 
MonicaBay (OfBhoreand N-hore Zone) for sediment 
toxicity, DDT and PCBs (sedimnt and tissue), and chlordane 
(sediment), PAHr (sediment), fish eonsumptian advisories 
bssaus no new data or information has bscn rsccived to re- 
examine the sisting lining. 

4.415.8 Reemmend that SWRCB place only reaches and pollutant Commmtacknowlcdged. No 
with clear evidence of impairment onto the TMDL liL (or the 
Enforceable Pmgram Lid), and place thors with inelwive 
evidence on a Watch List for M e r  evaluation and collection 
nf data 

t-' 
QI 

- W 
t-' 
ul 

4.415.9 Support SWRCB's decision b crate an Enforceable Pmg- Comment acknowlsdged. No 
List for water bodies that are king  addressed thmugh other 
rsgulatozy programs and lherefore can k handled outside the 
TMDL pmgram 

4.415.10 Support the Monitoring List for sihlationr where there is Commmt schowledgsd. No 
imufficimt &la or evidence to make a determination about 
impairmmS and this mechanism allows for &ta to be 
collecud for svaluations. 

4.415.11 Suppotis the development o fa  Completed TUDL List, which Comment aehawledged. No 
will k important to inform the public fhat the d i a t i o n  
effort havebscn sucessful, and the reaches and the pollutants 
ofeonccm are now meetingthe waterquality fortheir 
designated wcs. 

4.415.12 It is paramount that SWRCB be judicious in its decisions Comment acknowledged. No 
regarding listing and delisting water bodies f o r e  ZOO2 
303(d) list not only to optimize Ulc state's -u-, but also 
to prioritize and direct effom at thmc water quality issues 

Respon-181 
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4.416.1 The commnta isfoneemedabGl1 Ur basis and implirrtions CMnmntneknowledgsd. PI- refer to the nspnue to 
ofthc 303(d) lidings forthe vmbus -ha ofths San Commsntr No. 4.41 1.1. thmua 4. 
Gabriel Rjxr and we stmngly suppnl City of Bellflower 
Council Me* Randy E a v ' f s t i m o n y  in this regard 
eivm at& SWRCB W m b h m  on N m k r  6.2032, 

4.416.2 The City rrquat that Ur SWRCB us p a t  caution when ~ t a c k n o w l c d g s d .  
listing unbrbodia as impaired. The potential financial 
~onsquenea of an impopa listing can be devastating to a 
CiVs bud@. 

4.416.3 The commmteris m-ed that some listings for the 1998 PI- refer to Ule m p o w  to Comment No. G.11.12 
303(d) lisl were simply carried forward into the new list 
without adem& review and cx~lanrtinr. 

4.416.4 Specific pllWanh must be identified before TMDLs can be Comment acknowledged. 
developed. We support the recornmadation that these 
anditions or indicators be placed on the Monitoring List untd 
specific pollutants are identified. Wealso nrppongoing back 
to renaming the Monitoring List, back to Watch List again to 
more acamfcly describe the purposeof the Ih. 

4.416.5 The RWQCB shonld review the beneficial u s a  that have been 
s i g n e d  m flood conml channels such as Ihe San Gabriel 
River above the ahmy.  T h e  urs were assigned E C M I ~ ~  

y a m  ago, and ifthey are mneous, we m y  have 
inapprnpiats listings of impairment. Funher, the flows 
though the low flow channel during most afths w a r e  
diwharga ofheated swags forthc regional sewage matmsnt 
nlanh lfit were not for thse flows. the San Gabriel River -~ ~-~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . .~~ ~. 
would h d r y  channel mmtolths year This faer should be 
considered in any cvalwtion ofthc bencfieial wcs and water 
quality standards adopted for the San G a b d  Rwcr. 

4.416.6 The ammenbrsuppons the n q u s t  to place fhe San Gabriel 
River on the Monitoring List for the conditions of mncrm and 
the bacteria indicators. In this way we can determine what the 
MI pmblem are. 

4.416.7 The mmmenbr hvIhsrmppoN the technical s o ~ n m b  made 
by the LA County Departmnt of Public W o k  regarding; 

I. Appmpriatcnas of using Chrnnis water quality Criteria for 

The review of beneficial uxs and water qvalityrtandsrdr is 
more sppmpriakly addressed during Ihc Water Quality 
Conml Plan Triennial Review o m s .  Please refer m 

I. Please refn to the response to Comment No. 4.404.5. 

2. Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.410.4. 
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aquatic life beneficial we impaimen5 for tMal and dissolved 3. PI- refsrto the response to Commmt Nos 4.15.7 and 
maak in mncmc-lined chaonds 4.4012. 
2. Conridnation ofseasonal variations in water quality 
thmughout the -01 for listing and delisling ofwatcr 4. PI- refer to the -rise to Commnt Nos. 4.401.4 and 
bodies 4410.5. 
3. The uw of s consistem appmach for intnpming labontory 
analytical m u l e  below detection limie in the anssmcnt for 5. PI- refa to thc rsspo-to CommentNm. G.1121 and 
listing and delisting. 4.410.6. 
4. The amount ofdata w i d  to be analyzed to delemine 
hydrologicpmna in m(crqulity. 
5. A clear consistat approach to daennine whm them is 
sufficient or insufficient data to make beneficial use 
impairment dairioru. 

4.416.8 The listing p m e u  will be improved by the wnsistmt Comsntacknowledged. No 
application ofappmpriste criteria, theuse of a eonsistmt 
approach for intcrpming dam, and s formal quantitative 
weight of widencc appmach for developing lhs 303(d) list. 

4.416.9 We are gratified that the San Gabriel River m n i a  and Comment acknowledged. No 
toxicity listings wsm shifted to the Enfornoble Pmgram List. 

4.416.10 Support the County's rpecifie rreommmdations for moving Plear;c refer to the response to Commmt Nos. 4.15.2 and No 
specified pmpored listings for the San Gabriel River to the 4.406.7. 
Monitoring List as follows: 

I .  San Gabriel River, Reach 2 for dissolved zinc and copper 
2. CoyoteCreek for dissolved dne, copper, lead and total 
rclmium 

4.417.1 Suppwtr practical, seimee-based control to mitigate pollution Comment acknowledged. 
fmm stomwater and "on-stormwater discharges. However, 
we do no want to waste money chasing vague problem, 
especially to pmteet uses that don? exist 

4.417.2 Rccommmd a law or medium priority TMDL slam for high PI- refer to the I C S ~ O N ~  for Comment Nos. 9.7.1,4.412.2, 
colifarm count in DominguezChannel. The listing for and4.412.4. 
Damingum Channd designatlo" for high coliform count as 
high priority for aTMDL farboth the srtuary to Vamont 
Avmue and above V e m n t  appears to be inappropriate. 
Domingun Channel is not s Wyeantact -tion area; it is 
a flwd conhol channel with no Isgal m o t i o n a l  use. 
Therefore, no ux is being impaid. 

4.417.3 C o n w e d  wilh the illdefined phrase "high coliform eount" Comment acknowledged. PI- refer to Ule response to No 
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A p- with as @tal a potential financial impa-3 to Connnem~o. 4.24.3. 
municipalitim as a 30Xd) listing should be a r specific as 
possible. Ifthc SWQCB is i n l e d  in hum" path- it 
-Id be 4 by establishing a mae mesningful 
dsignatim than "high colifommunt." 

4.417.4 Placing hislorid pollutants (c.g., chlordane and PCBs) on the Please referto the rsponss for Comment No. 4.412.4. 
Monitoring listwmdd allow timc to scs if their concentration 
and -ik ad- impacts ace m d d  thrwgh time. If 
mdua~ons a n  not seen, Ulc SWRCB and RWQCBr may have 
to corns UD with a l m t i v c  waw to handle leean, oollutants. 

4417.5 Suppontk Altcmative Enforceable Pmgrams List and the 
Monitoring Lisl svcn though s s d  cnvimnmental group 
opposed it at thcNovnnba6 2002 workshop, The additional 
lists makes the lidng pmcso mom reasonable and 
understandable. The 303(d) list package as pmpoxd by staff 
is designed to foeus dfm on identified problem when staff 
ah$ concluded that is sufficient reliable data to list a water 
body as impaired. We may disagree with some ofthe 
pmpowd listings, but the mcWe p m p c d  by staff is a vaa 
impmvunsn to~l  p a  lists without any scrims review of 
supporting data 

4.417.6 Supporn the t~hn ica l  comments made by the Las Angelss 
County Dqmment of Public Works concerning: 

I .  Water quality criteria for aquatic life 
2. Seasonal variations in waDr quslity 
3. Nondetecll 
4. Hydrolopie patterns in water quality, and 
5. Insufficient exedances for listing. 

- 

4.417.7 The commenlcr agrees with the County and your staff that the 
303(d) l is t ingpmss will be improved by the consistent 
application of appropriate cri~crii, the ux ofa consistent 
appmafh forintnpreting data and a formal quantitative 
wight of evidence appmach for developing the 303(d) list 

Commmt acknowledged. No 

I .  Please r e f .  to the response to Comment No. 4.404.5. 

2. Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.410.4. 

3. Pleare refer to the response to Comment Nos. 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 

4. Please referto the rrsponss to Commat Nor. 4.404.4 and 
4410.5. 

5 .  PI-rdertothc"sponsc1oCownentNos. G.1121 and 
4.410.6. 

Comment acknowlcdgcd. No 

4.418.1 Recownmds placing Cold C m k  on the 303(d) list due to Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.8.32. 
algae impsimmts. Cold Creek doss not meet the Basin Plan 

Rcspon~6-184 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
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objmivs for floating mated materials and cawing 
impaimxntr to beneficial - inchding mcmational and 
aquatic life uxr. Region 4 uJsd a guideline ofno monthan 
3Wh algal cover b a d  on s widely citeddacwncntby BJ.F. 
Big@ (2000). which has been submitted into Ihe 
Adminirmivc Record. Osnaally, the psnmt wver 
rewmmended by Biggs (2000) comlatsJ will witha 
maximumalpl b i m o f  I50 mglm2 chlorophyll a, U.S. 
EPA statethat lhis lewl ofalgal biomass "is a level below 
which an aahuic  qwliry ustwill pobsbly not be 
spprsiablc degraded by filamnlous ma& or any Mher afthe 
advmeeffeets amibutcd to dense mals o f  filamentous algae" 
(U.S. EPA 2000, p. 102). 11 war identified in the fact shm 
submitted lo SWRCB that some o f  the potential so- 
maiated with the ex- algae wne upstream -tic system 
and h o w  rublcr. vhnch are common sources ofnummls 
Thc cxtsnt ofquant~tanvc data ~ 8 t h  dmmnted QNQC 8s 
plcnl~ful and lhal the uud oflhcgu~dcl~nc focalgal wvcr. 8% 

applicable and substantiated by research. 

4.418.2 Recommend that the San Gabriel River EEhlary be listcd for Please refer to the response for Comment Nos. 4.8.20 and No 
Uash. Nineteen photographs wre submitted, taken on three G.11.134. 
dales, ranging fmm OeCaber 29,2000 thmugh November 5, 
2000, which wne dmmented assh st the confluence o f  
Coyote Creek with the San Gabriel Estuary. Also, data 
daumenting significant debris m v s l  hom the m t h  ofthc 
San Gabriel River Estuaryat Seal Beach was submitted 
covering an 18 month period fmm January2001 thmugh June 
2002. Therefore, this water body should be lised fortrash on 
the basis ofthe spatially and temporally nprrrcnmIivc 
photographic drmmcntation and quantitative data submitted. 

4.418.3 Cllleguas C& Reach I should be listed for Benlhic Benthic community degradation is a wndition ofn water body No 
Community Degradation. Sixout afsir samples, taken in and not a pollutant. Several pollutanls (such as DDT, PCBs, 
1997, fell below the threshold for benthic communiIy and nickel) contribute tc or cause the benthic community 
degradation based on lhe Relative Bmthk Index. dcgndation are recommended for placement on thewtion 
Concmwtions of lotal DDT, DDE and chlordane in sediment 303(d) list. 
exceeded the sediment guideline at the same sample lcetionr 
and dats of those where bmlhic community degradation was 
observed. Thus, thcsc constituenls an implicated as potential 
c a w  where bmthic aommunitydegradalion. Bmlhie 
community degrdatmon in a d i m  m a r e  of trnpatrment lo 
Ihc squtic life UY and thmfm.  #he water body shohld be 
included on !he lin Additional srudics can be wnducted lo 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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conform the polhsn(J) Umf individually w m l a t i v e l y  
rausinglk bsncfcial uoe i m p i m t  

4418.4 R e m d  listing losAngs*r Hmhr Cansolidsted Slip for The Lor An+ Harbor Consolidated Slip has ten placem Ycr VolumclI, 
nickd in sediment Somcaf lk  datl w s  inadvmently the 303(d) for nickd. The fan sheat h n  besn =vised to Region 4 
Mniasd fmm Iheoriginal fa* shsst; thcw darn are reflected in reflect this change. 
Iherrvisedfsstshctt 

4418.5 R s o d  listing L a  Angela Hnrbn Conroltdated Slip for The Lor Angela H a h r  Consoldaed Slip will be lated Cot Ye3 V~lwnsl l ,  
t o r q h m  in tisue. Sanc ofthe das was inadwnmtly loraphem baped on the addiiional information supplied by the Region 4 
omiltsd from the original ba sheer, t h c ~  data me rcflscted edn RWQCB to mppon Be listing. llle fact i h e t  will be revised 
Ihe nvised fia sheet. to reflect this change. 

4.418.6 Recommends lisling Damin- Channel Estuary for Tonicity is a condition o fa  wakr bodv and not a wllutant. It No 
sedimsnt toxieii, i d  chlmdanc, copper and PC& in is th& inapppriatc to list this&body-&ndition on 
sediment Usually, the RWQCB would agree that one umpls the 303(d) list S e m l  pollutants (sueh n DDT, dnc, and 
is natmflicicnt bask for listing. However, this one sample PAHs) Ulat contribute to orcause the benthic mmmunity 
aresedsd sediment toxicity obj%va, sediment &anis& degradation are mommended for plat-t on theseeiion 
guidtlines snduhibited d e w  benthic community 303(d) list. 
smcDre. Bmthic community degradation ir the m l t  of a 
penislent or &ng problem. Furthermors, it is a d i m t  
measwe ofimpaimcnt ofaquatie lifc bcncficial uw. In 
addition to the h id  data suppiing this decision, immediately 
downstreamofthe erhlary, LA Harbor Co-lidated Slip is 
also l i d  for s e d i m t  toxicity, benthic community 
dgradedon, and sxrrcdanes of variaw sdimcnt =hemis(?. 
guidelines. Thegrsatsrt co~tributorofntertothe 
Consolidated Slip is Domingva Channel Ermary. Therrbre, 
there is multi~le lines ofevidence indifatine: im~aimcnL 

4.418.7 Disapewith the SWRCB staff recommndation that Lor 
Cerritae Channel should not be listed because sedimmt 
toxicity isa  condition o fa  m r  body and not a pollutant. 
Thresout of foursampla taken in 1993 and 1994 show 
sedimnt toxicity. Correspondingly, in 1994 all -1s 
ersscdcd the sediment guideline for chlordane, implicating 
this const.mcnt as a potential cause of the sedimmt toxicity. 
The dataevaluated indicated an impaimmt of the nmt ive  
taxisityobjsctive Basin Plan. Los Cerritas Channel is also 
impa id  for chlordane in sedimentwhich could be the sole 
eauworawntributingcaux to the sediment toxicity. 

4.418.8 Recenxnd  listing Mffirath Lake Estuary for benthic 
community degradation. PCBs, chlordane and total DDT arc 
possible c a m  ofthedegradation in this water body. Benthic 

Toiicily is a condition ofa  vatctcr body and not a pollutant It  No 
is ihereforc tnappropnatc to lin this u a t n  bodyandition on 
the 303(d) lbrL Pollutank (such as ehladanr) lhat eontnbme 
to or cause the bcnthic community degradation are 
m m m m d s d  for placement on the section 303(d) list 

Bmthic community degradation is aeondition o fa  water body No 
and not a pllutanL It is therefore inappropriateto list this 
water bodysondition on the 303(d) list. Several pollutank 
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community degradation is a direct mcs~urr ofthc non- (such asshlndans DDT, PCBs, anddieldrin) that mnfribule 
aminmat of aquatic life beneficial uss generally resulting to or- the bathic community dsgndaliw are 
h m  thcpsnirtmt prrsnxcofchmicsl or physical pollutants. mnnrnded f a  p h a m n t  on the =tion 303(d) list 

4418.9 Lao A n d e s  Rim. Reach 5 should be listed for Chcm A in Since, the RWQCB listed this waterbody-pollutant i n m r  Yep VoIwllcU, 
t i r w  This wntnbody was miginally listed in the 1996 on the 19% list, it did not a d  the Chem A guideline. This Region4 
-mmt. During this asussmsnt. there was only one data wtabody.pollutant hasbeen PO& to be m v e d  h n  
point hwn 1992, which was the same data point wd in the thswdian 303(d) list. The fad sheet has been revised to 
1996 aummmt.  Thir data point -ts UKmst m t  r e f l a  this change. 
sampling s v a t  and s h o ~ ~ ~ ~ b c l o w  the 
guideline. Webelieve that this water body was l i d  in cnor 
in 19%. since the data did not nceed Ule C h m  A guideline. 

4.418.10 T h a s  is ~ R i c i m t  evidence to delist Malibou Lake for SWRCB staff rcewluation of Malibou Lake shows that the Yes Volum ll, 
chlordane in t iwe.  7he limng ir bawd on one data point MTRlpidcline for chlordane was not exceeded Themfare, Region 4 
from 1992 in which the mnmtmtion wps l s s  than the this water body-pollutant combination has been pm& to 
applicable MTRL, and another data point in 1997 in which be removed for the M i o n  303(d) list The fact shed will be 
chlordane was not d a d .  revised to reflect this change, 

4.418.11 Callsguas Creek, Reach 2 rhmld be listed for DDT in the Callcguas Creek, Reach 2 will be added to the 2002 303(d) for Yes Section 303(d) 
watercolm. SWRCB's fad rhect indicates that this DDT in water list 
waterbcdy should be listed, but it is not in the 2002 303(d) list 
releasod in Onober2002. Wcbelim that this is just an 
oversight, since the m h  is already listed for DDT in 
sediment and tissue. 

4.418.12 Callsguas Cloek Reach 13 listing for HCH should the change The pmpased 2002 section 303(d) list will be changed to Yep Volum ll, 
to HCH in t iwe.  reflsst that one of the Calleguas Creek 13 listings is for HCH Region 4 

in tisue. Rcach 13 listings were moved to Reach 9A 

4.418.13 Rrranmsnd listing Mffinth Lakc fw f-I mlifwm Data on M h t h  Lake will be added to the 2W2 303[d) l i t  due to Yes Volwncll, 
f w l  mliform was c o l l d ,  as pattofthe TMDL enc&os of the fcul  coliform standard The RWQCB Region 4 
development forthis water body, and submiacd prior to the incbded adequatedata for listing this waterbody pollutant 
close ofths ~olicitation dale ofJune 15,2M)2. The data for combination. The fact sheet has been wired  to d e e t t h i s  
f w l  coliform inclvdcd an additional 16 sample c o l l d  in change. 
the Sp~ing 2002, of which 5 exceeded t h e m  MPNl100 mL 
objective. Therefore, of the 29 total samples, 6 (21%) 
exceeded the 400 MPN1100 mlob jaave .  

4.418.14 Rec-end delisting Marina del Rey(Back Basins) for DDT Marina &I Rey - Back Basins for DDT in sediment has k e n  Yes Volumc 11, 
in salimmt, h s e  DDT sedimmt concentrations have removed from the proposed section 303(d) list The R W W  Rcgim 4 
dmppcd below the ERM-PEL guideline. The RWQCB has supplied adequate information in their wised fact sheetto 
revised their fact sheets with the appropriate info-tion to support thedelisting. Sediment torieitymenfhic community 
supportthe delisting. and aswriated sediment chemi~Uyeollected in 1996 and 1997 

wue below the sediment E W E I S  DDTguidclincs. The 

R-sesl87 
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fm shsa has bem rsvisal W r s m  this change 

4.418.15 Rsunnxnd Ulst Mal~dou Wre bedelisad fn PCBs in  tisue 
bceause PCBs wcrc not &rod in ti- in 1992 or 1997. 
RWQCB has revisal their fad sheel to include all relevant 
data that was inadvsrtatly omittcd from the original fact sheet. 

4.418.16 Remmmnd delisting WaUaLe Lake for ehlontrns in tissue, 
h e t h e  original lining wss bawd on n tissue 
concenmtion &at is p&~tly below the chlordane MTRL 
guidelm. l k e  RWQCB has w m l l y  submdtd lo appmpnatr 
informanon to the SWRCB w ruppon the dsl~rung 

Since the RWQCB pmidd rslsvant infomation m  upp port yes volume~~. 
the dslLting o f  PCBs in  sedimmt for Malibou Lalie, the Region4 
SWRCB rtnffhavs m m n d e d  remval o f M a l i h  Lake 
far FCB's fmmthe list. The fast sheet hrr b a ~  revised to 
mmthii change. 

S i m  the RWQCB pmvided relevant infomalion w support Yes Volumc 11, 
thc ddaing ofchlndans in ti- far Wed& Lalie, the Rcgion4 
SWRCB staffhas mmmcnded mnoval ofwcrtlake Lake 
fmthc l is t  forchlordancin time. The fact sheel hasban 
revisal to reflst this chsngc 

4.418 17 Conem about &e Monitoring Ltrt Reeommcnds that Ihe 
'Staff Rcpat'uxt be changed rrgarding the statcmrnt that the 
RWDCBE should~rmride~ thae orioritia when Ihcv mtrrc -~ -.-~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~  ~.~~~~ ~~~, 
to me w i f i c  wtnnhed which includes Uvatcrbodia on the --.. r~~ ~ ~ -~... ~- ~~ . ~ ~-~~ ~~~ ~-~ - -  

Monilonng List Also, concern abo~t the potential linkage of 
the Momwring List lo Ihs Surfam Watcr Amb~ent Monitocing 
Program (SWAMP). I f  monitoring pnocitisa are set b a d  
upon the Monitoring List, the legislative the mandate o f  
SWAMP far both reg lml  and s~te-npcct~ie monmlonng 
mmponatoofthcpmgramwll not ful6llcd SWAMP w l l  
only bc able to IONJ on S I I C - E ~ ~ ~ ~ C  wnttonng Wc helms 
that thnr 8s conrrary la the rptnt m whach SWAMP 'ms 
nsated. The staff report should state that the waterbdies on 
Uls Monitoring List should bc idmtificd as monitocing 
ptioritia. but it should no1 bc ltnked lo SWAMP. In addition. 
the SWRCB did not define Ihc scope or naNE ufthe 
Monitoring Lisl priorto Ihc RWWBS water quality 
nrwummta lkmfq the Monltonng List war not uxd 
connistaUy among the RWQCRr That IS, some the RIVQCR 
chose n a  to crate a 'Mon~tonng Ltrt' dunng the lOl(d) 
Listing pew; thenfore, watabdy rrprrsmtation among 
Regi~ls is unequal. 

Sevnal RWQCBs have mmmented that the Monitoring List Y s  Volume I 
should not crtablosh the pnonlts. for mmmnng as ihe 
Mon~tomg Lnsl was ds~lopcd hff-tly for sach Regoon 
dmng thtr lmng cycle hme reponnpmvlded lnge l~rtoaf 
watm that should hnvs additional monitoring while other 
regions clsted not to submit any waters for the list I t  is, 
thsrsfore,appmpria(e to not requile thatalloeatianrbe bared 
on the Monitoring List an4 h a w  funding is so limited, the 
Monitoring List should b e d  to mcomge n qu i re  
resp~lrible pania w pmvide funding befm SWAMP h d s  
are considered. Another comment r a i d  is, for those regions 
with IargcMonitoring Lib, funds would be allwaled for 
monitoring lelatsd to W i o n  303(d) at the u- dother 
typsr of monitoring (such as ambient monitoring dsigned to 
arscu the overall health afthe State's waters). 

The staffreport should be revised to slate that allocations of 
resoures should not be based solely an the Monitoring List. 
The Monitoring List should beused by the RWQCBr to hdp 
establish monitoring priority for section303(d) list-related sites 
but not determine resourcc allcations to c q  out monitoring. 

The Monitoring List would q u i r e  that RWQCBs to obtain 
the needed monitoring to determine whether rtandardsars 
being met. Funding to accomplish this additional monitoring 
could c o q  in priority &r, bwu. (I) responsibltpufies on 
a voluntary basis, (2) studies required using Water C d e  
section 13267 and 13225 authoritis$ and (3) as a last rmn, 
studies using state funds identified forths rite specific portion 
nfSWdMP 
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4.419.1 The listing ofchlarpyrifor in fish ti- in Call- Cm& PI- rsfsrto t h c q m m e  to Commmt No. G.Il.IZ. No 
Reach 4 is bared rm an i n m d  initial lirtingpmeess. lhe 
listing i s b a d  on TSMP U e d  Data Lcvtl~(EDLr) with 
w confirminn risk -mnt 

4.419.2 The listing ofshl&fm in fish ti- in CallguasCIcek 
Rcaeh 5 is bssed on dalacollated in a diffasnt m h u .  
Tissue samples w m  nsvacollsted in what is now Reach 5. 
In 1996 there was only m e  reach mrnining Rwolon Slough 
and &adsley Chmncl. In 1998 thf ooe Reach war split into 
two (Reaehs 4 & 5) but the 1996 listings were applied to both 
the new Reachs without conridention that lhe data wm 
originally collated in the ncur Reach 4 se@mnt It s c m ~  
inappropriate to ntrapolats data to Reachs in whish no 
m p l s r  wm collected. 

4.419.3 The listing for Chlorpyrifos in fish ti- is based on EDLr 
and wsn not confirmed by risk -mens. h addition, 
review of the available data -led that no water sample 
collected in Reach 5 wers tested for Chlnpyrifas. 

4.419.4 The RWQCB and the SWRCB recommended delisting danhal 
in sediment and fish ti- for all the relevant listing Rcachs 
of Callegus Creek because Ulem are no valid sppmved or 
existing guidelines far dacthal in sediment or fish tissue. 
However, it is not clear why delisting was not -mended 
for d a e b l  in scdimmt and ti- in Reach 5 (Beardsley 
Channel). It is not clear why new dataor information would be 
needed in order to delist Reach 5. We nqucst that the 
RWQCB and the SWRCB follow thcirpwedat  on 
conrtitumrs with w valid ;rppmved guidclinu and m v e  the 
sediment listing for dacchal in Reach 5 fmm 303 the (d) list. 

4.420.1 CMnpton Creek h l d  bs placed on the 303(d) list fw  hash. 
There was IPSOpovnd of a h  collated along 75 yards of 
the creek during a4hourpuiod. A h t h e  cleanup, thesmall 
section ofthecreek that was cleaned war still heavily polluted 
with debris, smothering habitat and impding flows. It is clear 
on thc amount of eash c o l l e d  in this m k  overa very shon 
paid oftime that Compton Creek is impaired due to trash 
and can not ~ p p o n  its hc f ic ia l  us. mndore, this creek 
should be listed on the 303(d) lie. Submitling photographs 
doeumsnting the Lrash and does not represent it worn 
conditionof the water bady. 

PI- rsfsrto the - ~ e  to Comment No. G.11.12. No 

Plear refer to the response for Commnrt No. G.11.12. No 

Pleas mfer to the response to Commmt No. G.11.12. No 

A fact shed f n  this water body-pollutant combmatign was Y s  Vohunsll, 
developed. Thac is inrufficicnt data to list this w a t e M y  for Region 4 
trash. 
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4.420.2 OPPoscthe multi-eaOgOv mponsn ts  (Monitwing List, C o m t  Mmwledgd.  No 
Altcmativc E n h b l c  Pmenna List and the Cmmletsd 
TMDL List) of the 2 W  p&d I'i 

4.420.3 R c q u a  the Surface Water Ambient Monitwing Rognm Comments xknauldged. No 
(SWAMP) funding be rsJtolrd and exempt fmm M u  
audget wts. 

4.420.4 Ifthe State p d  with a multic~tegory lisQ one that Commmt achowledgcd. No 
i x m p m l s  a 'Monitoring LiL'thar lmnitoring finds an 
a p d a l l y  i-tivg s i m  them nc w e 4 1 8  wabrbodia an 
the &ring list, mCaa UleFc is a mandate tw monitwing 
funding, the State's pmposed monitoring list will function as a 
o n o w y  p for w t m  to get off the Ssstion 303(d) List, and 
m e r b o d i a  on this list that are too polluted to suppon 
beneficial uss will remain polluted. 

4.420.5 R c q u a  that thcSWRCB list Malibu Crosk and tributaries, Plsssc refer to the responx for Comment No. 5.18.2. No 
and Malibu Lagoon for inwive spaics. SWRCB is obligated 
by the Clean Water Act to include on the 303(d) list those 
water bodies i m p i d  by invasive s p i e s .  By not 
acknowledging this i m p i m t  on the 303(d) lisi, the 
SWRCB is ignoring one of the most significant thrcats to 
waterquality that mists today in theslate of California. Given 
the fan that invasivs specie can not only degradea water 
body, but also oblitnate beneficial uses associated with 
hbilatand biological resourccg it is critical that SWRCB 
a m p l  the prop& listings based on the i m p a i m t  of 
inwive speeis. Them is no legal basis for resisting the 
listing bawd on a conclusion that aquatic invssivc s p i e s  are 
not "pa l luW" u& theclean Water Act. 

4.421.1 Weam wnccmed that some listings for the 1998 303(d) list Please referto the response to Commmt No. G.11.12. No 
were simply earrid forward into the new list without adequate 
review and aplplanation. 

4.421.2 Westrongly w n  the v e s t  that yowBoardput thcSan Plcav referto the-nsc to Comment No. 0.1 1.12. No 
Gabriel River on your Monitoring List for the conditions of 
wncem and the b e t a i s  indicators. 

-- 
4.421.3 Ths Las AngclsRegional Water Quality Catrol Board The review ofbeneficial uses and water quality standards is No 

should review the beneficial uses that it hasassigned to flood more appropriately addressd during the Water Quality 
contml ehmnek such as the San Gabriel River above the Contml Plan Triennial Review p m s .  Please refer to 
estuary. These uses w a c  defined several years ago, and ifthsy response to mmmcns No 9.7.1 
a n  m n w u ;  we may have inappropriate listings of 
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i m p a i m L  Futhcr,the flows Ulmugh the law-flawshanncl 
during most of the yar are d b h r p  of mted swage from 
regiml swgcfmafmsnt plants. If it wen not for thsw flows. 
lhe Sm Gshicl River would k a dry chancel for mast of the 
year. Catainly that fact should be mnsidsrrd in any 
evahnlion of lhc beneficial usr and vvataqmlitystandads 
adopted for the San Olbrisl River. 

4.421.4 Spesitic pollmntl rrnM be i d m t i f d  before TMDLr a n  be Comments acknowledged 
developed. We rupport t h c m o m m d a i o n  h t  67-5 
wnditnonr or indieatom k placed m the Monitoring L~st until 
specific polluwts arc identified. We would also mppon going 
back lo the name "Watsh List' to more a-tsly d a m b e  the 
purpore ofthe lirt 

4421.5 The wmmmtsr is very--ed about lhs basis for, and the Plesss refer to the response Comment Nos 4.411 .I through 4. No 
implications of. the 303(d) listings for adjacent d 
downamam w h a  ofthe San Gabriel River. We strongly 
support the tcJtimmy given by Cowsil M& Randy 
Bomgsam of the City of Bellflowem at the SWRCB's 
workshop held on 11/6/02. 

4.421.6 Any listing based on a questionable scimtific foundation will Comment acknowledged. No 
bring undue burden to cilia and Iail to reasonably address the 
water quality i m a  we share. We request that the SWRCB 
exercise @'eat rsrhaint in listing wabr bodia as i m p i d .  
The potential financial wnsequcnccs of an improper listing 
can k devastatingto magenc ia '  budget 

4.421.7 We an gratified that the a m n i a  and toxicity listings w m  Comment acknowledged. Pleax refer to the response to No 
shifted to the Enforcable FToprn List and would encourage Comment Nos. 4.15.2.4.404.l, and 4.406.7. 
the SWRCB to similarly shinthe disy)Ived metal listings for 
zinc and wpper to ths Monitoring LisL 

4.421.8 The commmteragrsss with the County and your rtafTthat the Commmt acknowledged. No 
303(d) listing pmeen will be improved by the wnsistcnt 
application ofappmpriate n i m i a ,  the use o fa  mnsistenf 
approach for interpreting dats, and a fonnal quantitative 
weight of cvidmee approach far developing the 303(d) list. 

4.421.9 We support the CounW -mendations far moving PI- referto the response to Comments Nos. 4.15.2,4.404.I, No 
spssifid pmposed listings far ths San Gabritl Rives to the and 4.406.7. 
Monitoring List. 

4.421.10 The Commmter funhersuppnts the technical sommms I .  PI- ref" to the response to Commmt No. 4.404.5. No 
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made by& Los Angels County Dqamnmt of F'ublic Works 
meaning:' 2. ~le&rsfcrtothersrponsc toCMmncntNo. 4410.4. 

I. Waterquality aitsria for aquatic life 
2. -1 variations in w t e r  quality 
3. Nondcrectr 
4. Hydmlogis panuns in water quality 
5. Insuffsimt exceedaces f a  listing. 

4. PI- refer to the responrc to C o m t N a s .  4.404.4 and 
4.410.5. 

5. Please nferto the -me to C o m n t N o s .  0.1 1.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.422.1 Peninsula Beach has very few cxcccdcnces of bacteriological Commmt acknowledged. 
standards during dry westher -n. m e  beginning of2000 
was a particularly rainy year far VenNra County and the 
majority of the beach postings cams beween February and 
April when it rained s l m s t  continuously. During that period 
almost 13 inches ofrain (the typical annual avnags rainfall 
for Ventura County is I5 inches) was nceived in the vicinity 
of the beach-. m e n  was only one pasting in 2WO during the 
d r y w t h e r  months of May thmugh Wok. As a result, it 
appears that mms local source contml may be able to reduce 
the p m b l m  at the k h  Wore n TMDL is developed. 

Thc City would like to syppotl the creation ofthe watch list 
(Monitoring Lisl)during the 2002 listingcyck. & watch list 
pmvides n mechanism for addressing warn bodies and 
polluta.ts, which may have a problem, but them is not enough 
information to pmsed  down the p t h  of identifying an 
impaimcnt and developing a TMDL. Additionally, the watch 
list provides the oppomity to prioritize thesewaterbodies 
for monitoring, investigate the i u u s ,  and potentially addms 
identified p m b l m  thmgh  mechanism h e r  than the 
TMDL p m s a r  The City recommends that Peninsula Bsach 
be put m t h s  watch list for funher evaluation and to monitor 
the me- ofexisting sowe eontml effom. 

4.422.2 The lheeommcnter -Id like to suppon the creation ofthe Comment acknowledged. No 
watch list (Monitoring List) during the 2002 listing cycle. The 
watch list pmvids a mechanism for addressing wata bodies 
and pollutants, whish may have a pmblan, but them is not 
enough information topmeed down the pathaf identifying 
an i m p a i d  and developing n TMDL. Additionally, the 
watch list pmvids thsoppomnity to prioritize thew wata 
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bod* for monimring, i n v a t i g t h s  i- and poCentiolly 
sddrsn identified pmblcms Uoough mchanismsother than 
the TMDL p m a s s  me camenter m& dm1 
P a i m h  Beach be put m the a a ~ h  lirt for furtha evaluation 
and to m i t o r  the su- of existing so- control efforts. 

4.422.3 San Buenavsnbm Beach k listed on the Ostober IS, 2002 Thechmp has been made. Yes RapaaDdscStion 
303(d) Draft as W n g  1.9 mila  affectsd. The 1.9 mils. 303(d) list 

Yes Pmposcdseaion 
303(d) Iisl 

. . 
comqonds to an d i m  v h o n  of the 303(d) draft that 
conhind four wntcr @ity tcrting r i m  disperred along a 
longersstion ofthccoat, Your oftice reduced the number of 
twtingsim to tk (Kaionma and Ssnjm) following previous 
urmmntF. My asffmeda meanuing wheel todetermine that 
the area cowxed bmveen the Kslorama and Sanj6n Iesting 
sites is 1.350 feet We q c s t t h a t t h c  SWRCB reduce; the 
"estimated sircaffcc%d" for San Buenamtun Beach to .3 
miles. 

4.422.4 Peninsula Beach was previously included with ssvnal other The ehanp has been made. 
gmgraphically distant sits. in the previous 303(d) dnfi. Your 
office sepantd Peninsula Beach from the other sites for the 
October 152002 303(d) drah as per my Ostoba 16 
eommen8. Peninmls Beach is listed as 1.0 mile in the 
Oaober IS, 2002 drat  My asff has m e a d  the length of 
Peninsula Beach (it is -fined within two msk jetties) and 
the length is 850 fc*. Werequest that the SWRCB reduce the 
" s s l i m t f f  for PeninsulaBeach to 2 miles. 

4.423.1 C o n w e d  about the changes in M D L  priorities. For Pleax refer to the respanse to Comment No. 4.427.1. No 
instance, prioritis changed for conditions such as odors, 
"snrm/foam-mr.aaual: and high mlif- count fmm low 
priority, as designated in 1998, to high priority in 2002, while 
the specific pollutant cawing the conditions still have not 
been identified. The fast that the mnditians were on the 1998 
list does not deem lhm more magent  now than they were 
then. law-priority itmudo not age into high prio"ty ones; 
they must be subjectto the same rigomus evaluation as mun 
my actual pollutanUmtssor. 

4.423.2 Support t h e w  of dissolved cadmium copper end zinc forths Comment acknowledged. No 
Los ADgeles River. Reach I listing instsad oftotal mstals. 

4.423.3 Concerned about csnying forward listing from the 1998 PI- refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
listing without sufficient -writ. The cities already eany 
g a t  fiwal responsibilities relateto fulfilling requirements of 
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the parnits and shmld not be burdsned with thecosts of 
dmloping TMDk that may be unjustifiable. Potential wtcr 
qualilypmblmn far which t h m  is a lack ofundastanding or 
insufficient data to ddsrndnc impsimrnt should be placed m 
the ~ m &  M o n i M n ~  List 

4.423.4 Concerned with the IisIitingafwvml hismrical pat icids  and Pleas refer to the rsgonss for Comment No. 4.412.4. No. 
lubricants in the Lm Angela River Emmy, including lead, 
chlordane, PCBs, and Dm. Licgacy pollutants cannot be 
eontmlled by rcflating a n t  slonn w t e r d i .  It is 
impossible to d l i s h v a l i d  TMDLs for pollutants that have 
already bstn banned tiom us. We advocateadmasing these 
legacy pollutants thmugh a scpmtepmgnm that would bol 
trigger the creation of waninglss TMDLs, and we m n g l y  
suppan the q u e s t  that instead ofbeing included on the 
303(d) lirS Ulss historial pollutants be placed on the 
Monitoring List. 

4.423.5 Support technical comments fmm the Los Anpls. County 1. PI- refer to the rsponrc to Comment No. 4.404.5. 
Depanment of Public Works at the wodshop on Novrmbsr 6, 
2W2 concerning: 2. Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.410.4. 

I. Water quality criteria for aquatic life, 3. Pleaw nfer to the response to Comment Nos. 4.15.7 and 
2. S-al variations in w w  quality, 4.4042, 
3. NondMts ,  
4. Hydmlagic paltsms in water quality, and 4. PI- refer m the response to C o m t  Nos. 4404.4 and 
5. lnsufticientsrcscdanccr for listing. 4.410.5. 

5. Please refer to the rsponx to Comment Nos. G.II.2I and 
4.410.6. 

4.423.6 Agree that the stringent application of good ssi- thmugh Comment acknowledged 
mruistentapplication of appmpriate criteria, use of a 
c o m i s M  approach € 0 ~  data intapretatim, and a formal 
quantitative weight of evidence appmash for developing the 
303(d) l i a  This will significantly impmve the process. When 
a listing of impairment has such w e r e  potential 
ramifications, it must be based on sound scientific 
mcthod0l0gy. 

4.423.7 Suppod the rrmmmndation mads by the Counly of Los Los Angeles River Reach I, Dry Creekand Coyote Cnck for No 
Angeles far moving following $pacific proposed listing horn m&ls - The available data for each water body-pollutant 
the Los Angels. River m the Monitoring List. combination was sufticimt to be used for the -men1 
I .  Lo$ Angels River, Reach I for total aluminum whcn period. The water bodies did not mesf water quality 
-pla wae collected only duringstorm events and most standards. In the event that more representative data is mads 
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acssdanrrr o e m  duringthc 97-98 dorm-ns due to nvailnbkmuing the " a t  ssrssment qclc,thsre water bodis  
the El Nino &stc will be m-ass.4. A gmeml as.smmt ofthe c&n of 
2. Las Angels. River Reach I fw, disalved zinc, cappcr ond &ity was compkld in the dedepmtof the Iisling 
cadmium; wkrechrmic warn quality criterion foraquatie r ~ ~ ~ n m d a t i r n .  %specific a s e s m m t  of seasmalily and 
life imppq&tcly used to detandns i m p a i m t  in &tical auditions far pollutants will be admmsd during the 
comma-l id  segmmr; mlysis  was brad on samples TMDL proass. Alro.plearx referto lhc-ms to l h m e n t  
m l l c n e d d y  during slam m t s ;  and m a t  acosdancer No. 9.7.1 forthcbencficial u a  designation c~nnsnt 
anvnd during the 97-98 slam season due to the El Nino 
dfeets Lo$ Angels R i v n F s h r y  ( @ m y  Bay) for PCBs was 
3. Ism Angels River Estuny ( C y m m w y  Bay) for PCBs only listed - trw out of thc eightem d n m t  q k r  
11% (2 out of 18) of gmplscrcceded the warnquality aceeded the ERMrlPEls for PCBs. Fow out of sir d i m 1  
objective. samples w a c  significantly toxic to amphipods and the h t h i c  
4. los Angela Watershed, Rcaeh 2-Dry Canyon Creek for comunitywas classified as lrBnsitionaL This data is 
total selenium where inappmprinte ~ t e r q u l i t y  criterion was adequate to support listing of the waterbodypollutant 
used to determine i n m a i m t  in conme-lined aemcnts. combination. 

4.424.1 The ~omnters tmnglysupport  the lstimany givsn by Pleasereferto rspnstoCommcnkNab.  G.11.12,9.7.1 and No 
Council M m k  Randy Borngars ofths City of Bellflowsrs 4.41 1 .I-4. 
at the SWRCB'r wor!shop held on 11/6/02. We are very 
concern about t h e h i s  for, and implications of k c  listings 
for various mashes of the San Gabriel River. 

4.424.2 We wucst that the SWRCB use great caution when listing Comment acknowledged. 
watubodis  u impaid.  The potential financial 
eonwqumces of an impmpcr listing could be devastating to 
our City's budget 

4.424.3 The commenterisconcemedthat some of the listings for the Pleaw refer to mponse to Commcnt No. G.11.12. 
1998 303(d) list wne  simply c a n i d  forward into the new 
2002 list without adequate review and cxplahatian. 

4.424.4 Specif* pollutants must be identified before TMDLs can be C o m m t  achowledgcd. 
developed. W e s u p p i  the b n d a t i m  that conditions 
or indicators without clearly defined c a m  be placed on the 
Manimring List until specific pollutanb are identified. We 
abo r o c o ~ n m d  p i n g  back to the name "Watch List" to m r e  
a c a m t e l ~  d s w n i  t h e m m s e  of the list. 

P 
4.424.5 We quest that tho Las Angela RWQCB review the The review ofbeneficial uwr and water quality standards is No 

beneficial uss assigned to the t l d  ~ n m l  channels such as more appmpriately addrssred during the Water Quality 

01 the San Oabrisl River above the estuary, before applying the Conbol Plan Triennial Rcviwpmcas. Plcase nfer to the 
TMDLs. This review should foeus on existink realistic user. response to Comments No 9.7.1. 

- W 4.424.6 
h) 

SMngly support the q u e s t  that the SWRCB put the San Please rsfsr to the rsspo- to CommentNo. G.Il.12. 
Gabriel River on the Monitoring list for the conditions of 
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mmm.nd me bactaia indisstorx Then -. we snn 
damnine what the rul are. 

4.424.7 Supporn e h n i d  mmmats made bytk Lor A n s l a  I. PI- n f a  to the r s p ~ l s c  to CommsntNa 4404.5. No 
County Depmmnl of Public Worlrs w n m i n g :  

2. PI- nferto thersp~lsetoCommcntNo.4.410.4. 
I. Water quality a i t a ia  lor squatie life 
2. Seasaul wrirtions in warnqualily 3. PI- referto the response to C o m n t  Nas 4.15.7 and 
3. Non-detccls 4.404.2. 
4. Hydmlagic pan- in wrnquality, and 
5. Insufficient excdmccs for listing. 4. Please referto the esponse to Commcnt Nm. 4.404.4 and 

4.410.5. 

5. PI- refer to the -nrs to C o r n  Nos. G.11.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.424.8 City a g m  with the County and your staffthat the 303(d) Comment acknowledged. 
listing pmcsr~will be impmmd by the consistent application 
ofappmpriatscritrria, the usc of a consistent appmaeh for 
interpreting data, and a fannal qwntitative weight of evidence 
a m c h  for devslooine the 3031d). 

4.425.1 The mmmsntcr is very concerned about the basis for, and the Please nfer to the cqmnse to Comment Nw. G.11.I2, No 
implieationsof, the 303(d) lislings for adjactnt and 4.411.1 thmugh 4.and9.7.l. 
downs- reach- of Uls San Gabriel River. We stmngly 
suppponthetatimmy given by Council Memba Randy 
Bomgaan of the City of Bcllflowus at the SWRCB's 
workshop held on 1 1/6/02. 

4.425.2 Any listing with questionable scientific foundationr will bring Comment acknowledgd. 
undue burden to cilia and fail to m n a b l y  add- water 
quality i m .  We rsquaf that the SWRCB use great caution 
when listing wata bodies as impaired. The potential financial 
mnxqucncs ofan impoper listing s a n k  dcvastafingta s 
city's budget 

-- 

4.425.3 We suppan delisting the San Gabriel River for ammonia and Comment aeknawldgd. 
toxicity. And placing the river in the Enforceable Pmgram 
List for these pollu(anVrtMo~~, with the two impaimens 
for melds being for dissolved melds only. 

4.425.4 Some listings forthe 1998 303(d) list wne simply carried Pleax refer to the response to Comment No. G.11.12. No 
f d  into the new listingwithoutadsquatc review or 
aplanation. 
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4.425.5 Specific pollutontr must be identified betwe TMDL san be &mmcnt acknowledged. No 
developed Wssuppm the mmmmdation Ihat h e  
conditions w indicators beplsadon the Monitoring List until 
spssificpollurmtr arr identified. We would also ~uppon 
going bad: to the nams'Watch L iO to asnvatelydscribe 
the ournow of the list 

4 425 6 The Loo Angel- RWQCB should rcvlcr the kncfic~al usa Thc m l c w  of bsncfioal ussr and wawqalnly standards is No 
hl r harms@ lo llmd m m l  rbnnels such as the San mom appmprately a d d 4  during the W m  Q u l ~ t y  
Gabnd IOvaatove thc c r m q  Thcw ura wsc M e n d  Conml Plan Tnmmd m e w  pmaas. Plcap refer to h e  
wen1 yeas ago, and if theysrcemnsous we may have - a m w m m t r N o .  9.7.i. 
inappmpriate listings of i m p a i m b  Funhermore, review of 
the knefwisl ws oaigned forthe San Gabriel River should 
be earriedout with an emphasis on existing uses - not 
pountial w. 

4.425.7 We svongly ruppon the q u t  that the SWRCB put San Please rda to the response to Comcnt  No. G.11.12. No 
Gabriel River w the Monitoring List for the conditions of 
eoncsm and the bacteria indicators. 

4.425.8 The City of Baldwin Park supports the technical comments I .  P l c w  refer to the response to Commmt No. 4.404.5. No 
made by the Las AngslsaCounty DFpaNIKnt of Public Wmks 
wnmning: 2. Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.410.4. 

I .  Waterqualityfritcriaforaquatic life 
2. Seasonal variations in water quality 
3. NandeIeCts 
4. Hydmlogicpattcms in water quality 
5. lnruffieimt sxccedancs for listing. 

3. Please refer to the response to Commsnt Nos. 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 

4. Please referto the nsponrs to Comment Nos. 4.404.4 and 
4.410.5. 

5. Plears refer to the response to Comment Nos. G.11.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.425.9 The c o m m t e r  agrcss with the County and your staff t b t  Ulis Comment aeknowlsdgcd. 
-k!mtappliesh oEappn+ciate trite the UES of a 
consistent appmsch for interpming data, and a formal 
quantitative weight of evidence appmash will be beneficial to 
the 303(d)process. Wealso suppon the County's specific 
rrcommmdations lor moving -in pmposcd listings for 
w e e  bodies far the San Gabriel River to the Monitoring List. 
Tablo for the specific mtsrbodies-pollution wmbination 
wne not attached. 

4.426.1 The commentsr is vetycmmmed about the base for and the Comment acknowledged 
implications ofths 303(d) listings for various m e h e  of the 
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Ssn Gabriel River. The mmmcntcr faces thehl lkngs of 
camplying with a new Municipal Stomwater P m i l  that 
m a i n s  many abnniy prcScriptiveand mBly nnu 
mpiransntr With thcs.Irdymnsi&rsbIe f i d  
obligationg =it& shouldnot be burdened with additional 

fo r&velopa tof  "Total Maximum Daily Loads" thaf 
will remlt tmm you W s  listing pon ias  of the Ssn 
Gabriel River as impsired We nqua that you and your 
Board use p t  d o n  when Iirting, water bodies as 
impaired. Thcpacntial finmsial mnsaplcnar ofan impmper 
lirtine can bcde~s t l t ine  to 8 City'sbuded 

4.426.2 Wc an pleased that you are delisting the San Gabriel River for Commcntacknowledged 
ammonia and torioly and placing the Rivcr on the 
Emf-blc Rogramr L I I ~  tot thtse p o l l u ~ w s ~ m s ,  with 
thc two impnimxnro for mrtals being for dirrolvcd metals 

4.426.3 We arc concerned that some listin@ for the 1998 303(d) list Plese refa to the n s p n w  to Comment No. G.11.12 
wns simply carried foward into the new list without adequate 
m i n u  and wolanation. 

4.4264 Specific pallU*Mts myst be identifed before T M D b  ean be Gxwwnt ndmowkdgcd. 
dsvelopsd. We s u p p n  the nmmmmdation that these 
caditions or indicators be placedon the Monitoring List until 
specific pollutanrp are identified. We would al* mpport p i n g  
bask to the n a m  "Watch Lid to more aeeuratcly d-i the 
p-s of the list 

4.426.5 The Los Anples Regional WataQuality Control b a r d  The rsviewofbencfisisl uses and water qualityrtlndards is No 
should w i n v t h c  bcnc6cial uxr Ulat it has a s s i g d t o  flmd morc appmpriately addressed dvringths Water Quality 
m n m l  =channels such as ths San Gabriel Rivu above the Control Plan Triennial Review p-. Please refer to the 
a ' y .  These- w a s  defined several p r s  ago, and ifthey responseto mmmnts No 9.7.1. 
are enonmu; we may have inappmprhte listings of 
impairment Furthu, tho flowsthmugh Ule low-flow channel 
during most of ths yearm disdrarges oftrsatd s w a p  fmm 
regional sewage Veamrrnt plants. If it wasnot  for these fl- 
the San Gabriel Rivu would k a dry channel for m r t  ofthe 
year. Catainly that fact should be m i d a d  in any 
evaluation of the beneficial usca and water quality standards 
adopted far the San Gabriel Rim. 

4.426.6 We stmngly support the q u e s t  that your Board put the Ssn Comment acknowledged. Plsax referto the nsponse to No 
Gabrid River on your Monitoring List forths conditions of Comment No. G.11.12. 
con- and the bacteria indicators. 
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4.426.7 N R c g i o ~ l  Wals Quality Contml Board should be w i d  
to check d l  of thc benefnal ura ar dsJigarcd f s  the San 
Gabriel River with an aphartr  on 'mining usa'and not on 
"patential uses'. 

4.426.8 The City of Walnut fizzher supports the technical wmmmk 
made by the h Angela County Cqmtmcnt of Public W o k  
maming: '  

I. W . m q w l i t y m i l a i a f O r ~ t i c  life 
2. Seasma1 v a i a l i r  in water &in/ 
3. N a n d M k  
4. Hydmlagicpanems in water quality 
5. Insuftiicimt e x h n c e s  for listing. 

The m s r v  of baefioal u s a  and watsr qualitystandardr is No 
more appmpintely ddmscd duing the Water QmIin/ 
Contml P h  Triennial Rcviov D-. PI- refer to the ~~ ~ ~~ ~ . ~~ ~~ 

rrsponxtoCo-kNa 9.7.1. 

I. Pleare referto the -re lo Commsnt No. 4.404.5. No 

2. Please refer to thcrsrponrcta Commmt No. 4410.4 

3. Plcarcn(crtoUleraponmtoComtNo~. 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 

4. Plessc refer to the -na to Commmt Nos. 4.404.4 and 
4.4105. 

5. Please referto the response to Comment Nos. G.11.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.426.9 The commmtcr agms  with the County and your staff that the Comment aeknowledgcd. 
303(d) listing profess will be impmved by the wnrislmt 
application ofappropriate criteria, the use of a consistent 
appmach for intnprcring data, and a formal quantitative 
weight of cvidmce nppmaeh fwdevcloping the 303(d) list. 

Wc also ruppon the County's rpeetfis mommndaoonr for 
mwmg spceilied p m p d  ltrt~ngr for the San Gsbnel Rlvcr 
to the Monitoring LisL 

4.427.1 C o n m e d  about the changes in TMDL priorities. For In gmml,  the 1998 listings were not evaluated unlsu new No 
instance, priorities changed for conditions such as odors, information warpmvided. In2CQ2,some infamatian WBS 

"&f-unnatural." and high w l i f m  wunt fmm low submined to w a l u a t e  1998 listings for pollution pollumt 
prinity, a. designated in 1998, to high priority in 2002, while stabs. Such water bodies w m  placed on the Monitoring list 
thespcifis pollutant causing the conditions still have not and were given no priority slabs for TMDL development. 
bem identified. The fad Ulat the conditions wsrson the 1998 
list does not d m  them mom ewcgmt mw than they were 
thm. Low-priorin/ items do not age into high priority ones; 
they must be s u b j a  to thesame rigomus evaluation as must 
any a a a l  pollutanVstm~or. 

Suppon the urt of dissolved cadmium, copper and zinc forthc Comment acknowledged. No 
Lm Angela River, Raoh I listing instead oftotal metals. 

Conamed about canying foward listing fmm the 1998 Please refer to the response to Commmt No. 0.1 1.12. No 
listing without sufficient assessment. nK cities already carry 
great fiscal r-sibilitics relate to fulfilling requinmcnk of 
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Ikpmnits  and should not be burdened with the costs d 
developing T M D h  that m y  beunjustifiablc. Potential water 
quality problem for which !has is n lack of undemanding or 
insUmficnt &la to dsbrminc impaimxnt should be placed on 
the ~ m ~ s e d  Monitorins: List. 

4.427.4 Coneancd with the listing o f w d  historical psticida and 
lubricants in the Lor Angela River Estwry, including l e d  
chlordane., PCBs and D D  Lcgscypollutvlts m o t  be 
mnmlled by regulating -nl rmrmwatadischges. It is 
impassible to establish valid TMDLs forpollutvlts that have 
already b m  banned hanuse. We advmatc addressing these 
legacypollutvlts lhmugh n oeparatcpgram that would bot 
trigga the -lion ofmcsninglss W D h ,  and we svongly 
suppm the requestthat i d  of being included on the 
303(d) list, t h e  historical pollutvlts be p h c d  on the 
Monitoring List. 

4.427.5 Suppod technical c o m e n k  from the he Angela County 
Dcpamnmt of Public Work at the workshop on November 6, 
2002 concerning: 

I. Waterquality criteria forsquatis life, 
2. ?,carnal variMionsin Watw quality, 
3. N o n d w ,  
4. Hydmlogic p a u r n  in water quality, and 
5. lnsuflieient e x d n e a  for listing. 

Plearc refer to the response for Comment No. 4.412.4. No 

I. Pleax &r to the response U, Comment No. 4.404.5. 

2 Please refer to the response to Commmt No. 4,4104. 

3. Please refer to the response to CommcntNos. 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 

4. Plwse refer to the response to Comment Nor. 4.404.4 and 
4.410.5. 

5. Please referto the rnponrs to Comment Nos. G.11.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.427.6 A p  thnt the shingent application ofgood science through Comment acknowledged. 
consistent applimtian of q p p r i a t c  criteria, use of e 
ronnwrnt approach f n  data intsrpmtation. and a formal 
quantitative wight of evidence appmaeh for dmloptng thc 
303(d) l m  Thir will significantly inpmve the p-. When 
a liaingof impi-t has such seven potential 
ramifications, it must be based on sound scientific 
methodology. 

4.427.7 Suppart the rmmmadation made by the County of Los PI- referto the rapon% to Commcnt NO. 4.423.7. 
Angela for moving following spccifie proposed listing fmm 
the he Angela Rivrrto the Monitoring List. 
I. Los Angeles River, Rsash 1 for total aluminum when 
samples were collsDd only during Jtom evmts and rnmt 
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~ ~ E C I  acumd during the 97-98 mrm s e a m  due to 
the U Ninocff- 
2. Lor Angela R i m  R-h I fa. dissolved dm, copper and 
adniwn; whcrrchrmic wataplalntycrirenon forsqustic 
lkfe war inrppmpnstely wed to dncmine i m p a i m t  m 
conme-lined segment; analysis war based on sanples 
collected only dwng stam mno, and mosr ueecdnnca 
arurred during thc97-98 storm reasan due to the El Nino 

3 Lm An@a Rum kumy (Quoasway b y )  fa PCBoonly 
I I% (2 out o f  18) of samples ex& the water qual~ty 
0hleeb"e ~~<~~ ~ ~~ 

4. Los Angela Wakrrhed, Rsach 2-Dry Canynr Creek for 
total selenium where inappropriate waterqualily criterion was 
uscdto dRmnine i m p a i m t  insonast~lined r-ts. 

4.428.1 Conamed about the ehangss in TMDL priorilia. For Please refer to the nrponsc to Comment No. 4.427.1. No 
instance, priorities changed for conditiow such as odon, 
"scudfoamunnatural." and high colifom count horn low 
priority, as designated in 1998, to high priority in 2W2, while 
the specific pollutant causing the conditions still have not 
been identified. The fact that the conditiom wn. on the 1998 
list das  not dean them mox emergent w w  than they we- 
then. Low-priority ilm do not age into high priorily ones; 
they must be subja to the sam rigomus evaluation as must 
any a h l  pollutnnllstmsor. 

4.428.2 Suppn the use of dissolved csdmivm coppcr and zinc for the Comment acknowledged. No 
Lor Angels River, Reach I listing instsad o f  total metals. 

4.428.3 Concerned abut canying fonuard listing f m  the 1998 Plea~cmfertothcrsspna toCommentNo. O.II.12. No 
listing without sufftcimt BsSeOPmenL The cities already carry 
F a t  fiscal rqonsibilities relate to fulfilling rsquiments of 
the permits and should not be burdened with the cosb of 
developing TMDb that maybeunjustifiable. Potential water 
quality p m b l s ~  for which there is a lack of understanding or 
insuff~cient data to delemine impaimnt should be placed on 
the pmpossd Monitoring List. 

4.428.4 Concerned with the listing of ssvsral historical pesticides and PI- refer to the rapon% for Comment No. 4.412.4. No 
lubricants in the Los Angeles River Estuary, including Isad, 
chlordane, PCBs, and DDT. Legacypllutants cannot be 
wnfmlled by regulating Nmnf storm water discharges. It is 
impossible toestablish valid TMDLs for pollutants that have 
already bssn banned horn use. We advocate addwing these 
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I-pollut~h lhmugh a m t e  pmgam that m l d  bm 
tn'ppatheasatim of&ngIcu TMDkand (VS mOngly 
a?ppm the rrqM instead of k i n g  included on the 
303(d) list, tke hismriul pollubmu be p W  on the 
Monitorinn La 

4.428.5 support tahnical nnnncnb fmm the Los Angcla County 
Depsrmxnt of Public W& at the woI*shop M November 6, 
2002 mncnnin%: 

I. Wntererqualitymikria for aquatic life, 
2. S c a d  variations in wakrqualiry, 
3. Nondetms, 
4. H y d m l o g i c p ~  in wamquality, and 
5. InruIficimt metdance for listing. 

I. Pkasc ref" to the resprwto  Commnt No. 4.4M.5. No 

2. Plsasc refa t e  the t==pmsc to Commsnt No. 4.410.4. 

3. Please referto the rrrponsc to Comment Nor  4.15.7and 
4.404.2. 

4. Plsasc referto the response to Comment Nor  4,4044 and 
4410.5, 

5. PI- refa to thc mponw to C o m n t  Nos. 0.1 1.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.428.6 Agree that the rhingmt application of@ scimcc thmugh Commmt acknowledged 
consistent application of appropriate criteria, use of a 
mnsistmt a p p m h  for data iulqmatiohandaformal 
quantitative ~ g h t  ofevidence approach for developing the 
303(d) l i i  This will significantly improve the pmnss. Whm 
a listing of impairment h a  such wac potential 
ramifications, it m b e  based an sound scientific 
methodolow. 

4.428.7 Suppon lhc rrcommmdation made by the County a f h s  Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.423.7. No 
Angeles for moving fol lwingspi t ie  p m p e d  listing horn 
the Los Angela Riverto the Monitoring LisL 
I. Lm Angela River, Reach I for total aluminum where 
sampla were mllccld only during storm wens and most 
excedaxs occwed l r i n g  the 97-98 starm seasons dus to 
the El Nino sffsck 
2. Los Angela Riva b a s h  I for, dissolved zinc, copper and 
cadmmwn; whae chmnie wam quality criterion for aquatic 
life was inappmpiately uwd to determine impairment in 
concrctc-lined segment; analysis was bared on samples 
eollened only l r i n g  simp evenu; and most m d n c c ~  
accumd during lhe 97-98 s m  wason due to the El Nim 
s f f .  
3. Los Angeles R i m  Eshlary (Queensway Bay) for PCBsonly 
11% (2 out of 18) of samples exceeded the water quality 
objective. 
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4. Lm Angela Walashd, Reach 2-Dry Canyon C& for 
t w l  wlenium whers innppopriak wabr quality crilninion u r a ~  
&to determine impairmsnt incomrd~lined sepxnts. 

4.429.1 Concsmsd about the changes in TMDLprioritia. For PI- d e r  toths -nw to Commnt No. 4.427.1. No 
inrtrms, priorities &an@ lorcondi t io~ =has odors, 
"&foammatwal.' and high colifmm count hom low 
priority, as designated in 1998, to high priority in Z W ,  while 
thespecific pollutant cawing the conditions still haw not 
been identified. The fxtthatthe conditions were on the 1998 
list does not dsem them mom emergent now than they w a e  
then Low-priority itans do not age into high priority ona; 
they must be w h j m  to the same rigommu evaluation as must 
any aefual polfutantl-r. 

4.429.2 Suppn the ws of dissolved d m i u m ,  coppaand zinc for the Comment achawledged 
b s  Aneela River. Reach I listin. instcad of total mstals. 

4.429.3 Concerned abetdsanying f-rd l&lingfmmths 1998 PI- refer lo the response to Comment No. G.ll.12. No 
listing without N ~ c ~ s ~ I  -merit. The cities already carry 
great fiscal ~~(ponsibilities rslatc to fulfilling rrquiremmb of 
the pmnih and should not be burdened with the m s b  of 
de~ lop ing  TMDLs that may be unjustifiable. Potnrlisl water 
quality pmbkm f w  which there is a lack of understanding or 
imfiicicnt datam delcnnine impairment should be placed on 
the pmposed Monitoring List 

4.429.4 Concerned with the listing afreveral historical psticids. and Pleas  rcfsr to the response for Comment No. 4.412.4 
lubricanb in the Los Angcles River Erblary,ioeludinglssd 
chlwdane, PCBs, and DDT. Lcgacy pollutanb cannot be 
eontmlld by regulating m n t  storm waterdi.. It is 
impossible toesfablish valid TMDLs for pollutanls that have 
already been banned hanw. We advcetsaddming these 
legacy pollutanb thmugh a scpmle pmgranthat would bot 
viggerthscmtion o f m i n g l e s  T M D k  md we strongly 
wppnt  thenquest that instcad ofbeing included on the 
303(d) l i e  t h c s  historical pollutanb be placed on the 
Monitoring List 

4.429.5 Suppon technical eommsnh fmm the Lor Angela County I. Plsasc refer to the response to Comment No. 4.404.5. 
Dspsrt-1 of Public Worb at the workshop on November 6, 
2W2 concerning: 2. PI- referto the response lo Comment No. 4.410.4. 

I .  Watsr quality erilnia for aquatic life, 
2. S-nal vnriations in wntsrquality, 

3. Pleas  refer to the mponss to Comment Nor 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 
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RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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3. Nm-ds(cet$ 
4. Hydmlogic p a t l a  in wntaquality,and 
5. I d i m t  ~ & s + J  f a  listing. 

4. PI- refer to thc raponse 10Comment Nos. 4.404.4 m d  
4.410.5. 

5. Please refer to the -rise to CorrnvntNos. 0.1 121 and 
ddl"6 

4.429.6 Agrsc thafthc shingcnt npplieation ofgmdxiencs thmugh Comment adtnawlcdged 
-ismt a p p l i i o f  appxpiatecriteria, uw of a 
consistent a p p d  f a d &  inlapretation, and a f d  
quantitative weight ofevidence appmrh fordeveloping the 
303(d) list Thkwill significantly impmve the p-. When 
a lirting of impaimcnt hss such severe potential 
ramificaiom, it mud be baxd on sound scientific 
"mhodoloav. 

4.429.7 Supponthe tummndation made by the County of Los PI- refer to the response to C o ~ n e n t  No. 4.423.7. No 
Angels fwmaving following specifis pmposed listing fmm 
the Lor Angels River to the Monitoring List. 
I .  Lo$ Angela River, Reach I for total aluminum where 
sampla wcneollecled only duringstorm m e  and mast 
ereadan= occwcd during the 97-98 storm s a w  due to 
the EINino c f f a  
2. Los Angela River Reach I for, dissolved zinc, copper and 
cadmium; w h m  chmnic water quality criterion for aquatic 
life wss imppmpriately used to dstcmu'nc impaimnt in 
concrete-lined segmmc analysis was bPwd on samples 
collsled only during storm events; and mast sxccedsnces 
m u d  during the 97-98 storm -n due to the El Nino 
dfcCtT 
3. Los Angela RiverEsmq (QusauMy Bay) for PCBsonly 
11% (2 out of 18)ofssmples sracded the water quality 
objective. 
4. Los Angeles Watashsd, Reach 2-Dry Canyon Creck for 
total xlsnium w h a t  irrappmpriate water quality criterion was 
used to determine impaimrcnt in conme-lined xgmcn& 

4.430.1 Concsmedabaul the changes inTMDL priorities. For Please refer to the raponse to Comment No. 4.427.1 No 
inRancs, priorities Banged for conditions such as odors, 
"wumlfoamwstwal: snd high c o l i f m  count horn low 
priority, as dcsignaled in 1998, to high priority in 2002, while 
the spccifis pollutant causing the conditions still have not 
bem identified. The fact that the conditions were on the 1998 
list d m  not deem them mars emergent now than they w e  
thm. Low-priority i temdo not age into high priority ones: 
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they m u a b e s u b j a  to the am r i g m u  cvnluation as mun 
any actual ~ o l W s i t t s o r .  

4.430.2 Suppmt th use of dissold cadmium, mppa and zinc for the h e t  &owledgsd. No 
Lm Angela River, Reach I lining in& oftotal melala. 

4.430.3 C o n 4  about carrying forward listing from the 1998 Plcusrsfatothempmse to Commnt No. G.ll.12. 
listing without sufficient-mmL Theeitiealmdy carry 

NO. 

grrrt firnl nspansibilitja rslate to fulfilling rrquirrmsnh of 
thepnmils and should not be burdend with the msls of 
developing TMDLs Uat may be unjustifiable. Potential water 
quality problems fw which UKIs is a l a ~ k o f ~ l d m t m d i n g o r  
inrufficimt data to determine impairment should be pl lml on 
the proposed Monitoring List 

4430.4 Convmed with the lining of soml hirtoncol psrtisida and 
lubneanu m the Lm Angels Rwer Emq, including I d .  
chlordmc. PCBs and DDT. Lc~acv ~allutanls earnot be ~ ~- . ~ . -~ - ~ , . ~  ~ ~~ 

mntmllcd by regulating current storm watn discharge. It is 
~rnpos~mbleto cmblirh valid TMDLs for pollutanuthst have 
already been banned from m u  We advocate addrsrsing there 
legacy pollutanls thmugh s scpsratc program that would bot 
tngger thecreation of mcaninglcrr TMDLs, and we nmngly 
support the request that instcad of being nneluded on the 
303(d) lirc, these hnnoncal pollutants be placed on the 
Monitoring List 

4.430.5 Suppon technical cammmls from the Los Angeles County 
DeparUnmt of Public Works at the wodrrhop on November 6, 
2002 concerning: 

I .  Water quality criteria for aquatic life, 
2. Seasonal variations in water quality, 
3. Nondctcck, 
4. Hydmlogic pattmci in wataquality, and 
5. Insufficient cxmdance  fw listing. 

PI- refer to the rsponss for Comment No. 4112.4. No 

I .  Plsars refer to the response to Comment No. 4404.5, 

2. Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.410.4. 

3. Please ref" to the raponx to Comment Nos. 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 

4. Please refa to the response to Comment Nos. 4.404.4 and 
4410.5. 

5. Please refer to the raponre to Comment Nos. 0.1 1.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.430.6 Agree that the sttingent application of good science through C o m n t  acknowledged. 
consiasnt application of appmpriatc eritrria, use of a 
consistent appmach for ddata interpretation, and &formal 
quantitative weight ofcvidmce appmash fordeveloping the 
303(d) list This will significantly impmvc the p-. When 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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a listing of iqairmsnt has ruch were potmtlal 
ramification& it must bcbascd on sound scient~fic 
mahodology. 

4.430.7 Suppon the &on made by the County of Los Please refer to the rrsponseto C o m t  No. 4.423.7. No 
Angel- fmmoving following specific pmposed listing fmm 
the Lm Angels Rivertothe Monitoring List. 
1. Los Angels Rim,  Reach I for total aluminum whem 
w u p l s  - mllcctcd only during storm evens and mast 
ucdmca osnmcd huing lhe 97-98 stom reasons d w  to 
the El Nino effstr 
2. Los Angels River Rcsch I for, disolved zinc, mppcr and 
cadmium; when dvonicwter quality criterion for aquatic 
life MS imppmpiately used to M n c  i m p i m n t  in 
wnuelc-lined segcnmc analysis was based on rampla 
w l l a e d  only &ng stmuma; and m t  n m d v l e s  
oenvrrd &ng lhc 97-98 storm season due to the El Nino 
5ffeN 
3. Los Angels Riverkhlary (Queensway Bay) for PCBsonly 
11% (2 out of 18) ofsamplssxntded the water quality 
objective. 
4. Lm Angels Watershed, Rash  2-Dcy Canyon Crak for 
t t a l  relmium where inappmpriate water quality miterion was 
used to detcrminc i m p a i m t  in concrete-lined xgmsnu. 

4.431.1 CMlccmed abwtthtehangs inTMDL -tics. For Please f e l c r t o t h e r e ~ m C o m m m t N o .  4.427.1. NO 
instance, priorities shanged for wnditions such as odors, 
"rcumlfoam--turd." and high wliform count from low 
priority, as designated in 1998, to high priority in 2 W ,  while 
the specific pollutant causing the wnditions still have not 
been idauified. The fad that the conditions w n c  on the 1998 
list does not d m  them moncmergent now than they were 
then. Law-pnoriity items do not age into high priority ones; 
they must besubjectto the same rigomus evaluation as must 
any a d  polhtant~stxsor. 

.- 
4.431.2 Support the use ofdissolved cadmium, eoppsr and zinc for the Comment acknowledged. No 

Lor Angelcs Riva, h c h  I listing instead of total metals. 

4.431.3 Concsmcd about carrying forward listing fmm the 1998 PI- ~fert0theresponsetoComcntNo. G.Il.12. No 
listing without s&cicnt agcIsment The cities already earry 
gnat f i d  rsponsibilitier relate to fulfilling requi-h of 
thspmnik and should not be burdened with thcicoss of 
developing TMDLs that m y  he unjustifiable. Polmoal mtsr 
quality problem for which there is a lack ofundmtanding or 
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imffisierd h t o  ~ m s i m p a i m x n t  rhouldbe p l d  on 
the p r o p 4  Manitwing List 

4.431.4 C o d  with listing ofseveral hirtorical pst ic ida and 
lubricants in the Lm Angela River h a r y ,  including I 4  
chlndane, PCB$ and DDT. Lcgscypollutlnts cannot bc 
mnuolled by =plating ~nmtmrm, water d i i " g 6 .  It is 
imporsibls to atablish valid 'lMDLs forpoIluLant9 that have 
al- beenbsnned fmmusc. Weadvocate addresing (hew 
legacy p l l m t s  Ihmugh n separate p p m  that would bot 
trigger the cmtion of meaninglcrs TMDLs, m d  we strongly 
support the requesthat instsad ofbeing included an the 
303(d) listthcse historical pollutanllbe p l a d  on the 
Monitoring List 

4.431.5 Suppozl technical comb fmm the Lm Angela County 
Dspanmnrt of Public Work st the workshop on November 6, 
2002 concerning: 

I. Water quality criteria for aquatic life, 
2. Seasonal variations in water quality, 
3. Nondetcsb, 
4. Hydmlogic patfans in water quality, and 
5. Insufficient s x d a n c s  for listing. 

PI- refer to the "rpow for Comment No. 4412.4, No 

I. Please refer to the N p M s e  to C o m t  No. 4.404.5. 

2. Pleas refer to the response to Comment No. 4410.4, 

3. Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 

4. Please refer to the response to Commnt Nos. 4.404.4 and 
4.410.5. 

5. Pleaw refer to the response to Commnt Nos. G.11.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.431.6 Agme that the stringent application of good science thmugh Comment acknowledged 
consistent application of appmpriate criteria, use of a 
c m i N m  appmach for datainterpretation, and a formal 
quantitstive weight o f w i d m e  appmash for developing the 
303(d) list. Thii will significantly impmve the pmcsu. When 
n listing of impairment has such ssvsrrpolential 
ramifications, it must k based on sound scientific 
mahnd0l0ev. 

I-' 
a 

- W 
cP 
I-' 

4.431.7 Sumf i the  rsc~mmmdstion mads by thc County ofLos Please refer to the response to Comment No. 4.423.7. No 
Angela for moving following specific proposed listing horn 
the Los Angcles Rwer to the Monitoring List. 
1. Lao Angeles River, Reach I for total aluminum whcn 
sample were collected only during stormennts and most 
ucesdanccs oeeurrsd during thc97-98 slom s-m due to 
the El Nino cffeceets 
2. Los Angdes River Reach I for, dissolved zinc, copper and 
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c;rdrrdum; whacchrmic anh-rqunlitymiraion foraqualic 
lifewas i m p p q r h t d y  uscdto delanine impairment in 
eom&-linal s-1; analysis was based on samples 
m l l a c d m l y  duringsbxm m e ;  and mast uceAame 
o m m d  hrringthc 97-98 mnn season dueto the El Nino 
s f f a  
3. Lm Angeles River Ertuary ( @ m y  Bay) for PCBsonly 
11%(2outof 18)dsamplcsexcwdedthswatcr~lity 
objcftivt. 
4. Lm Angela Wstmhed, Reach 2-Dy &yon Creek for 
total selenium w h  imppmpriats warcr quality aiterion was 
used to determine i m p a i m t  in soncrelc-lined segments. 

4.432.1 Support the Ostimany given by Couneilmmbcr Randy Please nfcr to the -me to Comment Nm. 4.41 1.1 thmugh N o  
Bom- of IheCilyof Bellflower at the workshop held on 4. 
N a m k  6,2M)2. 

4.432.2 Cities should not be bwdmed with additional costs for Comment acknowledged. 
develop& of "Total Manirmm Daily Loads' that will result 
tiom your303(db listing portions of the San Gabriel River as 
i m p a i d  The ppmces~ of establishing "Totsl Maximum Daily 
Loads" n q u i m  a s d  rcimtir~e basis, includingathomugh 
understanding ofrpccitic pollutanWsbasors- Any listing with 
questionable scientific foundstions will bring undue burden to 
cities and fail to reasonably addras water quality iuues. We 
q u e s t  that you and your Board use gmal caution when listing 
water bodies as impaired. The potential financial 
consequences ofan improper lining can be devstating to a 
city's budget. 

4.432.3 Support delisting the San Gabriel River forammanis and Comment acknowledged. 
toxicity a d  placing lhc Rivaon the Enforceable Programs 
List forthssepollutanWshcsar$ with the Ovo impaimntp 
formaalsbcing for dissolved metals only. 

4.432.4 Concaned that s o m  listings for the 1998 303(d) list were Comment acknowledged. 
simply canied forward into the new l i e  without adequate 
-view and explanation. What rpccific pollutants are causing 
the various conditions ofpollution noted in the 1998 list for 
the San Gabriel River? Spccific pollutants must be identified 
befonTMDLP ombe dcvslopcd. We support the 
rccommendatnon that thsrc mndluons or indtcators be placed 
on the Montlonng Lte unol -fie pollulanr ore idcntnficd 
Wc would also mppon gotng back to the mmc "Watch LDS' 
to moreacfuraely d-3e the purpow of the list. 
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~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

4.432.5 'Ihe RWQCB s h l d  review IhebaufKinluses that it has The reviewofbmsfisid uses and watsrqunlity standards is No 
m i &  lo flmd mn-I chuvrlssuch u thc San Gabtiel morenpp@alely ;rddrs.rcd duringthe Water W i l y  
River above the stuary. b u s s  wre defined -1 years Conml Plan Trimisl  Rcviewpmcsn. PI- refam the 
ago, and ifthey are cm,nm~+ M may k v s  inqp@ate rc~ponseLaCommcntNo 9.7.1. 
lirting of impdmmt. Further, the f l aw thmugh the low-flow 
~WmuingmostofthcyenaedidacgesoftMted 
sewage fmm cegiond s ~ g .  m m x n t  plank. If it were not 
for thos  flows, the San Gsbriel Riverwould be bs dry m y 1  
f o r m  ofthc p r .  m l y  that f s a  should be e m s i d e d  
in any w h m t i m  of thsbencfieisl IM mdwCer quality 
standards adoped forthe Sun Gabriel River. 

4.432.6 Sbongly suppnt. the rrqucd that your B o d  put the San Please referto the response to Comment G.11.12. 
Gabrid Riveron your Monitoring Lin for the conditions of 
m n m  and thc bacteria i n d i i l o a  Then, togelher, we can 
determine what the red pmblsm an. This is the k t  way to 
pmmote water quality impmvmrmk while trrating the 
dischargas in thesail Gabtiel River W ~ t m k d  in an 
equitable manner. 

4.432.7 The RWQCB should bs requ id  Lo check all of the beneficial The review of beneficial uses and water quality standards is No 
uses it has daignated for the riva, with an emphasis on more appmpriatcly addressed during the Water Quality 
misting uses - not "potential" uses that mmmnc at sometime Control Plan Triennial Rwiew pmcsu. Please nferto the 
h o d  might material%eat r o w  hhu. date. m p s e  to Comment No 9.7.1. 

4.432.8 The CityafSanta Fc Spring supporn the technical eomwnts I .  Pleav refer to the responss to Comment No. 4.404.5. No 
made by the h Angels Caunty Depalmnt Of Public 
Works mnceming: 2. Please refato the response to Comment No. 4.410.4. 

I .  Wanr quality n i t a i r  far aquatic life, 3. Plwrsnferto thehcp~1xtoCwnmsntNor4.15.7 and 
2. Ssasonal variations in wataquality, 4.404.2. 
3. Nm- detscb, 
4. Hydmlogie patterns in water quality, and 4. PI- refer to the response to CommcntNos. 4.404.4 and 
5. Insufficient enceedances for listing. 4.410.5. 

5. Please & to the response to CommmtNos. 0.1 1.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.432.9 Agnss with l h e h n t y  and your staff that the 303(d) listing Commmt aeknowlcdgcd. No 
p m m s  will be impmvcd by the mnsisimt application of 
appmpriate criteria, the use o fa  unsistmt appmach, for 
intnpnting data, and a fwmal quatitalive weight of w k c  
approach fwdeveloping the 303(d) list 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE 
-- 

REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

4432.10 Support Ur ComWs spsdfic rssamnrndationn for moving PI- refer to the rsp- to Cammen1 No. 4.406.7, No 
spceifiedpmposed l in ins  for the San Gabriel River to the 
Monitoring L i s t s  follows: 

I. San Gabrid River, Reach 2 for ai.rolved zinc and m p p a  
2. coyMe Cmek f o r d i n o l d  zinc, mpper, lead and total 
selenium 

4.433.1 With already m i d s r a b l s  financial obligations, the Co~nsntsclrnowledged. No 
mmmenta should not be burdmed w.th additional msta for 
development of "Total M a x i m  Daily Loads" that will r d t  
limn your h d s  lirtingpmions of the San Gabriel River as 
i m p a i d  We need lo apply m m n  scna and look at the 
d i t y  ofthe San Gabriel River The River as it flows along 
the eastern edge of Bellflower is a connete lined channel. The 
flows b g h  the low-flow channel dwing most of the ysar 
andischarges of m t e d  -ge fmmrcgional s m g c  
trcatmntplam. If it urne not for these f l o w  the San Gabriel 
River wntldbe a dry chamel for mod ofthc year. Celtainly 
that f ad  should be m n s i d d  in any evaluation of the San 
Gabrid River and itr relationship to the Watershed. 

4.433.2 The Lm Angels RWQCB should review the beneficial w;a The wiewofbcneficial u s a  and water quality standards is No 
that it has s i g n i n g  to flood contml channels such as the San mare appropriately ad- dwing the Water Quality 
Gabricl Rivcr above the esfusly. These usss wsrcddined Contml Plan Triennial Review process. Please refer to the 
several p r s  ago, and if they heymemeour, as we -think they respnrc to Comment No. 9.7.1. 
are, the listingsof impairment are inmmct The RWQCB 
should be requid to check all ofthe beneficial uwr it has 
designated for the r i w ,  with an emphasis on existing uwr - 
not "potential" uses that may appear on paper, but never 
maleriali. 

4.433.3 The pmecss ofestablishing "Total Maximum Daily Loads" ir Commmt acknowledged. 
challmging and q u i r e s  solid application ofxisntific 
mthDd. A thornugh undemanding ofspctilie 
pllutanWstrarors must be established pnor lo ~nclurion on a 
303(d) List. Any generalized llnlng of v a l n  bodies dcfcata 
the purpose of the 303(d) listing proccu to add- 
management d a n y  mnsomene ofconccm and imprn,c w a l e  
quality Wc requc1t Ulat the SWRCB urc grut  caution when 
listing wata Mia ar impaimd. Thc potential finanetal 
eonsequmccs ofan impmpcr listing can bedevastating to a 
City's budget. 

4.433.4 We arc p l u d  that you arr delisting the San Gabriel Riva for Comment acknowledged. 
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only. 

4.433.5 Weanmnmdth~tromlistingsforths1998M3(d)list Plea~erefalothsresponsctoCornentNo.G.I1.12. No 
wcrs simply earrid forward in-lo the nw list withnu 
adequate review and explanstion. What rpccific pollumnta ars 
sawing the s b n o m l  fish hisblogy, algne, and higheolifom 
munta mred in the 1998 list for R c r h  I of the SM Gabriel 
R i d  Thac linings appear lo be conditions or indicaloa - 
not pollutants for which TMDLs could be developed. We 
mommsnd thnt they be placed on the Monitoring List until 
specific pollumnta are identified. 

4.433.6 Wc amngly suppon the q u e s t  that pucBoard p t  the San Plsass refa to the response to Commmt No. G.11.12. No 
Gabriel R i w  on your Monitoring LiL for the conditions of 
conem and the bacteria indicators. 

4.433.7 The City of Bellflower further suppons the technical I. Please refer to the response to C o r n a t  No. 4.404.5. No 
sommmts made by the Lor Anplcr County DepatUnmt of 
Public Works coneming: 2. Pleas refer lo the rerponsc to C o r n m t  No. 4.410.4. 

I. Watcr quality criteria for aquatic life, 
2. Seasonal variations in water quality, 

~ ~ 

3. NondeLestE, 
4. Hydrologic p t t m u  in waferquslity, and 
5. Insuficisnt n d a n c s  for listing. 

3. Please refer to the response to Commmt Nor. 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 

4. Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. 4.404.4 and 
4.410.5. 

5. Please refer to the response to CommdNos. G.1 1.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.433.8 The commenteragrns with the County and your staffthat the Comment acknowledged. No 
303(d) listingpmcess will be improved by the consistent 
application ofappmpriare miteria, the use ofa  consistent 
approach for inqaprrting data, and a formal quantitative 
weight afevidmn appmach fadeveloping the 303(d) list. 

- 
4.433.9 Also wppMt the County's specific mommnd=tion~ for Plea~c refer to the response lo Commmt Nos. 4.15.2 and No 

moving rpccifisd pmposed listings for the San Gabriel River 4.406.7. 
to the Monitoring List 

4.434.1 Coneemsd about the bass for and the implieations of the C o r n a t  acknowledged. Also, please refer to the response lo No 
303(d) listings for various reaches of the San Gabriel River. C o m t  No. 4.41 1.1 thmugh 4. 
We stmngly suppon the festimony given by, Councilmember 
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Randy bmgaarr ofthe City dBellflawsr at the woz?sbp 
held on November 6,2W2. 

4.434.2 Cmrmsdthatsomc listings fmths 1998 303(d) list were I. PI- ref- to the r s ~ p w ~ v  to Gmmmt  No. 4.404.5. No 
simply carried fonvard into thenew lin without adequate 
review andexplanation What s p i f i c  pollutants arecausing 2. PI- refer to the rsrponse to Commmt No. 4,410.4. 
thcMTio~~~mdit ions of pollution notsd in the 1998list for 
the San Gabriel River? Specific pollurns must be identified 3. PI- refer to the rsrponsc to Commsnt Nor 4.15.7 and 
befareTMDLs can be d e ~ l o p d  We suppolt the 4.404.2. 
mmmsndstion thatthse mnditions or indicators be placed 
on the Monitoring Listuntil s p i t i n  pollutants are identified. 4. Plcasc refer to the rnponse to Co-t Nos 4.404.4 and 
We would also suppatt going back to the n a m  "Watch Listm 4.410.5. 
to morc acnvstcly dscn'be the purpose ofthe list. 

5. PI- refer to the responsz to Cwnment Nos. G.11.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.434.3 Smngly ruwnthe-mendation ofplacing San Gabriel PI- refer to the response to Comment No. G I  1.12. No 
River on vaur Monitoring List for the conditions of concsm - 
and the bactsriaindicators. Then, toggsthsr, we can determine 
what the real pmblem ars. This is the best way to pmmote 
water quality impmvcmmts while mt ing thc  dischargers in 
the San Gabriel River Watershed in an eauitablc mannsr. ~ ~~~~ .~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~~~~ 

4.434.4 Cities should not be burdmed with additional sorts for Comment acknowledged. No 
dsvclopmnt of Total Marimwn Daily Loads" that will result 
from your Boa& listing portions of the San Gabricl River as 
impaired. The pmcss ofestablishing "Total Maximum Daily 
Loads" q u i r e s  r sound scientific basis, inchding a thorough 
undsrrtandingofspeeifie poIlWanWsE/rhcssors. Any liaing with 
questionable rcimtific faundations will bring undue burden to 
ciliaand fail to mnablyaddrsu water quality issucr. We 
quest that  grcatcautien is used when listing water bodies as 
impaid. The potential financial consequences d a n  improper 
listing canbe devastating to a City's budget. 

4.434.5 nte c o ~ n m t e r  is pleased with the dslining the S m  Gabriel Comment acknowledged. No 
River for ammonia and toxicity and placing the River on the 
Enforceable Program List forth- pollutanWrtrc~~ors, with 
the hvo i m p a i m t s  for metals being for dissolved mmlr  
only. 

4.434.6 The RWQCB should rm'w thcbmeficial uses that it has The review of beneficial uses and wster quality standards is No 
assigned to flood m n m l  channels such as the San Gabriel more nppmpriatcly add& during the Wata Quality 
River above the alu~y, ar, well as the mtire river with Control Plan Triennial Review pmms.  FIcase refer to the 
existing uses and not "pormtial.'Thac were defined responseto CommentNo 9.7.1. 
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wwral ago, and if theyaresrmnmug we may have 
insppmpriatclistings of impairmsnt F h ,  the flow 
thmugh the low-flow channel during mort of the year are 
dixhsrgaof h t c d  sewage horn swage h t m c n t  
plrntr If it were not fmlhese f l m ,  the San Gabriel R i m  
would be a dry channel for nmt of the ytsr. Cntainly that 
frsr should be mnsidsrcd in any eva tua t i~of  thebeneficial 
ussr and w t c r  qualityrtandardsadapted for the Sm Gabriel 
River. 

4.434.7 Agree thet the 303(d) liling pmces will be impoved by the Commcntacknowledged. No 
consilent application of sppmpriats criteria, the use of a 
consisted appmach for intcrpming data, and a formal 
quantitative weight ofevidence appmash for developing the 
303id) list 

4.434.8 Support the Counw's specific rreommadations far moving Please refer to the nrponse to C o m m t  Nos. 4.15.2 and No 
specified pmpowd listings for the San Gsbrid River to the 4.406.7. 
Monitoring List as follows: 

I. San Gabriel River, R w h  2 for dissolved zinc and copper 
2. Coyote C m k  for dissolved zinc, coppn, lead and total 
rslcnium 

4.435.1 C a n m e d  aboutthe changer in TMDLprioritics. For Pleax refer to the response lo Comment No. 4.427.1. No 
instance, prioritin changed formnditiom such  sodo on, 
"xumlfoam-unnatural." and high eoliform count from low 
priority, as designated in 1998, to high priority in 2W2, while 
the spnific pollutant causing the conditions still have not 
been identified. The fact that the conditions were on the 1998 
list doer w t  deem them more -gent now Ulan they wore 
then. Low-priority i tem do not age into high priority o m  
they m t  besubject e the =me rigomus evalu~tion as must 
any actual wllutanUstm~)~.  

Supportthe use of disralved cadmium, copperand zinc for the Comment acknowledged. No 
Los Angcles River, Reach 1 listing instead oftotal metals. 

4.435.3 Concerned a b u t  carrying forward listing fmmlhc 1998 Commcnt acknowledged. No 
listingwithout sufficient asxrsmenr Thecities already carry 
great fiscal responsibilities relate to fulfilling rsquimnents of 
the pmnifr and should not be burdened with the costs of 
developing TMDLs that may be unjustifiable. Potential water 
quality problem for which there is a lack ofunderstanding or 
insufficimt data m deGsrmiw impairment shwld be placed on 
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the o m s d  Monimrin~ L m  

4.435.4 Conomed with Ur listing o f ~ n a l  historical pesticides and 
Idmiant9 in the Lm Angels River Fsmq. including lead, 
ehlnbne, PCBs, and Dm. Legacy pollutant9 cannot be 
contmlled by regulating m t  ROrm water dischags  It is 
i p i k  to a a b l i i v n t i d  TMDh for pol- that haw 
almdy bem banned from use. We advaate addressing these 
lcgncypollutank dunugh n separats pmgram that would bot 
trigger the c m t i w  of meaningless TMDh, and ws umngly 
support the w e s t  that instcad of being included on the 
303(d) l i  t h e s  hiJtorical polldanu be p l a d  on the 
Monitoring List 

4.435.5 Supporttschnical connxnts fmm the Los Angels County 
D e p b n m t  of Public Works at the wohhop  on November 6, 
ZWZ c o m i n g :  

I. Wahr quality criteria for aquatic life, 
2. Seasonal variations in wahr quality, 
3. NondeM$ 
4. Hydrologic patterns in water quality, and 
5. lnsutlieient cxacdancs for listing. 

PI- refer tothe rspanrc to Comment No. 4.412.4. No 

I .  Plsarc refer to the nrponse to Commmt No. 4.404.5. No 

2. Plea.% refer to the rerponsc to Comcnt  No. 4.410.4. 

3. Plea.% refer to the mponse to Comment Nos. 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 

4. Please referto the response to Comment Nor. 4.404.4 and 
4.410.5. 

5. Pleaw refer to the mpanse to Comment Nos. G.11.21 and 
4.410.6. 

4.435.6 Agnc that the rtringmt application o f g d  scienes through Comment acknowledged 
consislmt application of appmpnatssritnia, w ofa  
cmristent appmch forddata interpretation, and a formal 
qumihtive weight of evidmce approach for developing the 
303(d) lisr This will si@ificantly impmve the p-. W h a  
a listing ofimpairmmt has such SeVnc porntiill 
ramiticatiom, it must be based on round ~ i a t i f i c  
mslhdology. 

4.435.7 Suppart the r s c m d a t i o n  made by the County of Los PI- refer to the response to C o m m t  No. 4.423.7. No 
Angelss for moving following specific p m p e d  listing fmm 
the Lm Angels River to the Monitoring List. 
I. LOS Angcles River, Reach 1 for tot91 aluminum, dissolved 
zinc, copper and cadmium 
2. Las Angels River Eshtary (@emsway Bay) for PCBs 
3. Lm Angels Watershed, Reach 2-Dry Canyon Creek for 
total wlmium 
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4.436.1 Conccmedabout the chrngs. in TMDLprioritis. For Please refer to the responrr to Commmt No. 4.427.1 No 
instans% primitis changsd far conditions w h  as dam, 
"sumlhnrunnahml," and high mlifmm mutt  fmm low 
priwity, as designated in 1998, to high priority in 2002, while 
the specific pollutmt causing the mnditions still have nM 
bccn identified. The fan that the emditions were an the 1998 
list d m  not d m  than rmre emergent now than they w n c  
t h m  Low-pdority i t e m  do not age into high priority ones; 
l h q  m w  be subject to the same rigomus m h t i o n n  
my a d  pallWMlmcs0r. 

4.436.2 Suppon the use ofdissolved cadmium, w a n d  zinc fa. the Comment acknowledged. No 
Lor Angels River, Reach I listing instadoftotal metals. 

4.436.3 Concerned a b u t  canying f 0 4  listing fmm the 1998 Comment acknowledged. No 
lining witbul Nm~ien l  usamrmt.  The citisralready a n y  
g ra t  fiscal responsibilities date to fulfilling rrquimmts of 
the -ts and should not be b u r d a d  wilh the corb of 
dsvsloping TMDLs that may be unjustifiable. Potential water 
qualily pmblsms for whish them is a lack of undemanding or 
insuficient data to determine impairment should be placed an 
the proposed Monitaring List 

4.436.4 Concsmsd with the listing of several historical pesticides and Please refer m the respanre to Comment No. 4.412.4. No 
lubricants in the Los Angeler River ErmaF/, including lead, 
chlordane, PCBs, and DDT. hey pollutants canwt be 
eonrmllcd by regulating -1 storm w a t n d i h a r g s .  It is 
impossible to establish validTMDLs for pollutants that have 
already b a n  banned fmmusc. Wcadvoesle addressing these 
legacy pollufanls through a q m m b  pm- that would bat 
trigger the creation of meaninglsr TMDLs, and we stmngly 
supped the rsqustthat insteadof being included on the 
303(d) list, t h e  himrial  pollutants be placed on the 
Monitoring List. 

4.436.5 Support tcehnial e o m s n h  horn lhc Lor Angels County I. PI- refer to the responx to Comment No. 4.4Oi.5. 
w m s m  of Public Warlar at*= workshop on Novanbsr 6, 
2W2 concerning: 2. Please refa to the response to Comment No. 4.410.4. 

I. Wala quality criteria for aquatic life, 
2. Seasonal variations in watnquality, 
3. NondctsN, 
4. Hydmlogic pattsms in Mlerquality, and 
5. Inmffieimt srsocdanes for listing. 

3. Please refer to the response to Commsnt Nos. 4.15.7 and 
4.404.2. 

4. PI- refer to the response to Commsnt Nm. 4.404.4 and 
4.410.5. 
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5. Plcascrefatathc~nsetoCommtN~r.G.II.ZI and 
4410.6. 

4.436.6 Agree that the stringent applicrtion of gmd simoc Uuough Cammen1 acknowledged. No 
ronsistmtapplisation of appmpriate criteria, w o f a  
wnsisant a p e  fada ta  intapretation, and a formal 
qunntitntivc weight ofevidence appmach for developing the 
303(d) list This will signirmntly impmw the pmeen. When 
a lining of impairment hu swh sewre potential 
ramifications, it m W  be based an ramd 9cicntif~ 
mahndology. 

4.436.7 Supportthe rreomm~ndrtion made by the CountyofLOB PI- referto the response to Comment No. 4.423.7. No 
Angela for moving following specific p m w  listing fmm 
the LOB Angela River to theMonitoring List. 
I. las Anpslsr R i w  Reach I for total aluminum dissolved 
dn+ w p p  and cadmium 
2. Los Angela River W a r y  ( Q u m w a y  Bay) for PCBs 
3. Lm Angels Watershed, Reach 2-dry canyon Creek for 
total ~clcnium 

4.437.1 Legacy pollutants such as chlordane and PCBs should not be Please refer to the response for Comment No. 4.412.4. No 
on a list that leads to the development ofTMDLs. If anything, 
they could k put on Ihs p m w  Monitoring List. It would 
not only k unreasonable to assign loads and waste loads for 
pollhtlllts that are not being wed - it would k impossible. 

4.437.2 High mlifomcount or any other listing should k as specific Commnt acknowledged. Plsasc refer to the response to No 
as possible. Ifyour Boad is interested in h u m  pathogens, Comment Na.4.24.3. 
your stlff should establish a more meaningful designation than 
"high colifonn counL" I 

4.437.3 supponthe testimony given by the City of Lawndale at the Comment acknowledged. 
Novanber6.2W2 wwkshop k f n c  y w  Board. 

4.437.4 We are grateful that your Board has not added more listings to Comment acknowledged. 
Domin- Charnel in the 2W2 30316) List. 

4.437.5 Smngly e g m  that designating "high eolifom counC as a Please refer to the response for C o m t  No. 9.7.1. The No 
high prinity forTotal Maximum Daily Load for Domine- TMDL related to high wliform counts is being developed and 
Channel iv insppmpriatc. DominguezChannsl is not a body- is scheduled to k completed won. The prioritysrrigned is 
contact remation area; it is a flwd conml channel with not warranted. 
m t i o n a l  we. Therefore, nouse is k ing  impaid. Ifyour 
Board i n r i a  on a listing, it should kdcrignatsd a low or 
mediwn priority fortwo -sons; on+ it is not a recreational 
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USC and ruo. Ulc m of the coliformare not h a w .  

4.437.6 Suppotis the technical mmmnts made by the Las Aogclsr I. Please da to the response to Comment No. 4.404.5. No 
County Depumxnt of Public Wobcoweming: 

2. Please refa to the mponrs to Comment No. 4.410.4. 
I. Water quality miteria fm aqmtio life, 
2. Seasonnl variations in water quality, 3. Please refer to the -"re to Comment Nos 4.15.7-d 
3. Nondekcls, 4.4012. 
4. HymOlogic plsttans in water quality, and 
5. l n s u f f r c i e n t s x ~ s r  fm listing, 4. Please ref- to the r s p n s  lo Commml Nos 4.4041 and 

4.410.5. 

5. Pleasercfsrtothe rspnrstoComntNos.G.11.21 and 
4410.6. 

4.437.7 Agnc with the County and your rtlffthat the 303(d) listing Comment acknowledged. No 
p- will be impmved by the consistent application of 
nppmprialc m i h a ,  the use ofa  consistent approach for 
intapreling d q  and a formal quantifativs weight ofevidence 
appmsh for developing the 303(d) list. 

4.437.8 Strongly w p p m  the dsvclopmmt andimplemmtation of Comment acknowledged. No 
science-based methods fmwatergwlitymd environmental 
impact assument ofths watershed as proposed by the 
Dominguu Walcrshed Advisory Council. This will facilitate 
foeusing limited rsourca an solving real water quality 
problems. 

4.438.1 The SWRCB recommends moving Sane Clara River Reach 8 PI- refer to the response for Comment No. 4.406.2, pan 3. No 
(EPA Reach 6) to the Allmate EnforcmKnf Program List for 
Nilrite as Nitmgcn. TheRWQCB continues to recommend The information in the record show that it ispmbablc thatthe 
listing for this wat&y due to the fkqumey of exccedance nilrite m d a d  will beachieved when the 
of the Basin Plan objstive fmNitrite asNihogsn and the fact dc-nitrificationlnitrifieation process is installed and operating. 
that the Altcmate Enf-bls Program List r e f m d  by the 
State Board is only dinab applicable to a m n i a ,  and 
thereforedoes not provide the n s s u r a r y ~ s p ~ ~ - ~ n c e  that 
compliance with limits far other nitmgen spesicr will be 
achieved. 

5.1.1 The SWRCB staffdid an excellent jab in m i m i n g  and Comment acknowledged. No 
compiling the nmmmmdations fmm the nine RWQCBs. - 

5.1.2 Amend your rceommenditiom for priorities and ~chcdules to Commmt acknowledged. The document will r d l a  the Ycs Volwnc I, 
reflect the watm and pollutantsadded to the 2002 list. c o m t  r h e d u l s  and priorities for the r s o m n d e d  Rioriticr Table 

pollutants and watm added to thc 2002 303(d) list 
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5.1.3 Change the headingofTabk 6 "TMDLs CMnpIned L i e  to Comment achowledgsd. No 
"Appmved TMDLs List". Ihs definition o fa  "comple" 
TMDL given in the W D L s  ComoIacd List" senion ofths 
staff& mnflictr wiUl Ute definition fhat the RWQCBs 
have ban i n m n e d  muss for w r k  planning purpms. 

5.1.4 1fthe~CBdoanlchnngehdefinitionofthe"TMDLs Pl~c~latothsresponsctoCommentNm.GlI.IIand Yes . 
Completed List" then we nqucst that the SWRCB establish e 0.1 1.9. 
rusonable dlndnnl (at I& me or OMI yean) far mmplcfing 
the TMDL sppmvsl pmoss aAa RWQCB approval. The 
schedules in Tabk 5 should thm be adjustcdacmrdingly. 

5.1.5 The water M i a  and associated pollutants for which we have All listings for water My-pollutant combinations that have yes v o h n m d  
c o m p l d  TMDLs should be removed fmm the 303(d) list If complded TMDLE will bs rsmoved from the s a i a n  303(d) v o h  n1 
thse water and associafed pollutants remain on the 303(d) list 
list, thc SWRCB -Id be indicating thst TMDLs a n  still 
r e q e d .  

5.1.6 The 305(b) 'sport should be used to track any continuing "on- Commmt acknowledged No 
attainment ofbeneficial uses or water quality standards. 

5.1.7 RWQCB staff pmvidsd a table of "Suggested Sites and The Watch List has been renamed the Monitoring List and it Yes Vohuuc Ill, 
Paraaten for Futther Asscammt" as pan of our final staff will mflsst the infonnstion from the "Suggested Sircr and Regim 5 
~cpon. This information is very similar to the "Watch List" Parameters for FurUlerAssasmmtm. PI- refer to the 
identified in the Staff Repon Table 4. We requestthat the rrsponsetommmcntsG.IO.I andG.11.11. 
i n f o h i o n  f m  nuTablc 2 be added to the Table 4 Watch 
List wrtion of wur Staff Rcwn. 

5.1.8 With the addition o fow Table 2 to the Watch ti% description Please referto response to Comment Nor. G.10.1 and G.lO.2. Yes 
of the "Watch List" be wised to "Me thst wakn  on the 
"WatchLig nccd hvmer assasmcm prior to making a 
determination to list or a delemination to delist. 

5.1.9 Consider a m m k  o f c o m e n u  on the fact sheets and the The mscription crmn have bm, c o d e d .  
tablei arere submilled related to typographical and 
tranwriotion mn.  

Yep VOlumcUI, 
Region 5 

5.2.1 Disagree with the addition of Don Pedm Lake and the Lower Plssx refer to the responses for Commcnts 5.2.8 ,5.2.9. and No 
San Jonquin River to the 303(d) List due to impaimrent by 5.2.11. 
mercury. The datn used for Don Pedm Lake and the Lower 
San Ioaquin River were vay  limited andlor outdated. 

52.2 The wm?mUc<disa- with the cmtinwd listing of the The Cmtnl Valley RWQCB's Basin Plan (Basin Plan) for the No 
Harding Dmin as impaired. In addition, the Harding Drain is Sacramento Riva and San Joaquin Rivu Basin includes 
not a water of the U.S. and that uses and watcr quality designation of bsnsficial uses for specific water bodies and a 
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objestimshsve mtbosn appmpriatdy designated f a t h e  drain. statement that Ttebmcfieial o fa  rpeeifidly identified 
waterbodv eenmllv amlv tb its hl'butarv stream. In same . .. . 
esser a &e>cial urs may not be applisaileta the mtin body 
ofwater. l n t h a s   awn the Rgionsl Water W r j u d g n e n t  
will be applied. The RWQCB -Id need to specifically 
identify bmeficial uar fwthe Harding hain thmugh a Basin 
Plan unmdmnt p- in &to idmtify-beneficial 
uar (i.c, for the Harding hain)  that h a t d i f f m  hornthe 
dsrignated beneficial uses do- in the S n  J-in 
River. As p n  of the Basin Plan nmhacnt pocca, the 
RWQCB would likely wed to mnduct a Use Attainability 
Analpis (UAA). The prorrss toupdate the 303(d) list 
considers thcrrirting bmcfieial u ~ e r  and water quality 
objectivesand d m  not mnsiderormakcchangep to thosc 
-or objmivs. PI- also referm thcmspmse for 
Commcnt9.7.1. 

5.2.3 The final 303(d) List should not include Dan Pedro Lake and Commmt acknowledged 
Ssn Josquin River for rnncury or the Harding h a i n  for any 
eanstiNcnts. 

5.2.4 The Turlock Irrigation Disuin would like to raise concerns Please referto the to Comment No. 0.1 1.12. 
about the addition ofanother 195 segmcnts with 303 
pollutants orsmssom to the existing 1998 303(d) List, which 
already inchda over 1,500 ssgmenu statewide. 

5.2.5 Conccmcd about the addition ofanother 177 water bodies to a Comment acknowledged 
Watch List, which will be~ubmiltcd to the EPA along with the 
303(d) List. It appu~sthat  SWRCB and RWQCBs are adding 
segment$ b a d  on very limited data to a list that is already 
too long fortheBoard staff toeffectively address 

5.2.6 Support fosuwd cffooltp to improve water qualityon priority Commmt acknowledged 
watm where armal impaimmts are occurring. However we 
would like to seesufficient data and thomugh analysis to 
ehancterirs any water impaimnt before adding scgmnui to 
the MXd) List and ui&ingTMDLs. 1% would bc more 
pludmt for the RWQCBs to work with stakeholders along the 
affsted scgmnu to collsct data and evaluate water quality in 
ercater detail to determine Mtual imiments  orin to listine. 

5.2.7 The concept o fa  formal Watch List that is submitted to the PI- nfcr to tho response to Commmt Nos. 610.2, G.IO.1 No 
EPA almg with the 30Xd) List is not appropriate and isn't and G.1 I .I I. 
mpponedby any pmvisions of the Clean Water Act. If 
inrufficimt evidence exists for placement on the 303(d) Lie, 
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that the wil-y should d n  u n e n c m M  by my type 
ofofficial designation. 

52.8 h l a  usd lo suppan lis6ng Don Pdm M e  rn owdated ud 
arc not @ally rqrssttative aftheentire lake Data arc 
fmn .very limited a m  ofthe lakc have ba. ampla ted 
avsrthssntire 129MW)aerelake,lmdsrtheassumptionthst 
othsrmbumiato the lake arc m m l y  mmcn The data used 
wsr mllstcd 14 to 2 0 m  ago. 

529 Only a pl t lon ofthc svallnble data war aewlly uwd (Tmphte 
Level 4) to hst Don Psdm Lakc whneh nmneowly s k d  the 
m l t S  A subsel of lhc TSMP dPtB WPO used to dsfrnc 
"evidence of impairment" for the lake. By wing only a subset 
o f  the data the avenge macury mncmha(ion wsr 0.54 ppm 
v-an a m p  0.41 ppm for all the daln Thcussge of  
Tmphic level 4 fish only is overly conservative. 

Fish bioaaumlate mmxy o m  space and b m c  - No 
fish tend to move amund in a waterbody, and it taka time for 
mercun to accwnulrtc in their hadies thcv am d , ~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~~~ ..--., ~~~ .,-.-... 
indieaorr o f  the ongoing mnditim of a vaccrbady. It is 
apenedthm thsmnccnlrationsofmlhyl maauy found in 
the fish by thc TSMP would -am conrtanr, u no mcrnry 

Tmphis Level 0 4 fish data werecompand againstthe No 
USEPA h u m  health criterion of 0.3 mgikgbssausc pmplc 
arc mom likely to eon- TL4 fish. If staff avmgcs the TL3 
and TL4 fish ti- omcentmiow the value is 0.41 +g. 
still a d  the USEPA criterion. The USEPA d s v s l d  the 
0.3 mglkg ailaion for human health pmfeetion using d 
paniculsr consumption rate (17.5 #day of loeally caught fuh) 
and a pnieular proportion o f  fish fmm tmphic level 2 
(21.7%). TW (45.7%) and TL4 (32.6%).detennined bva 
national diet skey. RWQCB staff is in the p m a s  a i  
developing recommended guidance for hfuhuc l irtinp ofwafer 
bodies impaired by mercury and will, in the fufuhuc, uscthse 
Wrccntages derived by USEPA. 

52.10 The EPA mthyl mmly cntccion h a s h  applied 
arbitrarily, u ilhout mnstdcration o f  rile specific factors and in 
violanon of Federal and Stale ~bstantivc and p d u r a l  
quirrmcnu in listing Don Pedro lake. 7hc  rrpon applies thc 
EPA \alue,0.3 mgkgtarget without considering site-rpcetSc 
char~~leristics. 

5.2.11 There i s m  evidmcs of- impairment bceauw no hullth or 
mvimnmsntal agency has issued a fish consumption adviso~y 
for Don Psdm Lake. 

No rite-specific factan were available to consider. In the No 
absence ofthis infomation, lhc USEPA criterion -used. I t  
is within the development of a TMDLor Mher spsial rmdis 
that site-spsifie fsetm can be established. 

It is not nsssssary for a waterbody to have a fish consumption No 
advisory in orderto place it an the section 303(d) list. Scvml 
wabbodiu on thc 1998 section 303(d) list do not have fish 
advisories on them The water bodies have ban listed 
bccauw they exceed water quality numcric criteria established 
by USEPA. Evidence o f  narrative water qualitystamdards 
k ing  exceeded for Don Pedm Lake is based on elevated 
mercuryeonccntrations in fish tissue samples that exceed the 
USEPA eritcria. 

5.2.12 The EPA methyl merevrycriterion has b n n  applied Pleass refer to the m p n r  lo Comment No. 5.2.10 
arbitrarily, wilhout mnsidmtion of rite specific factors and in 
violation of Fedml and State substantive and pmrrdural 
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requi-h in listing Lower San Jaquin River. The ~ c p o R  
applies the FPA value, 03 mgkgtargstwahowmn*den'ng 

5.2.13 There is MI Nidsncc ofuse i m p n i m t  W w health w PI- refer to the nspanse to C o m m t  No. 5.2.1 1 
e n v i m m W  ng-y has i d  a fish mnrumption advisory 
for the Lo- San 1-in River. 

51.14 E m  ifthsHarding hain w m a  WatrrafthcUS., which h PI- mfer to the response for Co-nt Nos. 5.2.2 and 9.7.1. No 
isn't, the beneficial w a n d  walcrqualityobjcetivs w m  
inappmpriately assigned to Harding h a i n  without substantive 
mpmedunl  lsgnl pmeess. 

5.2.15 An appeal ofthc Ciry ofTurlock NPDES C- and D s i a  Until changed, the Basin Plan should be used to identify water No 
Order isrued by the RWQCB, whasin the Harding Dnin was bady beneficial w and to prewnt the w t e r  quality 
~lasif ied forbeneficial w ,  is wnding beforc the SWRCB. a b j e n i ~  for water bodic~ in the Ccnhal Valley Region. 
Thmfon it is p m t l u s  and i&ppmp&ts to include it on the 
303 (d) List when pending i- regarding its designation and 
water quality obieetiw have not yet been rsolved. 

52.16 The rationals in the Report and the data used are m fatally Available data show that water quality standards are not met. No 
flawed that the rrmmmnded listing for Don Podm Lake must During tht TMDL devtlopm1, additional data may be 
be striekm. The legal m n ,  substantive and pmecdural collected to mom clearly define the identified pmblcm. 
mandate Don Pedm Lake not to be included in the 303 (d) Lia 
of impaired watsn. Mon comprehmsivs and conmporav 
data an needed to determine whether mertury impaimrnts 
achlally mist before adding this lake to the lid. 

5.2.17 The Harding Drnin is not a WaterofthsU.S. The "bmcficial Plcase refer to the responses for comments 5.2.2 and 9.7.1. No 
-" purponcdly assigned to Harding Drain were adopled 
"sub -" without substantive or pmedural legal pmccu and 
am therefore "ab initio" so the Harding h a i n  cannot be listed 
due to impairment of illegally desiwtedu- 

5.2.18 Nummus fachlal, scientific and legal a m m  were made, PI- ~ f e r  to theresponse for C o m n t N o s .  5.2.2 and9.7.1. No 
which warrant dsliaing it. The Harding h a i n  is entirely 
manmade. TlWs irrigation system which isn't intmwined with 
nahual strams, is not a nibwary ofany water of the U.S. The 
Harding drain musf be removed from the list becaw there is 
na federal regulatory authorityundcr the Clean Water Act over 
i t  

- 
5.2.19 At a minimum federal regulations q u i r e  public mtise, PI- refer to the response for Comment Nos. 5.2.2 and 9.7.1. No 

oppoxiuhily for mmmmt and Mimany, and public hearings 
before adoption of beneficial wes and water quality 
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objsaivs. PMCICologne q i r a  the RWQCB adopt its 
waterpuslity p l w  and - h t s  thaclo including 
bmd-5al uss and wata quality objective only after public 
naice and a public hewing. No notice wu pmvided for the 
RWQCB's inhl t  tomnsidn; or sver adopt bsnefieisl urs and 
wahrqdityobjectivsforths Harding Drain, thncfors these 
standards am void. 

5.2.20 Turlak Inigdo. Dishid has idmtitied fnetual and legal Please refa  to the raponss for Commmt Nos. 5.2.2 and 9.7.1. No 
b a s  far m v i n g  thae walm lmm the pnoposed 303(d) 
Lid The listing is not mmntcd undn federal law because 
-1 i m p a i m t  ofvdid ussafwatcrquslity objectives 
has w t  besn wideneed. Thenfare, the RWQCB should not 
add Don Pedm Lake or the Lower San loaquin R i m  to the 
303 (d) List for msrmry, and it should m v c  the heding 
h a i n  fmm the 303 id) List. 

5.3.1 The eritaia being used fmm the State of California and In thiss-msnt, RWQCB stlffuwd the following hierarchy No 
Canada forvatiaus pesticides should not be used. Applicable to dctcnninc the applicable eritcria for use in c~ iua t ing  
fedaal criteria and the RWQCB Basin Plan WQOs should be potential imp- on aquatic life: (I) RWQCB-adopted 
used. petfomncc goals (numeric perfomnee goals srs deoaibcd 

for some rice pesticides); (2) the most wmUy dsvcloped 
USEPAlDepamnent of Fish & Game criteria: and (3) 
Canadian water qualityguidelines. RWQCB staffused wala 
quality guidelines fmm the Canadian Council of 
Envimnmsntal Ministers, the Canadian national 
mvimnmmtal agency, when eritcria derived in the U.S. wen 
not available. The Canadian pmfocol for derivation ofwater 
quality guidelines to pmtcet aquatic life includes a minimum 
toxicological data s a  for fish, inverfsbmtw, and plants. The 
guideline for a givsnpollulant is derived basedon the lowest- 
obrsrvable-~ffsa level (WEL) ofthe most sensitive stags of 
Ihc most sensitive organism 

This appmach is mnsistent with the overall methodology for 
developing the list. Plsas  rrfer to Ihs response 61 Camment 

5.4.1 The description of the methodology is vague, leaving Please ref" to Ihe response to Commat No. 5.3.1 
decisions apsn to judgemat and interpretation. To make a 
dns rmi~ t ion  of "impainnmt" is a complex p s s  and 
q u i r e s  multiple lines o f w i d m o  to be considmd. However 
it is not a p c e n t  how weight ofevidence would be used in the 
caw of adno~hos-mdhvl. 
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5.4.2 It is still undw what a d c s  ofthecriteria aeDlally Please refato the rsponse to CorronsntNo. 0.1 121. No 
-Its in impnimrnt of ths water body. 

54.3 "Pesticides m c s n t n t i m  shall not excad the lowst levels 'mi9 Jtlt-ntrefsncd to in the commnt wasquoted fmm No 
technically and m o m i d l y  achievable". In Cmtnl valley the RWQCB SaffRspart on Rssammsndcd Changes to the 
RWQCB applicable water qualityabjectivs, this st&-t is &on 303(d)lin The mmmcntcr is refming to t a t  that war 
not clur. Amthe low lmels in r e f m c e  to wafer quotad dirsctly fmm the Centnl Vallq Rgioml B d r  
mncentntims water trubnent concentntians, analylkal Basin Plan for the Sacnmnto River and San Joquin River 
meUlod$ nc.? Barie The objstivc referenced in the mmmcnt is in the 

pscion a t i tkd  'WataQuslity ObjstivsfnInlrmd Surface 
Warn." mthc t u t  refas lo pesticide concenbatims in inland 
surface in the Sacramento and San Joaquin River 
Basins, insluding the Delta. 

The nanativs objectives described in this &on potentially 
apply in the evaluation of potential impacts in d a c e  w a r n  
(from Section 111 of the Basin Plan). 

5.4.4 The aquatic life criteria has brm set at 0.1 u& bawd on a The Ccnml Valley RWQCB used the aquatic life criteria of No 
U.S.EPA criteria derived in 1976. The value is historic and 0.1 ugll, based on a U.S.EPA criterion. 
doesn't use nvnnt  EPA muhods for deriving water quality 
criteria. Thisold approash biases the criterion for the u a m c  
worst case, and in thccasc of szinphos-methyl is far loo 
muielivc. It should not be used. 

5.4.5 Funher evidence that thewater quality criteria docs not reflect PI- refer to the response to Comment No. 5.4.6. No 
the c m t  sate of knowledge on a n n p h o r - d y l  comes 
from a study m l c t e d  by byyer Corp. m 1989. Thc d y  
demonmotes that biologtcally signtficant s f f m  on p o d  
maomJna didnot arur with ~~tea r inphormcthy l  
mnsentntionr below0.95 ugn. The historical O.OluglL 
criteria used by Cmtnl Valley RWQCB is far too nrtrictivs. 

5.4.6 The criteria value selected for drinking waterpmtcnion by the In this fax, the RWQCB applied the most Singent criterion No 
Centnl Valley RWQCB for adnphaa-methyl st 0.02 u@L ir for waters with both drinking wata and aquatic life bmeflcial 
not justified, it is horn thc Canadian critcriaand is ovsr the urn. 
U.S.EPA criteria of 87.5 ugn. 

5.4.7 It is unclcar which evaluation methods RWQCB staffused to The evaluation methods RWQCB staffused are outlined in No 
dstcnninc chronicaquatie life and drinking water expo-, Appendix A, beginning on page A-14 o f t k  RWQCB Final 
and they do not serm appmpriate. Justification of the StaffRepotl on R s a m n d e d  Changes to CWA Ssstim 
RWQCB methodologis for inferring the exaedance of the 303(d) List 
shmnic criteria is needed. 

- 
5.4.8 Can the likelihood ofcxeeedanee on a "periodic" basis be When the available &a indicata that a significant fqunrcy  No 
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aenvately dc(amined wing dam limited to mly 2-3 ysarr ofexomdancehas ormnod fhat is not athibutable to a unique 
ofkn fmm ssvaal y- ago? CPn RWQCB list waters as wen1 (i.r,a donurrnted pollution SOIVCCSUC~ as a chemical 
impa id  based on apartisular paticide bawd MI a such a spill; an amn- data point; or b m r i c  chmiral we 
.periodic- bask? activity), then it may be wncluded that the cccmmm of the 

exccedanes would likely m. 

5.4.9 Arinphos-mUhyl we in hss been declining for wvsnl ysarr. The 303(d) pmccn nquimthe SWRCB nnd RWQCBs to No. 
Consideration afrsduecd uehw e n d s  m t  be c o n s i d 4  lssap wlrthcrrtandwjs arc mined.  Usage mnds will be 
by the RWQCB aspMofthemluation p-. considemi in the development of Ihc TMDh 

5.4.10 In Colusa Basin haiazinphos-methyl was only detected in As s u m . &  in IheCnIusa Basin ha in ,  Arinphormethyl yep VOI-III, 
one ofUl rcemofwni to r ing ,  in 1597 but not 1596 or Fact Sheet prepwed by the RWQCB, the mjwity of thedsta Region 5 
1598.Thusitbundearhowitwasdetsrminedthatthiswater (I5of21sampledats)ascumdin1597.Thesamplcrdata 
body would have additional d m i o n s ,  the data daeo not in 1597 likely +spanned a more ~ t a t i v c p e r i d  Uw the 
sup* that Uu d s L a t i 0 ~  w m  "periodic", as was determined 1996 (hvo sample dates) and 1598 (4 sample dam) periods 
by RS. and indicated a sigrifieant o f a m  (40% in 

1997.28% overall three years). lhe SWRCB fM shed will 
be updated with this information. 

5.4.11 Thesignificant duc t ion  in azinphor-methyl u ~ c  and the use Plcase refer to the response for Comment No. 54.9. No 
ofmore appropriate waterquality criteria, indicates that the 
lining of Ohgtimba Cnck is not necessary. 

5.4.12 The low mncmlrations obsctved, the lack ofdeteetionr, Ifwater quality data collected in the fum show [bat the No 
rrdvecd use, and the use ofappropriate water quality criteria, sonemrations ofazinphor-mcthyl in the Colusa Basin Drain 
indicate that the C n l w  Basin Drain listing for arinphos- have dmmad to levels below relevant eritaia, the RWQCB 
methyl is not ncces~ary. will consider moving  the ColusaBasin Drain from the list 

for azinphos-methyl. 

5.5.1 Many afthc n w  listings ( a d  many ofthe old- listings) are 
bawd on limitsd dataand oldadata that is not representative 
o f ~ # & u w ~ ~ n d i ~ ~ ,  Thisbringsintoqwstin, 
the ~ l id i tyof thc  303(d) list 

5.5.2 The RWQCBs follow the approach outlined by the NRC 
(2001) docwnent "Asxsing thcTMDLAppmachto Watn 
Quality Mmgemmt". Water bodies that have the type of 
data d - i  in this documon1 should k placed on the 
"Watch List" rather than the 303id) li$t 

The water quality criterion (0.01 u&) used by the 
CVRWQCB for evaluating the conmtrations of arinphos- 
methyl d*Msd in the C o l w  Basin Dnin is the most e m t  
USEPA criterion available for azinphos-methyl. 

Comment adinowlcdged. No 

PI- referto the response to Comment Nos. 0.10.1, G.10.2, No 
G.II.11. 
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5.5.3 Table 1 - Clari6Eation is nmded on the media m d  for In sash cpw aff haw identified which d i a t h e  Ys. Volumcl, 
vnriouspollufants. ~mmtruscdmmode .Thcr rponwudungedto  Mabodoh 

bmrr &Iix (hc fmn "mdi,,",". used to DcMlop 
the k t  

5.5.4 It ir still unclear how the sffeed uca of impaimat is PI-rdertotherrsponss tommmentG.1121. No 
determined. Fwarampls - how many sample sites m n 10 
mile rmWl -Id need to haw a&c6 in order fw the 
q m m t  to be impaid? 

5.5.5 Usingonly OM line o f sv idmc for listing may pmdua false This depmds on the standard and the amount afdata No 
pasitivs. (rrponing impaimrmt whnr them is no impaimat) available. FI- refer to the nrponse to mmments G.11.21, 
and -kin inmmet listing of impa id  water bodis.. G.11.18,andG.11.20. 

5.5.6 Comrnentcr objects that old data indicating i m p a i m t  can Plsssc mfer to the r swnrc  to mmmmt G.11.12 and 9.7.1. . No 
keep a vatm body on the list ewn ifnew data indicates that 
the ppolluhnt kvclr haw significantly dropped. 

5.5.7 7hm is no minimumamount of data needed in order to Please rsferto the response to ~ m m e n t  G.11.18, G.11.20, and No 
dctnmiw that a wata body is impaired. Water bodies G.11.21. 
without enough data should be p l a d  on the Watch List. 

5.5.8 Applaud the RWQCB for only usingdata with docummted Comment aslmowledged. No 
QAIW p m c ~ .  

5.5.9 Mars detail on how the mkings w m  determined need to be Please refer to the raponse to comment G.11.9 and 0.1 1.10. No 
explained. 

5.5.10 It will cost $250.000 to dsvslop a water quality management Comment acknowledged. . No 
stmtegy for each water body and pollutant and will take about 
50 yean to do this for all l i d  water bodies. Mae is the 
acwuntsbility? How arr staffobligated to develop wiss plans 
ifthev an not m n s i b l e  for assing t h e m t h m ~ h ?  

5.5.11 T h c p t i ~ i d e  M a  is too mnsnvativc and ovnpmtstive. Comment acknowledged. No 

5.5.12 7hs RWQCBsarr wong toms "criteria" for PCHs. The commmt is dircctcd towards existing water quality No 
Detection of a pesticide d m  not indicate an adverse effect on objectives contained in the RWQCB's Basin Plan. Please 
water quality. refer to the response for Commnt No. 9.7.1. 

5.5.13 The following rtstrment needs mom a p l a n a t i o ~  "Pesticide Please refer to the raponsc to commmt 5.3.1. The m t i v c  No 
mncsntrations shall not a c e d  the lowest lwels technically objective was not uwd to idmtify waters on the section 303(d) 
and economically aehiwablc. list 

5.5.14 The RWWB needs to idmtify appmpriats referme areas Comment acknowldgd. No 
(minimally degraded stream), particularly for agticulhrral 
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arras. 

5.5.15 Bimscsmmt should be uKd in order to ddmnine the Commmt aclolmvledged 
toxicity o f  d p k  rmssors. 

55.16 TIeRWQCBr should w t  beusing the LC50 value for Commmt achowledgcd. No 
chemicals that srs I ~ck inge r i t a i~  This ~ l u c  is t m  
-ti=. Companies rhould be a l l o d  M fund toxicity 
rtudies inordatodcUrmine what criteria is applicable. 

5.5.17 The w of a 0.1 safety Extor with a lowesl-obrcnmbte-emxt- The comment is dimtcd tow& the description ofthe No 
lcvsl BOEL) fmmthc most s-itiw life rtls ofthe most p m t m l  for &vation ofCanadian wataquality guidclioa 
sensitive specie is highly sonrcrvative and ovcrpmtcetiw. contained in the RWQCB's staffnport on mmmmded 

changes to the section 303(d) list In he nbxncs of sritsrir 
derived wing USEPA methods, the Cvladian water quality 
guidslines at appmpriatennd consistent wiUl the Basin P b  
water quality objstivcs. The Canadinn water quality 
guidelines wen oot used as the basis for any pmpowd listings. 

5.5.18 Clarification is nesdcd on wheUlsr an average orgeomeuis The Pesticide Action Network of N o d  America used an No 
mean is used for all toxisitvendmints for all studies. arithmnic mean to drrivctheir omwsed criteria. 

5.5.19 Theunits of msanusmnt n d  to k included. The table headmng was lmdvenenUy delefed fmm page A-20 No 
and A-21 of the RWQCB nsff ccpon supponnng the pmpored 
cet~an 303(d) ltsl The hcadtng rhould read Table A 4  
Aquallc Life Pmtcclion - Critcria arr m ugn" (also wr the 
RWQCBr draft mrnm~ndations daled 27 Scptembn2001) 
The tablc heading forTablc A-5 (pager A-22 ondA.23)doer 

~ ~ 

include the unita(ugl). 

5.5.20 The rationalebehind the methods used for the interpmstion o f  RWQCB rtlffpmvided a specific rationale for each listing No 
the data is unclear. decision in the fact sheets pmvided in Appcndix B ofthe r t l f f  

report supporting thepmposed additions to the section 303(d) 
lit The SWRCB faashms ~ r i z c  the RWgcB 
submitted rsommmdstions. 

5.5.21 The methods by which staff infers what conditiwls u k t  when Co-t acknowledged. No 
there is a dam gap are vaguely presented and contain a high 
d w  ofunmiainty. 

5.5.22 Thedocument state that i fno samples are coll&d on one or This comment is in reference to the RWQCB Staff Report. No 
more ofthe p i o u s  three days, the concentrations on those 3 Comment acknowledged. 
days are assumed to be zem for t h c p u r p a  of calculating a 4 
day average. This is illogical and crrtainly has no scientific 
rationals. 
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5.5.23 T h e d ~ ~ m n t  stales thatma significpnt nrcocdmce o f a d a  This mmmnt is in r e f m a  to the RWQCB Staff Rcpon No 
chmnic criteria on a singk day (by a fnctw 014) would imply Comment acknowledged. 
excdcnaof the4day~-ge  mnMhiltimMI, 7hir would 
no! maswrily be hw in highly flashysfrenm. 

- 

5.524 ThcRWQCBpdarnnc~ama'uniqueevsnrin P l e a s e ~ f s r t o t h e ~ w f ~ c o m m e n t G . 1 1 ~ 2 I .  Sineerain No 
the excedmss oftbe chmniccritair but aclau definition of is expected wry year, it is not considered auniquc svmr 
this term is not pmvidd h a  rain m a t  cmsidend a unique 
event r i m  the norms1 condaon is no rainfall? 

5.5.25 Thc daMoaR stales Umt.Tcw dam with m i s t a t  This c o m n t  is in refacne m the RWQCB StaffRcpon. No 
exasdcncs muld pmvidsevida~e of i m p a i m t  in one Commmt acknowledgsd. 

whaeas, m n d a t a  A d  be nsedcd in anothminsmncc 
in whish infrequent crcocdmces oeeurrsd". This approach 
smm biased and o ~ ~ ~ v c .  

5.6.1 All p r o p 4  listings and prior lisa'ngs fordiadnon and The evaluation criteria ussd to interpret existing n s d v c  No 
chlolpyrifm should be removed hom the 303(d) list bccauw water quality objectives are somistmt with the guiguidancc for 
the criteria used was unl~wlul. interpretation of narrative objnt ivs  provided in the Centrsl 

Valley Basin Flan. Thir guidana is d e s c n i  in the 
RWQCe's staffreprt on h e  2002 d o n  303(d) list. 

If water qualityobjmivss are not attained. the StaQ is 
r equ id  to identify that water quality limited segment on the 
303(d) list ( s n  40 CFR D 130.7 @XI) et scq.). 

5.6.2 The repfled findings ofexcccdmca for diarinon and The data were collected in a valid way and that they s u w r t  No 
chlorpyrifos nunreliable and the findings reflect either too the remmmcndations for listing. Dwing the next listing cycle, 
few msssuremmtr or measumcntr not npmntat ive of the CmVal Valley RWQCB will review m y  new data that 
w m n t  pmductwge. indicates here is c m t l y  a decline in agricultural diadnon 

and chlolpyrifor usap and that such auragc doclim will be 
maintained into the htum The RWQCB staffwill also 
review any new water quality data of diarinon md 
ehlorpyrifos eoncatrations in the water bodies mmmndsd 
for listine. 

~- 

5,6.3 The pmrrssused to establish the 'numeric citeria" for Pleassmfcrto the -me for comment 5.6.1. No 
diarinon and shlcqyifar wasunlawful. 

5.6.4 Ths mthods ussd to arrive at the numeric criteria for diazinon The USEPA guidance for derivation ofwater quali tyeriteria No 
and chlorpyrifosare 20yar r  old and an no longer valid. for the protection of aquatic life have not b n n  m k e d  end 

are. therefom. still valid. 

5.6.5 The Dnfl Repartcj me(hodology is not consistent with a n t  The methodology presented in tbs rrportmustaddnss legal No 
r ime+ which favors biological parameters over chemical requimmtr as well ar the Nnmf state of scientific p d a .  
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panmetas. The mdhodology b mmislmt with both l g r l  nqwk=ernenta 
and currsntrcidfic undmlanding. Alro, please rder lotbe 
rsponrcfweommntG.Il.21. 

5.6.6 The SWRCB should rely on the more gcnml Toxicity' w Comment sdtnowledgod 
'ChcmicP1 ConstiNenr objectives whcndcaling with faricily 
unrslrted to patieidep wthc pram- of chemicals lrom 
smrm other than application ofp4cides.  

5.6.7 The RWQCBs focus for the 303(d) forpartcids war on the The RWQCB rrvicMd all appltcabls water quality objcctiva No 
7oxicity.objective. is the wong a w c h  in &Vmining whelhn objectives werc k ing  a&ned. 

-. .. . . - -. - . .. 
5.6.8 % d m  that indicated c x d e n c e s  of the suspsst "water PI- &to the -rise for m m m t  5.6.2. 

quality standards" anso  limited and old that they could not 
rationally or legally rupport the propod conclusions. 

5.6.9 The following water bodies should not be listed bsssusc they As acknowledged by the m m n t e r ,  and as slated in the No 
have no beneficial wa designated that can be i m p a i d  Dsl 'Surface Waters' subsection ofSenion I1 (Existing and 
P u a G o ~ ,  IngpmNanpital Creek, Jack Slough, and Potential &neficial Ures) ofthe B& Plnn, " T h s b m s f i d  
Nnvman Wasteway. usco ofany specifically identified water body gmenlly apply 

to its tributary sfre-' Thus, the designated hewkial wa 
for the SanIoaquin River apply to Dsl Pueno W k ,  
I n ~ o s p i t a l  Creek, and tho N-n Wasteway, and the 
designated bmefieial u s s  for the Father River apply fa Jack 
Sleugh. 

5.6.10 Then is w evidence that har. bssn pmsnted to the Board fhat It is appmprialc to compere diadnon mncenwtions measured No 
indicate rhat diarinon m c n t a  any i m p a i m 1  to the in water samples fa stablished California DFG aquatic life 
following bendicial uses: sgriculh~rs, mmt ion ,  freshwater protection criteria to evaluate whether water quality stand& 
habitat, migration and spawning. are being met or n d e d .  The UC Davis data are not 

'~gnized,nor intended, as water quality criteria and should 
not be used by themselves to evaluate whether wafvquallty 
standards are being a&ned. 

5.6.1 1 Datawllsfed at UC Davis indicate that if n d e n a n  of the Please tefefer to the response formmmmt 5.6.10. No 
"water quality standards" for diazinan were to aeeur, there 
would be no evidence fornny i m p a i m t  

5.6.12 NRC has stated thar reliance on the CDFG methods used to Comment acknowledged. No 
develop the "waterqualitystandards"am antiquated and 
in-talc. 

5.6.13 The SWRCB doep not d s n i b s  how it damnines what should Please tefato the response to mmmmtG.I0.1,0.10.2, and Uo 
or should w t  be on the Watch List. The S W R ~ B  should G.II.11. 
d m l o p  criteria for the Watch List, and then delist -in 
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water bodies and dace them on the Watch List. 

5.6.14 The SWRCB n&m identify what warerqualityabjective Thenarrative o b j d v s  for patioids mdtmiei tymnot  No 
that- mended f w m y w a W M y  on the 303(d) lid far k ing  attained for d i rdnm The m t i v e o b j ~ v c  fm 
diazinon. p c r t i c i d s m a  U o  individual pcrticide or combination of 

p t i n d a  shall k -1 in mcenhatims Uut admrcly 
affm benefieil uwr.'lk n a d ~  toridly o b j c s t i ~  in the 
Basin Plan N~CS in par5 'All Ma dull  be maintained free 
of m i c  svbsgncsr in m m h a t i o n s  that produce dshimmtal 
phy*oIasical ms- in human, pI-4 a n i d ,  m aquatic 
lifc."Thenamtive toxicity objective M e r  statepthat "me 
Regional Water Bond will also oomider numerical ~"Erimia 
and guidelines for toxic rubsmeu developed by the State 
WnmBoad, the California Mfiss of Envimnmenol Hulth 
H a r d  Asse~smeL the California k p t m a t  of Hulth 
Ssrviees, the U.S. Fmd and h u g  Administration, meNational 
Academy of Sei- the U.S. E n v i m m t a l  Rotedon 
Agency, and othn appmpriatc organizations M evaluate 
compliance with this objonive." 

5.6.15 Circulation of the Draft Report for comment doss not meet the Compilation of the 303(d) list is not* rulmaking activity. It No 
applicable public participation requirements per 40 CFR Pan is merely a federally required report abu t the  s l a w  ofssrtain 
25. watas. lls repon iselfhas no social, economic or 

environmental mnrcqucnces. Any such con~c9uenes flow 
fmm the $taw of the waters themsclvcs, and not the report 
gcncratcdabut them. Accordingly, 40 CFRscction 
25.2(nXI)does not make Part25 applicable to thuc 
pmcccding~ Notwithstanding, in an effort to fully involve the 
public, ihe SWRCB h a  undertaken m m u s  activities 
diresled toward public participation. The public parlicipation 
activities completed included: the text d t h e  d m m n t  was 
made available to the public, all comments have bctn included 
in the report and theadminisnative m r d ,  t-.pS of the 
hearing were developed, responses have kendeveloped for all 
commnts and Volume IVprcscnts wherechanges have k e n  
made in -nrc to mmments. T h s s  Mivi6csare fully 
consistent with the omvisions of40 CFR Pnrt25. 

5.7.1 Thee is no evidence to support the new (and the 1998) As indicated in the Fact Sheets, the new (and existing) listings No 
listings for ~Norpyrifas, therefore remove them all fmm the for e h l o M f o s  a n  baJcd on water quality data that indicatsr 
list significant exendances ofrelevant water quality objectives 

and criteria. The California DFO mitaiauscd forevaluating 
ehlorpyrifm (and diarinon) concentmtions mcanved in water 
M i s s  are not to bc exceeded more t q u m l l y  than once every 
three yean on theaverage. Ihe f q u q o f  masursd 
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chlqyifmcmssntrations in rhe new popaMd lirting. 
clearly sxscsdthc criteria 

With rcrpsdto the 1998 listings, please referto the -nsc 
forCammotNo.G.II.ll. 

5.7.2 Thedescription of thsmuhdologydoes not dmnstratc  The mcchadology is used to intsrpm all d i l y  available data No. 
implsmsnlztion of an effective monitoring strategyto pmvide and information against misting water qualitystsndards. In 
dblesv~m~ofimpim5asralvatsdbyUSEPAin 2001,thcSWRCBandRWQCBrkganimpla~ntatimaf 
its m t  inkgmtd rspongu~c the Sumcc Water Ambiat Mmimring Propm. llw 

moniloringeffmt is masislent withthe guidance. 

5.7.3 Fmm the fad s h e  it is slmUlat only ~ l y  limited chemical PI- refer to the -ma for comment 5.7.1. No 
monitoring data was eoNiducd and wllected with no 
appparsnt sampling m e g y .  B e a u s  of the unemainty 
m i &  with prediction basalon this data, we m m m s n d  
that rhcw water bodisbe moved horn the 303(d) list and 
placed on the Watch List 

5.7 4 Improper conclusions bnsd on limited data forthe 2002 and 
1998 llnsapplia toall water bodla Inned farchlotpytifos. 
This s due to mlianc. on lirnitcdchcmieal monito"onnglring1s 
s & s  toricity w i n g  to daemtinc i m p a i m t ,  whish is 
inadequate. 

5.7.5 Elimination ofmml urban uses of ehlorpyrifos will guarantee 
dss-d w n c e  ofchemical residues, which over time 
guarante&no impairment Basedonthis,all previous and 
proposed listing ofurban water bodies for chlo'pyrifos should 
be r m v e d .  

The mommendations far the misting and pmposed listing. of No 
wata bodies for chlo'pyrifos are baxd on intsrprstation of the 
narrative toxicity objectives and policies specified in the Barin 
Planusing available wataqulilydata. The data suffisimtly 
shows Ulat the relevant citeria were exceeded on a mgucnt 
basis. 

It is probable that chlorpyrifos will eontinus to be d in the Ne 
urban aning. The Cenfnl Valley RWQCB will mntinuc to 
work with other entities to reduce the impad of chlnpylifos 
use to water bodies. When data shows that water quality 
abjcsliva for ehlorpyrifos are being met, thss water badies 
will bc removed horn the list. 

5.7.6 The Board wss wmng to uscCDFG aitcria lor chlorpyrifm. The California DFG criteria were derived using the USEPA's No 
This criteria has not gone thmugh pqei review. The Board muhodolagy for deriving citeria for the promtion ofaqustic 
should have used the USEPA'S (rsvicwed) mileria. life. Tho* criteria were developed in Z W ,  whereas the 
Additionally, the CDFG criteria is overly pmtmivs when USEPA chlorpyrifos citeria w a e  published in 1986. The 
compared to the USEPA citnia. DFG criteria are more relevant since they includeup to 14 

yeam ofadditional toricily test rrsulb. 

5.7.7 In the 2W2 listing, only one rtudy wss cited. Any Please refer to the nsponses for commmt 5.7.1. 
eornparimm made &a past -dies and -01 studies 
w a s  not d m n t e d ,  and the evidence given for listing is 
inadeauate. 
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5.7.8 Whd is Ihcsciatificjustification for applying s four day The USEPA d o d o l o g y  for derivation of aibria is not No 
svaaging window to hydmlogieally flashy NPS sy5mm to Jpsdfic topollulnnt s y ~ ~ s a i t o  a spscilic lypeof hydrologic 
daamins impai-t fmm Fhmnie effeCtE? No authority .uds system T k  derivation of aiteria is focused on dnmnining 
ciDd the l m l  ~ m ~ a r y t o  pnkcl aquatic lifc 

5.7.9 Nms of the methods wd pmvnde reliable a i m t e r  of The USEPA d o d o l o g y  forderinuon ofcntmb for the No 
ehloqydm e x p m e  upasure quatiquatie life that would &I in pmcsum o f q &  life p v i d c  an qpmplatc m m i e  f n  
i w - t  homchmnis toxiciry. w a g  lu- RsgoML BopFdwaterq~~lny objbjawes 

5.7.10 The impactr 0fu)mpoundson some mplanktonpopuldions Commmt mhowledgcd. No 
a n  not d l c  due to the organism's high rate of incnau, 
dapitechanid midus lev& that suggst m acute impact 
on individual o'ganism. 

5.7.1 1 An aeeedcnce on n pniodie basis does nM mesar i ly  Commmt achowledgal. No 
indicate impai-L Therefore, pcriodie uceedcnsss should 
be ussd to place wakr badiea on the Wateh List. 

5.7.12 Only 3 ycarsofsamplingancited. Thsaitm'nused has not Pleasersfatothersporuc tocmmtsG.11.21,G.I 1.12, No 
undergone a d q u b  review. Multiple lines ofwidenee have G.11.18 a d  G.11.20. 
nM been wd to demoNtrsts impairment, the cause, and an 
appmpr*te listing. 

5.7.13 Then is MI svidnrcc Ulat this data is rep-tativs ofthe Please rrfertothcresponsctowmmmtsG.I I.ZI,G.11.12, No 
mmnt  wnditions. Multipls lines o fev idms  were not used. G.11.18 and 0.1 1.20. 
The CDFG cribria have not undergone appmpriab review. 

5.7.14 The wata body is awnaefe lined flmd w n m l  channel, PI- refcrto the rspow to sommmt 9.7.1. No 
suggesting a use aminability analysis is necessary. 

5.7.15 What am the specific e h a n ~ l s  in the48.000 acream The podionof the Delta Waterways impaired by law dissolved No 
crpaiencing i m p a i m t ?  If rpccift channels cannot be oxygen @O) is the San Joaquin River fmm the Sfaekton Deep 
listed, how does the data used for the 1998 listing dnmnsVats Water Channel to Disappinhncnf Slough (1,461 a m ) ,  as 
that impairmt exists in all chanmls? If the data is not m b t  dsxribcd by existing DO datl 
spatially, they cannot apply to all channels, an (aulty, and Isad 
to i m p p a  wnclusions regarding the water quality sfatus of The Delta WatmMys ere a complex, intamnnsted network 
the waterbady. of many channels subjectto tidal influence (including reversed 

flow), periodic pumping and wafer diversion, and other flow 
modificatiom. The spatial disflibulion ofsample lacstiom for 
the a id ing  data ~uppoN the conclusions that the entire Delta 
Watmuay. is affected. Since the s o m a  for the 
pollutanUJtrasor (other than DO) mneentrations are nM 
entirely attributed to point sour& (and are likely mostly fmm 
widely dishibuted "on-point source.), the likslihmd exists for 
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than to o c s u r h g h o u l  me Delta and to affect the mtire 
Delta Wnkrwys 

5.7.16 Data cited arc for the 5 ycar paid ending in 1998. A& PI- refs m Ur-s for m m m t  5.75. No 
1998, m s t w b a n w a o f  chlorpyrifos hsvcbsm eliminated. 
DuemthisEh.ngsinpmduetus+Urli~tingdntaan&~ty, 

5.8.1 Wlter bodies affeckd by the New Idria Mi- should k The sommnta  submitted dex~"entation related to v No 
elevated mthetop of the 303(d) list and o t h a p b l c n a  in San Carlos Creek due m moff hanthe 

New Idria mine in San Benito County. 

Staff has mi& the data that has been submitlcd. We have 
k e n  swanofthcNnv Idria site as a potential mmrrysource 
and will investigate loading fmm the San Carlos Creek and 
Panmhshs Creek watersheds as pan ofaur macvry dfortr in the 
Delta and San Joaquin River. The i m p l m t a t i o n p h s  for 
the Delta and San Joaquin River will evaluatethe feasibility 
and h e f i t  of various c o d v e  adon$ ineluding mine 
remediation. It should also be noted that the USEPA 
Supfund Pmgrnm has conducted a preliminary investigation 
at the New ldtia mine site. 

The eontraeor for the USEPA concluded in thc preliminary 
investigation that the greatest potential harard aswrcia(ed with 
the site was as a source of m ~ ~ r y  in the Msndota Pool and 
San Joaquin River. The preliminary investigation, togetha 
with other readily available infomalion, indicates that risks to 
bcnefieial uses of San Carlm Creek a n  not great. The creek is 
not a human drinking water source and do= not s u p p o ~  a 
fishery. This eontrsrts with othcr waters that an listed for 
mcmrycontamination and an a higherpriority. 

Given that higher priority (medium or high) has been given to 
mcrcurysontaminated water bodies in which consumption of 
fish can lead to significant human end wildlife upmure. Due 
to the relatively low exposure risk io Ssn Carlos Crcsk v- 
other Central Valley stream contaminated with me-, staff 
m m m m d  that TMDL development for m m r y  in San 
Carlos Cresk be eivcn a low orioritv. 

5.8.2 It has bem clearly recognized for over 3 decadesthat the New Plsax referto the response to comment 5.8.1. 
ldria Mines is s huge soweof mrmry, acid mine drainage 
and waste contamination into San Carlm Creek, Silver Creek, 
and Panaehe C d .  
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ovrr4.5 miles. 

5.8.4 T h e  water bodis, w k h  arewed for drinking wata Pkasrdertothcrspnustommmnt5.8.I. No 
supplies, nm orange fmmthc wntaminana homthe mins  
each and way year. 

5.8.5 The m t u n i n a m  a w i n g  Jaiovs impairment to thew water PI- nfcrto the -M to mmment 5.8.1. No 
badies arc mercuy, pH, copper, nickel, Nrbidily, sulfates, 
im% and s vsricry of otha cmtuninma related to acid mine 
drainage. 

5.8.6 A wmpilation afrrpom, doewnmlsand findings were SlaEhes rsviewd thedata that has been submitted. Please 
rubmittcd to the Board to update the eumnt information on nferto the res-to commeot 5.8.1. 

No 

this large public hmlth and snvimnmentrl pmblsm This is 
pmfmatthsw waterbodis clearly qualify for highcrpriwity 
on the 303(d) list San Carlm Cnsk, Silver Clcsk, and 
Panoehe Creek. 

5.9.1 TMDLs are not appmpriatc forthe segment ofthe San Joaquin The commcntcr pmvided water quality information that has No 
River that war tumcd into a dry riverbed by aefs of the federal already been reviewed by RWQCB staffand that data d m  not 
govcmmnt that wcreappmvcd by the state. support= change in tho a m t  listings for the San Joaquin 

River. Plearereferto the CVRWQCB Staff Repon for more 
information. 

5.9.2 The term "water quality impairment" ~sswnes that the water PI- refcrto thc mponse to wmmmt 5.9.1. No 
body amally contains watu. The segment of the San Joaquin 
R i w  bsrwcen Gravelly Ford and the Merccd River does mot 
a r r y  San Joiquin R i m  water except for oceaJional 
springtim f l d  rel- fmm Friant Dam, and most of that 
water is divcmd at the B i b t i o n  SVumre into the East 
Side B-. 

5.9.3 We question how the St* and Regional Board apect  the Comment acknowledged. No 
E x s h a n g c C o n ~ m  to wet the 7W EC at Vemalis crimia. 

5.9.4 Meting waterquality standards in the intensively managed Comment acknowledged. No 
San Joaquin River is morean i s m  of waterpmjest 
msnaguncnt rather than upstream. 

5.9.5 The dataused to show salinity and electrical conductivity PI- refer to the -me to wmment 5.9.1. No 
excadenas has bem era-led by statistkal gamer, and 
that thedata dacl not accurately represent the sstually 
wnditions. 
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5.9.6 The lining of the San loaquin Rivcri- the real -on for Please refer to the mpmse to comment 5.9.1. No 
itr impai-c h i c h  is UlcCcnml Valley Pmjm authorized 
by Con-. 

5.9.7 Blind adhaace to a 303(d) submission without PI-refa to the CVRWQCB -tw tocommcnt 59.1. No 
aelolowldging the mlcofCM- makes M YNS. me 
ExchanpCrmbnnors an willing to help develop achievable 
solutions t b t  can impmve the wer quality of the Son 
Jolcpin Riva system 

5.9.8 The Ssn Joaguin River be should m o v e d  fmm the 303(d) Please refer to the -pons to cammsnt5.9.1. No 
Inst. All implcm~lmtion of the San Joaquin RivnTMDLs that 
apply to the Exchange Conhfftors should be held in absyance 
whnlcthe Exchmge Conhactors work with the SWRCB and 
RWQCBs and USEPA to develop n masonable and achievable 
almnativc. 

5.10.1 Lack ofmonitoring dam is an aeufc pmblcm in the Northan Commmt acknowledged. No 
Sacramento Valley. Chemkss Mine, Humbldt Burn Dump, 
Holly Sugar and Agridtwt arc just someofthe point and 
nonpoint sources that have been either inadequately monitod 
orcampklely i g n o d b y  the RWQCB. 

5.10.2 There is a lack ofcommunication with the public. One Commcntacknowldgcd. No 
Watcrbody Butte Envimnrnmhl Couwil (BEC) pmpowd was 
not lined kcawe a m p t l  that was quoted with this citation 
was not submitted with !he public m m m t  letter. Surely an 
attempt to mntaa thsmnansnta would have been 
appmpriafc since not d l  commcntcrs were aware of the need 
to s u m b  dasumntatio* 

5.103 In 1998 ourmmments wm "lost" on a RWQCB desk in Commcntacknowledged. No 
Sacramento. mis sbxy is ww well known, but it lsfl the n o d  
state tributaries without attention. Considen'ng that the 2000 
list was postpomd the water badis arc still in need of 
attention. 

5.10.4 Lack of mapping. It would be vay  helpful forthe SWRCB Commmtacknowlsdged. No 
and RWQCBs and the public to have access to adequate maps 
of the regicsi~ls and d l  the warn bodies f w d  there. It would 
helpthe B d  and the public to see the big pimrs. 

5.10.5 We appreciate thnt Bunc Slough the lowcr scgmcnt of Bunc The eommentcr or eomn in stating that p h m s  of Butte No 
Creek is an the 303(d) List for 2002 fordiuinon and Crcck are llkcly lobe impanddue todlaz~non and molmate. 
molinstc. Hovcvn, Bum m k  is undn monitod and rmce Buuc C m k  flows into Bune Slough and can make up 
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Umelars undsdistd on uK303(d) List mmt ofths flow in ButtsSlough. Although ihs m r m ~ n t c r  
has &a -nablc inf-ce, we do no(gend ly  
rsmmmnd listing waters unlm data rpocific to lhoxwatm 
is available. 

Thscommmter alw, p-ts data fmmcom!mc(cd 
agrimltynl drains in the Butte Creek warnshedthat show 
high I d s  of diadnon. Sincethe data is not specific toBUtlc 
-and we do nol haw diarinon dnh available for Butte 
Creek, staffdoes not m m m e n d  lining Bvae Cmk for 
diadnon. PI- also refer to lhs ruponrcto connnent5.411.4. 

5.10.6 Dsad Home Slough has mean lead conemration in sedimnb RWQCB staffis mcrenrly investigating the Humboldl Road No 
of442 ppm lhough a bsekgmund conmwtion of Little Bum Dump, lhc rite that ap-to be impacting Dead Horrc 
Chi- Creek an has I5 ppm. This segment was rejected for Slough. The investigation is following thcNstionsl 
listing since the RB is involved in the mediation of the bum Contingency Plan with the RWQCB as the Administering 
dump. The major delay m a i n s  that the cityofchico wants to Agency. The Remedial Investigation Repons have bcn, 
build homes on lhe pmperty instcad ofcleaning up submitted and are king r e v i d .  Since the munceof the 
contaminants that move down the slough into Sacramento lead is likely fmm the siteunder investigation, the RWQCB 
River and Little Chicocreek Listing the slough would should have sufficient regulatory authority to oversee deanup 
motivate City and County to stop the pllutant load that cntm at that site and in the slough (should such clean-up be 
the slough and clean the toxic sediment. needed). Based on the above information, RWQCB staff 

belisvsr, identification of Dead Hone Slough on the 303(d) 
lirt ir not nemsary. 

5.10.7 The Sacramento Riva Wamhed Pcogm'Organophosphate Please refer to the rcspnse to comment 5.10.5. No 
Pesticide f m s  gmup has released a draft document "Shldy af  
Diadnon Runoff in the Main Canal Basin Duingthe Winter 
2000-2001 Damant Spray Season". The miin s a ~ l  connects 
with Cherokee Canal which thenjoins Butts Creek, ahibuary 
of the Sanamcnto River. The r e p n  indicate that diminon 
was found st n high of42,OOO n@at one sitc The entire 
reach requires listing innxdiately. 

5.10.8 The mmmenter suppots the conclusion that once it has bccn Comment acknowledged. No 
shown that standards are achieved andlabsnsficinl uses are 
attained the wata bodies will k m v e d  fmm the list. 

5.10.9 The Watch List should be eliminated. It violates the mandate The Wateh List has bccn renamed the Monitoring List. Please No 
in d o n  303(d) to haw Watch List referto the response to e o m n t r  G.IO.l, 0.10.2, end G.11.4. 

5.10.10 Evenwhsredataarea~ilableitisnotelcarhowawatnbody PlcasercfertoUlcnsponseforcommcnbG.10.6,G.10.1,and No 
mads it on the w t c h  lirt. For example watm on the Watch G.lO.2. 
Lia because there is "insufficient information", there are no 
guidclincr as to what that mans. The water M i a  that BEC 
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p m p o d  for listing had insufficient inf-tion acmrding to 
the RWQCB. Howrvcr, Ths RWQCB didnt List or Watch 
List any a f h s w a e r  bodis pmposed. Neither the intent, the 
d m d d s ,  w thc app l idon  of lk Watch List are dear. 

5.10.1 1 In order f o r k  public m buy into thc 303(d)-, fwthe The fad sheets included in the 2002 SWRCB Revision of& No 
303(d) Lirt tobe a- the State's decisions have to be W a n  303(d) List of WataQuality Limited Ssgmsnts Staff 
trp&&mr Repon pmvide mare tm-ney& in prsviok listing 

cycles. 

5.10.12 T h e  is a list of faemn Lhat the staffsay they "considered.. In Pleare refer to the - ~ 5  to comment G.11.21. No 
making rrannmendations". On this list are sowee ofpollutant 
(HZ) ad availabilityofan alternative mfo&lc pmgnm 
(#13). Such w i a b l s  may be intensting background data but 
they can't bcused m lisinwatnbody, rinccthey arc 
compl~dy  imle-t to whether the water body is impaid.  

5.10.13 Volume I, Table 2 contains a list of pmpowd dslaions fmm Plcax refer to the -nx to mmmsnt 0.10.8. Yes 
the 1998 303(d) List. The SWRCB should add a column to 
that table that briefly describes the reason for de-listing. These 
reasms should be made readily available to the concerned 
public. 

5.10.14 Clarification of the diwuuion in Volume One, Ls "sire Please refer to the response to comment 0.10.lS. Yes 
affaud" valus forthe list may change in the 2002 list 
because of nwOmWBS data. These changes must be 
summarind in a table to have meaningful review and 
commenb. 

5.10.15 Sixty pacent ofthe water flawing into the Delta wmcs fmm Commmt acknowledged. No 
the Sacramenlo Valley Region (Annual R s p n  CalFed 2M)I). 
Surely this am must k o m c  a ~nori ty  for monitoring. 

5.11.1 The SWRCB should rocomidn its priority ranking forths 
dcvclopmsnt of amnsury TMDL for the lower San loaquin 
River. Theccommentaa- with the SWRCB'i proposal to 
add the lower& Ioaquin River to the 303(d) list for 
mmwy.  Howrvn. the mm-ter strongly dlsa- with the 
SWRCBs inmt lo assign a law pnonty to the development of 
the mmury TMDL Recent a n a l p a l  data mdlcatcs that 
mcrmryconrmtrations in aquatic biota in the San Joaquin 
River are nead ing  screening thrsholds and may pass 
so log ia l  and human health risks. 

Thecornenter rewmmmds a higher priority fmths mercury No 
TMDL for the San loaquin River. Ths m n t  priority is 
"Medium". T h c c o ~ n c n t n  poinbout +at the San Francisco 
Bay RWQCB has mads m m r y  a "High' priority and that the 
Bay is fed in pan by the San Iwguin River. The RWQCB has 
made the Delta mmury TMDL a "High" priority and the 
Delta is the waterbody immediately upstream of San F m i s e o  
Bay. In addition, the SWRCB is assigning "High" priority to 
TMDLs to beeomplned by 2004. Since the San Jaaquin 
River mercury TMDL has not been started, it would nol be 
psnible to bring a Basin Plan Amendment to the RWQCB in 
such a short time frame. Additional time is nndcd m 
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complete otha hlgh priwity nmmy T M D b  and m l l a  
ndditiml ha in the San I&nwbmkd.  

5.11.2 lk .W Francism By and Cenml Valley Regional Bauds PI- referto k rrsponse to comment 1 1  1.1. No 
rhould work togethaon their 7MDL cflom basedon the 
hydmlogieal connenion bsruocnthdrjutisdiEti0~ While 
the Cmaal Valley RWQCB rrmmmndcd a msdium priority 
for its lower San J w i n  Rivmmncury TMDL, the San 
F m i s u ,  Bay RWQCB hasassigned a high priority for its 
w r y  impaired Mtas..whish arc fed in pan by the San 
foaquin River. 

5.11.3 The mmmmbr con- with the SWRCWsppmpwsd decision The m m m n p i n t s o u t  that ths RWQCBs 7MDL rrport No 
to rmt delete the Grasslard Marrhs and Salt Slough m c r  indicatsr that the -land Marsha will be taken off the 
M i s s  fmmthc 303(d) list for selenium impairments. Them 303(d) list pdingmmpliance with water quality objective. 
is mwhclmingevidmce UlDt ths7MDLconrml mcaswa S t a f f a w l h a t  thc(irasdand Marsha should -in on k 
have thus farbem insuffhient to ma the wterquality 303(dTlist p d i n g  compliance with selenium wafa quality 
objective in the supply channels, therefas strongly objectives in welland supply channels. This would be in 
mommends that revisions afthis TMDL by assigned a high confomnce with the TMDL approved by USBPA. As 
priority in the 303(d) list u ~ t c .  indicated in the RWQCB staff mon Selenium TMDL far 

Grassland Marshes, &ision of &is TMDL or additional 
listings ofsupply watersourecs may be nocarary ifongoing 
monitoring indicates that cantml m- am insufficient to 
rsducc selenium conmmtionr in wetland supply channels 
below 2 pgn. Thne a r e ~ m n t l y  a number of actions being 
implemcnkd to prevent discharge of subswfacc drainage into 
wetland supply channels. The efficacy of thae  efforts will be 
evaluated to detcnnine if additional effo* are ncsdcd to 
conml sources of selenium in wetland supply channels in the 
Cnassland Watershed. The Grassland MarshsTMDL will be 
revised if these sffom are unsumsslul. 

Salt Slough: The commnfa oppose delisting selenium in 
Salt Slough. Staffbelieve that Salt Slough shouldbe &listed 
for "on-altaitnnmt ofselenium standards, sin* a TMDL has 

5.11.4 The SWRCB should place appmpriate segments ofthc Delta Cenml California Irrigation District Main Canal: The Y a  Volumc 11s 
Mendota Canal, Mcndota Pml and Main Canal an the 303(d) cornmenfa mommends listing the Cenflal Califamia Region 5 
I* of impa id  water$ and assign a high priorityto M D L  Irrigation District's Main Canal for impairment caused by 
deve lopmt  The l i n s  of evidence implicating selenium is selenium. Although the C m m l  California Irrigation Dirtrid 
so- ofthese water M i a  are sufficient to triggerennctive Main Canal pmvids supply water far the wetlandapply 
action by the SWRCB and RWQCBs. canals listed in the Basin Plan, it does not d i m l y  pmvide 

wetland habitat, and is therefore not rccornmcndd f w  listing 
since no existing bnreficial user a x  arrmtly impacted. Any 
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i w o f t h s  Main Canal and soma to Ulc Mpin Canal will 
be a m  through the Mendota PwI TMDL and ay 
nccarary revision ofthe Orasland M a n h s  W L .  

Mmdota Pwl: We a p e  with the mmmended listing and 
haw prepxed n fausheel d m m t i n g  the basis for that 
delamination. 

Delta-Mendom Canal: On Fcbw'y 4,2003 the SWRCB 
m v e d  the Delta Mcndo(. C a d  fmm the p m p c d  303(d) 
Lin snd placed it on the Monitoring List in -ns to 
wmmnm about the -1 achicwmmt of thewater quality 
rtllnrlrrrl 

5.12.1 P m p s  evaluating wheUerthcm is some wmpslling purpose PI- refa to the m p n s a  to wmments 0.10.6.G.10.12, No 
in listing. and thereby, mmmencing a pmssut tocreate G.11.21. 
regulatny T M D h  panieulady in light ofthe SWRCWs 
nonpoint mrn policy, whmby agriculmral drainage is to he 
contmlled by the thne-tier pmgam. In order for the 
Adminishdtivs actions by the SWRCB to withstand legal 
challmge, such action must be ~ p p o n e d  by substantial 
evidmcc in the record. Therefore, the pnimlar  proposed 
listings o f w n c m  di-4 should be kept in mind that in 
order for them to be sustained, The SWRCB must have been 
relying on reliable substantial evidmse in the mord that t h a c  
water bodies violate water quality standards. 

5.12.2 Bioassay and biomonitoring is theuend in water quality Comment aelnowlsdpd. No 
monitoring and susruncnt ofpanimlar water bodis and 
u n d a s m m  that m a s  chemical analysis, without more, only 
reflsts a single typc of data and it is an over simplistic 
appmach to evaluation ofthe quality of water. 

5.12.3 As with theNAS n m m n d a t i o n ,  we should "Imk Please refer to the response to mmment G.11.21. No 
mvimnmcnml rtrrssorto biological r e s p o m "  end "wider 
uss ofbiar i ta ia  monitoring at the State level bscauss bic- 
dtsr ia  arc bctlerindicators than our chemical critsria.". 
These-mendation by thcNAS are miring the 
approaches to waterquality monitoring throughout the nation. 
California should not lag behind cutting science. 

5.12.4 The SWRCB should take note Ulat EPA has developed Plsarc referto the response to wmment5.3.1 and 9.7.1. No 
specific rriteria for determining critical levels ofpesticides in 
water, which thomughly reviewed and officially adopted. 
This is in -Magainst  the RWQCB's reliense on 
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Cal i fmb L k p i m a t  ofFish and Game's alleged standsrds, 
w h i c h u s n o t m w i n t h c h i n P l q M d h a ~ e ~ t b e a  
-4 nor officially adopted, which am by all meanvs, 
exVmxly ova m m e r a t i ~  in both the critaia n u m k  and 
the -es witich they have$elatcd to arrive at the nmber. 

5.12.5 Theuse ofRWQCB narrative stnndardsam pmbl-tic, The RWQCB reviewed all applicable wataqualityobjeniva No 
beuusethers ars multiple terms that may be applicrblc to in deramining wh&r objectives wae beingsttaincd 
a 5 ~ l i I U d  drainage and each have inansisrmt standads. 
Thac am Mmtive slamla& far &id&, different 
standards frx toxicity and diff-t standards for chemical 
mnstiruena. Becaw they nneach d i f f m t  they cannot be 
applied and intemrc(sd forthe same manner. It needs to made 
clcarthaS thepsaicids standard (the mast specific and 
appmpriats s-) is,& stadd,  which will be applied to 
&ci&. 

5.12.6 Them is limited data in qpwr t  ofthe pmpoJed ehlorpyifm PI- refer to the responses for sommcnt 5.7.1. No 
listing. Limited data, mcan4sd at limited monitoring stations 
which demonshntes (hat sgrieultural pstisidc discharges are 
only of a t anara l  mhxeancl mull  limild spikes at 
unafceptablc levels muJt be taken into mGdsration when 
evahmting Ule a d l  influeace on wstu quality. This is of 
pnieular wncem when some of the alleged impam are only 
theomically p e m t  on super sensitive s p i e s  that are not 
native to the Cmhnl Valleywrsystems. 

- 
5.12.7 An impomntcmsidnation in evaluating the water quality PleawreferLotheresponrctoG.I1.21,G.11.18andG.II.20. No 

data is the timeofmllsclion of the data and ita evaluating , The available data show that water quality standards an not 
relevance. Them have been b d a m n t a l  and significant being attained. It is uue that thcurcs of thescchemicals arc 
changes in agrid0.d pesticides (chlorpyrifm and dialinon) changing. When the tims m m s  to develop theTMDLths 
use involving elimination of urban ux, changes in pmisids impact ofthese shmicals should bc ncvaluatcdto determine 
labels, changes in ux pnaices and the developmat and whether them is s pmblm. 
implemmtation ofbeR m g e m m t  practias, all ofwhich 
have dmmatically changed psticids discharges, and 
mn"qumtly, the impacts on water quality. 

5.12.8 Place Del Puata Creek on the Watch List do fo insuficicnt Please refa to the response fo comment 5.6.9. No 
evidence. The dataused by the Regional Board d o s  not 
mpporrthc Dcl Puafo Cr& listing. The data used to make 
the listing mmmendation were fmm samples eallscted in 
1991 -1993. T h m  havsbsqlmany changesin the use of 
pesticides (chlofifos and diazinon) fmm the time thatthese 
sample w m c o l l ~ e d ,  thacfore this data is not suficicntly 
m m f  to m n t  the listing. Fwthermorr multiple l ins  of 
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evidence and scientific evaluation were not employed st the 
limc 

5.12.9 Place In-Ck&on the Watch List do to imfficimt PI- refer to ihc response to mmmenls 5.6.9. No 
evidence. The data us by the Regional Board dos not 
syppmls the Ingram Creek listing. The datauseto nuke the 
lining recommendation - horn samples collected in 1591 - 
1593. Thac has been many changes in the use ofpatisides 
(chlmpyifos ad ddhdnon) fmm the ti- that thsw sample 
were mllecud,thercfnc lhkdata is notmIXsimUy current to 
wamnt the liaing. FuRhermag multiple lines ofevidence 
and scientific svaluatim w n c  w t  employsdst the time. 

5.13.1 An impartant c o n r i d d i m  in evaluating the water qualify PleaserefertothemponsetommmentG.11.18,G.11.21, ad No 
data is the timeof mllenim d t h e  dataand ils evaluating G.11.20. 
relevance. Thnc have been fundamental and s i g n i f i d  
changes in sg+cultural pesticide (chlo'pyifos and diazinon) 
use involving elimination ofwban us+ changes in paticids 
labels, changes inuse practice and the developmmt and 
implnncmtion ofbert managemmt practices, all of which 
have dramatically changed paticidc discharger, and 
mnrcqusntly, the irnpscs on water qualify. 

5.13.2 Bio-y and hiomonitwing is the Vend in water quality Comment acknowledged. No 
monitoring and aswument ofpartieular water bodies and 
undasmm that mere chemical analyris, without rnore,only 
rsflectr a single typs o f d m  and it is an over simplistic 
approach to evaluation of the quality ofwater. 

5.13.3 We should "link snvimnmtal sassor to biological PI-refertotheresponse tommmmlsG.ll.21 and9.7.1. No 
nrponscr' and "wider use ofbioeritcria monitoring at the 
Stats level h-sc biwderia  are bstta indicators than our 
chemical nil&.". Thcrrummmdation by theNASan 
revising the appmaches to water qualify monitoring 
thmughout the nation. California should not lag behind 

f l  
cutting sfimce. 

5.13.4 The SWRCB should tlkc note that EPA hasdsvclopd Please refer to the response lo c a m n t  5.3.1.0.1 1.21 and No 
spec~ficaitcriafordsts~ningniticallsvelsof~psrtisidc.in 9.7.1. 
water, which thomughly reviewed and officially adopted. We 
m n m  this against the RWQCB'J reliance on California 
Depmmat of Fish and Game's alleged standads, which am 
not reflected in the Bcsiin Plan, and have not b m  reviewed 
nor officially adoptsd which are by all me- ntrrmsly 
over m n m t i v c  in both thesritcria number and thespecis 
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whish they have selected to arrive at the number. 

5.13.5 The use ofRWQCB oanative standards arepmblmtic, Please rder to the rrrpnrse to cnmncnt 5.12.5. No 
bmmw thae a s  multiple bma that may be a p p l i i l e  to 
agrisullwal drainage and ewh have inmnriNnt standards. 
Thaem ~ l l s t i v c  standards forpsticida, diffnmt 
standar&. for toxicity and different standards for chemical 
Eanstiblsnk, Bsause Ulcy m each different, they cannot be 
applied and interpreted far the same manna. We need to 
makc it clw that, Ux pesticide stPndlrd (the mmt spscific 
and appmpiate rmndard) is the standard, which will be 
appliedto psticids. 

5.13.6 TlIm is limited data in mpportof the pmpmed chlorpyrifos Please rsfa  to the mpnx to comment G.11.20.5.12.7 and No 
listing. Limiteddata, measured at limited monitoring stations G.11.18. 
which drmonsbatcrthat agricullwal pesticids dirharges are 
only ofn fcmpral naaus and -It limitsd spike at 
unacceptable levels must be taken into wnsidaation when 
evaluating Ute overall influence on water quality. This is of 
particular conam whm some of the alleged impacts ere only 
theomisally p e n t  on super sensitive species that are not 
native to the Cmtral Valley water s p t s m .  

5.13.7 Evaluate whether then is some compelling p- in listing, Commsnt acknowledged. 
and thneby, wmmnsing a p m e s  to create regul.to'y 

No 

T M D k  pnicularly in light ofthe SWRCB's mnpin t  s o w e  
policy, whereby agriculhlral drainage is to be sontmlled by the 
th-tier program. Inorder for the Administrative actions by 
the SWRCB to withstand l s p l  challenge, such action must be 
mpprtsd by mbstantial evidence in the record. 

5.13.8 Plaec Del Porto Creekon the Watch List do to insufficient Please refer to the responseto 5.12.8. No 
evidma. Thedata use by the RWQCB d m  not suppons the 
Dd Pnto OEek listing. TlIe datause to make the listing 
mcmmmdatian wcrs h m  sample collssted in 1991 -1993. 
T h e  has bsm many change in them of pesticides 
(chlnpylifos and diadnon) from the time that thae sample 
were c o l l a d ,  fhmdorc this data is not sufficicntb currmt to 

P 
wamnt the listing. Fwthcmre, multiple lines of evidence 
and scimtific evaluatiw w a e  not employed at the timc. 

Dl 5.13.9 Place Ingram Creek on the Watch List do to insufficient Please refer to the rssponsc to comment 5.12.9. No 
- W evidma. The data use by the RWQCB does not supports the 

4 
Ingram k k  listing. The datause to make the listing 
rreommsndation wen fmm samples eollmed in 1991 -1993. 
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lkn has bem many changes in t h e w  o f p s t i d d s  
(ehlmpyifm and diazhon) €ran the time that thesesample - mllecccd, Ulacfors this data is nat sficimtly m t  to 
Mm. t the  lidng. Furthcmarq rmltiple l i  of &dews 
and simtific evalwtion wnc not e m ~ l w e d a t  the time. 

~ ~~ ~ 

5.14.1 The RWQCB mffshould evaluate additional s o w  of Both commenlsrs (5.14 and 5.15) provided data on total Ys. Vohuns Ill, 
sampling data of I- Mokel- River in thesrwrsmnrt of m o w a b l e  aluminum levels in the M o k e h e  Rim.  The Region 5 
the Rivds aluminum i + m L  The oldmdatasitsd in the mmmenten ask the c~s iden t ion  ofthe mom m t  data in 
RWQCB rrpoti is not i n d i d v e  afthe-t state of the its determination of 303(d) listing. The RWQCB andths 
River. The mmmnleris submitting dditimal and m r e  SWRCB is oow wrrnvnd ing  Ulat the Mokelvmns Rim w( 

recent data. There has been r m t  impmvnncnt to the River's be included on the 303(d) list fornon-attainment of standards 
water qwlity; om specific example is thsabalmcmt measures due to slsvated tevelsofaluminum. 
to*sn at the old Psnn Mine site. 

5.15.1 The commentcr is submitting data forthc Mokelumnc River Plcsrc refu to the raponsc to m m m t  5.14.1. C o m m l e r  Ya Volume Ill, 
listing foraluminum impairmmts. The dataconsis6 ofover (5.15) provided the most extmsivc data seL EBMUD has Region 5 
70 sspnnts sampling evmts that seam to have not bccn collsacd 76 m p l a  fmm the Mokelumnc Rimjur t  
mnsidmd in the pmporcd revisions. These data indicates downstream of the Camanchs Rcrmroir since 1994. RWQCB 
that aluminum wnscnmtion an significantly below water staffevalmted this data in lieu ofthc older U.S. Fish and 
quality standards. Wildlife Sclvtee data that was collected prior to the 

remediation at Pmn Mine. 

Two of the 76 sample wem above U.S. EPA national acute 
criteria for the pmtection of aquatic life . The hvo samples 
wcre also above the MCL. The two samples were eotlcned in 
January 1997 and Fsbnrary 1997 mpcnivcly. No samples 
taken fmm 1994 to that tims or after have been above the 
aquatic life or MCL criteria. The average wncenmtion ofall 
samples taken since 1994 is 250 ugiL (see EBMUD mmmenl 
letter). 

The issue that RWQCB staff hied to add- is whether the 
two sampls collected were rmly ouUim (unlikely to occur) or 
whether the two sampls wcre qresentativeofeonditions Ulat 
may occur again. The significant rainfall that fell &wing 
Dmmbuand  Januarv likelv tieeered the hieh aluminum . , -  - 
lrvclr ob-cd in January and Fcbnwryof 1997 The hlgh 
and frrqucnl ntnfall lhlely resulted in h q h a  than normal 
a m n a  dmwm In add~tton the mcntlon tmme for w a n  ~ ~~~~~ ,~ ~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ 

in u p m m  reservoirs would have b m  d d ,  since 
higher than n m s l  releases would have been q u i d  The 
decreased mention time would give less tims for suspended 
sediment, which would be the SO- of m t  ofths 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION WCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

alu"i""", to snle .  

RWQCB staffnviewd pmipitalion dnta fmmCamp Pards+, 
which is I d  upamw, of thelhnmchc r r s a ~ l i r  and the 
lower Mokel-=Riven The highest ninfdl recorded at 
C a m  hde in the 1 s t  50 years mumd onJamaw 2. 
1997 lk frrqumcy of mmndnys m Dssanbcrand January 
1997 was hngherUunsvuage(nt ntnedovcr SlKofthc &p 
v m w  a h i d e  svengc of 32.4 I,UC IPM. 2002) 

RWQCB daff also rcvisMd flow m r d s  for the Mokelumns 
River below C a m c h c  Dam. The U.S. Omlogical S w e y ' s  
historic monthtymcrndnily flow records (USGS, 20021 
indicatethat th; mwnhly &a daily flow in January a& 
February 1997 wen the highst and third highat, 
rapectivcly, on raord. (97 years). 

Since the storm cventr that rsrvlted in the hhh observed 
aluminum lsvslr are Ulc mad seven on remd it is unlikely 
that the aluminum miteria will be exceeded. The lower 
Mokslumc River should not be added to the 303(d) list for 
aluminum 

5161  The commentm har submtted wstcr mlumn chemistry data 
(clecmeal conductivity,pH and tnnpcratwe) lo the RWQCB 
in Fnsno on 21 ottcsdimlv in the Dvn.and 116 rites whce ~ ~ -~ , ~ ~~~ . 
storm and inigation water dischmggsr into the river. 

5.17.1 The cornenter is submitting data that shows degadation of 
the water quality and habitat in the lowerponian of Deer 
C m k  below Lake Wildwood dam. Thedegradation of the 
river s t e m  from; (I) suitable habitat crtablishmnt for bmthic 
invalebrats fmmthe dam and (2) discharges ofemumt 
containing high levels ofnihntss, phosphates from the Lake 
wildwaad -gc plant. Heavy mdal contamination and 
sediment fmm s(omwafudrainsnlso affects the N d a  City 
AM_ 

The comrn te r  mdicatcd to the SWRCB that they submit data No 
to the RWQCB an part of s regular monito.ng pmgram. This 
inf-tmn vas lakm into considcrat~on dutine the ~~~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~~ 

RWQCB's initial a s e s m t .  

The wmmnfa, Friends of Deer C m k  (FODC) submitted Yes Volumn,  
data that t h y  believed showed the severe degndation of Deer Region 5 
Creek (in the Gms Vally/Ncvnda City am) below the Lake 
Wildwood dam. RWQCB staffhar n v i d  the data 
pmvidal, along with data available fmm the Lake Wildwood 
T m m t  Plant's discharger monitoring npon. The available 
&la JU~@S lisfin~ Dar Cnek for nm-dtahmt of wner 
q u a l i t y s l m W  for ph. Plsasealso refer to the response to 
comment 5.404.1. 

In summary, the information available lo RWQCB daff did 
not indicate that water quality objectives werenot a m i d  
b e d  an the data submitted by FODC. However, the FODC 
soldis pmvidca good fmdation for a mon indepth 
investigation. We recommend more detailed and focused 
analyses on xctions of Dcsr Creek where monitoring data 
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5.18.1 The cmmmtaslura Wa-s m- regarding the PI- refa to the- tocmmmt GGIOO1 and 0.102. No 
pmpmad "W&& Lirt" and 'Camplet4 TMDla List" Any 
waterbody not mcaing rtanda& m be imzludcd on the 
303(d) ti* m p d l s s  ofwhthsr  or not a TMDL has been 
aablished. 

5 1 8 2  The Della Eslunry mi Uu Smmento  and Su, Joaquin Rivm S l n f f n p  that exotic spccis are a p b l a n  in Uu Ma, but No 
murt be l i e d  on the 303(d) Lint bsause of non-indigenous or do ncd believe that exotic rpsies are r 'pollutant' rr ddsned 
n d i c  Epecia. Thc SWRCB and RWQCBS claim Gut eXMlc by thc Clan  Wato A n  and therefow should not be included 
species, ~ U I C  d i i  han -1 ue exanpi hom 
NPDES roquiments arcnot a pollutant and d e f i d  by rhc 
Clan  Water Act is fatally incaren and rcflecta &ding of 
the stn111te. Nvmsmur water M i a  are already identified as 
impaired by invsrivc s p e c k  han Uu 1998 303(d) L i a  
Thse water bodies consist of Cnrquinn SbaiL Richardson 
Bay, San Francisco Bay (Ccnbal, Lower and South), San 
Pablo Bay, S u i i  Bay and the SaaamenutSan loaquin 
Delta. The San FraneismSacnmenloSan Joaquin has been 
idmtifted as one of the mast invaded &aria in the world 
w d  wspen to lhe inmxiunaon ofcrottc, "on-nst~rc s v t r s  
The Clean Water An  q u t m  NPDES permnu for ballast 
ualerd~rcharges and therefore the RWQCB has suthonty to 
replstchllaR water dish- of invarivs species. 

Cum1 federal @atlonr (40 CFR 130.7@)) q u i r e  each 
rule to idmtify water quality limited segmmls still needing 
TMDla and lo identify the pollutants -8ng or expected lo 
s a w  violations of aWlisablc water qualily &d& 

USEPA has acknowledged that some aquatic nuisance s e e s  
8- polluunts(TJraR ~ G o n .  Aqualic &iranss ~pecicr;n 
Rallast Walcr Dtschargs~: l u u n  and Options dated September 
2031). USEPA d m  rmte that variour c o w  have found that 
biological organisms likc bacteria, d a d  and live fish, and 
plant materials lo be pollutnnts. EPA did not concludethat all 
aquatic nuisance species are pollurnants. 

In their review of California's 1998 section 303(d) lirt(datcd 
May 12, 1999), USEPA, Region 9 slated: "EPA rccognires 
that the State included some waters beyond the minimum 
required by EPA regulations to be included on the S d o n  
303(d) list, (cg., waters which ue impaired dueto the 
prewncc dsxotic species or fish bmim). While EPA is not 
disapproving the Slate's inclusion d t h s e  watns and Jt-rs 
on the lid, neither the Smc nor EPA has an obligation under 
eumnt regulations to develop TMDLs for such waters beeaurs 
the warm arc not impaired by a pollutnnL" 

A TMDL is not an appropriate foal to a d d m  thepmblems 
c a d  by invasivs species. lnvasivs specieoars best 
addressed by preventing their intmdudion into aquatic 
ecosystems A successful regulatorypmpm for invasive 
species will q u i r e  a national or international approach. 

USEPA acknowledges that pollution problem likc invasive 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

specis should be a d d 4  by othermehanism in their 
2WI lntqmte Repon Guidanss where i t  is aJolmvledged that 
wnns warn sgmmt. may h i m p r i d  ar threatened for one or 
m designated uws but he water& not w i r e  a TMDL 
bssuw the imwirmnt is not caused by a mllufsnt. 

5.18.3 N u m m  CenUal Valley Wamwsys should be listed bccauw 
of tcmperahlrs. Theswamway include but not limited to: 
lhe Snn 1-in River. SlmisIau River, M d  River. 
Tuolumnc Rim, Gala- River. Mokdumne River, Bear 
River, Sacramato River, Yuba River. Festhcr Rim, Colusa 
Basin River, American Rim. Clear Creek and Dm Creek. 
The CWA %ion 303(d) srplisitly mandats the inclusion of 
hmpnamre impaired W n b o d i a  w the 303(d) List. The 
RWQCB rtlted that, de(amination of the namral m i v i n g  
water tsmpsnm would "quire r rcicntific investigation 
and modeling sffi* that is beyond the stops ofthc 303(d) list 
update pmcm" and mmquently no additions for temperature 
are recommended. 

HOUC\CI. the Regton 5 sta lTb sdmlncd that they ha\c 
tgnwcd the Congmsnnal mandstc. and an add~lmn the Stale 
and Regtonal Boards filsmntstn wlumtnour dorumsntallon 
regardong lcmperatwr lmpstmnl IOgh lcmprarure faused 
by altered flow rrpm and t n c d  t h c m l  leadtng has 
bem adenufied as n sngnnfieant reason for lhc dcchnc of 
fishctis thmughaut the Central Valley. 

5.19.1 The Avcna Drainage Disttia requas that, the SWRCB place 
the Avsna Dmin on the Watch List for impaimrent. duc lo 
elevated lcvcls ofamonis and pathogens (E. cali). The 
Avma Drain is man-made and is a fsciliry ofthc Avena 

Staff rnmmsnds that m1CTbodia not beadded at thistime No. 
to thc303(d) List for trmpaaturs in the C e m l  Valley 
Region. 7heCmbtml Valley RW-8 Barin Plw inch& 
the following tanpnaturs narrative objective: 

rhrll not be altered unlcu 11 can be d m n m s k d  to the 
satisfaction o f  the Regional Wavr Boud that such aberation 
in bqmarure dos not advcrwly affect beneficid uwr' 

'At no bmeor place shall IhetcmpnarureofCOLD a 
WARM mrrastatc u a m  be mncrsarcd mom than 5'F above 
narural m v i n g  water temperarure. Tempmmrechangsdus 
tomntmllable factonshall be l~mmted for the wntnbcdicn 
specified as described inTablc 1114 To theexlcntofany 
eonflnn wnh the above, thc more smngm! objective applies 
In determining compliance with the watngwlity objmtva 
for trmpnsoure. nppropnalc averaging periods may be applied 
pmvtded that bcncficlal uses will be fully pmected.' 

As stlled the tcmperafureobjcctivc would q ~ r e  the 
RWQCB lo dslcrmtnc the 'natural w i v i n g  wavr 
trmrrrature. in order to dncrminc whnhrr the remmrure -. ~ ~ ~ -~ ~. . ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~~ ~ 7~ ~ ~ 

has b m  a l l 4  in a manncr that sffMS beneficial uwr or to 
duemine whether tempcrarure has been in-ed by o a t n  
than 5-F above wrural recrtving water tcmpnarure. The 
&ernination of the 'narunl receiving uavr tempnarwc' for 
IheCcnml Valley RWQCB streamand rivm would require 
a wlentific imenigatian and modcling cffon lhst ir beyond 
the wope of the 303(d) list update p w x s  StalTdo not 
mammcnd the addolion ofany hater bcddsta thc 303(d) lin 
that are impaeral duc to tmpnature ~n the Cmtml Valley at 
this time. 

The listing for the Av- Drain is for high a m n i a  and 
pathogen levels c a d  primarily by the unauthorized 
discharge ofdairy d c .  Thesedischarges owur infhe 
stormwater or winter season. The listing should remain as 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

Draimp Dimicc srhich is indiJpcnsable for the hemsnagcmsnt dsrmbcd and nol be placed on thc Monitoring M The 
ofdninsgs. Tlw liaing of me A m  b i n  on the 303(d) list listing was made bawd on data developed by RWQCB staff 
and -6- by h e  hptc ar a narwal water body has and data submmed W me RWQCB by indepnda* pamieo mat 
setiow irnplicntim for theuse fwsrhich itwas mnsfllefcd. show continued violation of w a m g u a l i i o b j m i ~ ~ ~ .  

~ ~~ 

Ovnmtly, h e  Dimid is taking Jtepa to c o m n  on-farm 
pnia that will l e d  W i m p m m t s  in me warnquality of The MMXnDr r a i d  the i- ofthe appopriatsnsJs ofthe 
the Avsna Drain. The D i i d  has submitted a p m p l  to the water qualityobjmiva and bmcficial uss far the A m  
CALFED Lkinking Warn Quality m m .  Therefore, Drain. Wcagrsewi ththc~mmmrnthatLhac~wbean 
pmvidcthc Dkuict, which has limited r s o w a ,  with time to evaluation ofBc n a w  ofthc wtddy, he assigned 
impmvcfhc wtcrqudiW.in h e  A m  Drain and to consider beneficial urcr and thc w r n q u d i t y a b j e c t i ~ ~  LrhafUxse 
placingsbwmeto conml the dicharge to Lone Trrc Creek. steps will be eaniedout as the first part ofths k l o p m n t  of 

a TMDL for this w m b d y .  UnIormnaDly RWQCB staff 
cannot, at this t i w  mdke a d ~ n a t i o n  ofhetypc of 
waterbody the Avma hain is. Thiswatabady was not 
considered when the RWQCB conducted 8 preliminary review 
to slasrify wambdy typa as part ofthe Inland Swface Water 
Plan p- (CVRWQCB, 1992). 

The A V ~ M  Drainage DiJtrid efforts to assist the RWQCB in 
cornling the p m t  unauthorizd dichargsr of dairy waste 
to tile Avsna Drain is appmiated. It is partially far this 
reason that is mommnded a "low priority" for developmmt 
ofthis TMDL to give these effmu time to sueacd. The 
listing may also assist in this sffotl by providing a priority 
designation forthc Avma h a i n  during conriderstion of p n t  
funding. With these grant funds and the efforts of the 
Drainage District and the dairy opaam, the water quality 
violations may be m m t e d  prior to the next listing cycle. If 
they wcre able to ammplish this, it w d d  beappropriate 
mommmd removing the Avena Drain h t h c  303(d) list in 
the n n t  listing cycle. 

5.20.1 Fill considmtion should be taken in the revisions to the Clean Comment achowledgsd. No 
Water Act r d o n  303(d as to how 'flwridation'dischargcr 
affcclths TMDL load and fish population in the S a n l q i n  
Riva and eibutlrisr We are pamieularly con- wifhms 
citia o f M d  and Lw Banos. The mmmcntsr is 
submitting an initial review with bibliographical notation as to 
what and how so called impomd 'fluoridation shsmicals'an 
doing as pollutants to our CA drinking and tap water quality, 
and WWIP dish- to OUT rivers and aquifm. 

5.201.1 Ifthe Upper Ssn loaquin River, the wgmnt between Friant Plssw refer to the response to eommmt 5.1 1.4. No 
and the Mmdota Pool, is to be put on the 2002 303(d) list, 
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when i t  is a somplsdsly dried rim that Ur TMDL will bs 
suspadeduntil we nrc able todsvelq s plan on how to deal 
with the fact that this segment o f  the river no I- exists as a 
rivcrryrtsm. 

This -1 o f  the river became a dried rivabed thmugh 
agmmmns ini6aDd by the Cmtral Valley Pmjsct and 
appmved by C o n p s  to divert water. We have d m i U  
comments lo Ur Regional Board, but we IuvsnMmeived 
~ l o m ~ ~ ~ ~ t h ~ ~ ~ t h c h a m a t t h ~ ~  
outside o f  what they md staff felt wsli the pqmm of-iving 
data with -1 to Ule 303(d) listing. The Regional B& 
were interned in Dchnical comma& and not the fact that i t  
made no r n r  to lisr that portion ofthe San Joaquin River 
which was dried up due to water diversion. 

5.201.2 The water that is  p-1 at the Bridge w 99 is a small PI- refer to the response to comment 5.1 1.4. No 
quantityofwsterunderthc o p t i o n  for the CW. The water 
is about a I W  cfs, that is relcawd routinely from Friantjust to 
m a  the riparian demands that mist below Friant all the way 
down to the area all Gravely Ford. From the bifurcation 
strvchlreanddown to Mendola Pool, the river is basically dry. 

5.201.3 Delta Mendofa canal waler is coming into the Mendota Pool, PI- refer to thc response to comment 5.1 1.4. No 
assuming that there are no flood releases. In addition, only Uic 
DMC water coming into the pool. Three ofthc Exchange 
Contnefan member take their water directly o f  Mmdata Pool 
thmugh thdr hadworks. One o f h ,  the San Luis Canal 
Company, h its diversion about eight miles dwmh'eam at 
Sac Dam. Sa water that is r e l d  below the damat Mendota 
Pool is DMC waterthat is released solely for thcpurpar o f  
delivering i t  to one ofthe f i r  Exchange Cnrtraetors. FvRha 
below the Ssn Luis (hnal Company m i c e  area, any warn in 
the syJtcrn.1 that point is reOvn flow Ulat hal lowed lo flow 

' back into that xgmsnt ofthe riversither todeliver Mta to 
refuge insa which we, the Exchange ConfraMr$ have 
sonfracts to do thmugh the B-u dReslemtion and 
thmugh the stale, to Fish and &me, but wm of  that water is 
natwal flow in the San Jmquin River. It is all either rehlm 
flow or DMC delivaies d e l i v d  specifically to makethose 
deliveriesunder the terms of the exslmmseonhaet. 

5 202 1 The new llnlng approach should bs tncorponted ~nto thc The eommcntn refen to the 'new ltrnng approach' If NO 
commdecatton~ for th~r  cxlrtlng ltrtlng cycle In addollon. mfcmng to the 303(dJ Ltrttng Polcy, ,l is bemg developed 
addlng of more watm to the exlrtmng 303(d) 1st. many of and wtll nor be uwd for the 2002 303(d) L M  Pmmr Pleax 
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whish~cantohavelimited d a t a i s o f m n m .  Inpertieular, refertothe-nxtocomnt9.7.1. 
withthe limitstions ofstaRtimm be able to d l y  fully . . 
addrsr thm.  

5.202.2 The Don Pedro Rsnvair  is list for memuy toxicity, but the Please refer to the - n ~ a  for mmmens 52.8 and 5.29. No 
data far the lirsing is m y  Iimitcd. me most -nt data was 
o m  15 yw old, fmm 1987. There were no health mnmns  
that havs bcsn niwd by OEAHHA. In addition, ncmrding Lo 
the mmmmadstion addition for listing macurymxicity. Don 
Pedro Reservoir- the one that had data alder than five 
Y-. 

5.202.3 Application of the TribularyRulc to arbitrarily define water Please n f a  to the -nw to mmmcnt 5.2.2. No 
quality objectives forthc Harding Drain which lead 
rubwqusntly to listing ofths drain for several mnstiwcns if 
o f m m .  C o m e  hvsbansubmitted to the RWWB 
over fhc lnrt yemabout fhcirson- with the dassifimion 
of the Hardy Drain s a water ofthe V.S., however then has 
b a n  no tcsmnse fmm the RWOCB. 

5.203.1 Remediation of the New ldria Memry Mine for 21 yean has Please refato the response to comment 5.8.1. 
been initiated. We have brm informed that since not many 
pmple liveout them, the cleanup of Lhc river is low priority. 
However, muntlss studies and surveys have be conducted on 
the a m  showing that Lhm are serious toxic rami6c~tians 
fmm this watershed n M d l n g  hand& of milcr throughout 
fhc San Jaaquin Valley to San Francisco Bay. The mercury. 
methyl mmury, and associafed heavy metals released into the 
Sam Carlos Creek areabout as poisonou as may that muld be 
dumped into a streamandare bioammulativc toxins. This 
acid mine drainage affatr San Bmardino County by 
neighboring downsmam muntia, oltlc drink fmm the San 
Carlos C d  and wildlife fuRher downmeam In addition, 
dogs have died fmm drinking out ofthe w k .  

5.204.1 In thcNew Idria aria the wa ta  flows into the San Iaaquin Plcasc refato the response to 5.8.1 and 5.1 1.4. No 
Valley. In fact, a lot ofthir water mdr up in the Mendota 
Pml and evcntuallv into the Sm losouin River. 

5.204.2 We request that the New ldria ?lines be elevated to the top of Please refer to the response to eommmt 5.8.1. 
the 303(d) list for the Cenval Valley, Region 5. It is a large 
public health and mvimnmental mncem. me San Bsnito 
County is lofated within the jurisdidon of b t h  Region 3 and 
5. The mines have bem closed since thc'70r, and have bssn 
m g n i z d  since as a hugs sou- of m- and acid mine 

Rcspwrcs-248 
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drainageand w& mntandnation into San Mar k k ,  
Silver&& d Panoshe&&, both in San Benim and 
Frsno Caunties. Thssrtsnd of& mnLamination mns over 
four md a halfmilsexIra in thc dry r c a ~ o ~  and the mnoff 
m o m  into Ule San loaquin County and the San 1 q i n  
Valley. T h e  wbrbadicr  arr m t l y  drinking vmtm 
supplies, lunsorc mnlamhmB f m m h  mine svcry ycar. 
The contaminan@ w i n g  sezi- hqaimmtsto thewcntks 
are; mrcw. pH l e v e l ~  mppcr, n i 4 1 ,  blrbidity, sul%ts;imn 
d n vu*ty of ochs.. Ws bslicvc that fvll winv of this 
i n f m t i o n  will dawruhnts the need to elevate New Idria 
Mine to Ule tOD ofthe list 

5.205.1 'The= is m t e  lack of monitoring data in the nonhero Commmt acknowledged 
Saaamento Valley. The mmmsnbr is submitling a list ofjust 
the sampling ofpoint and mn point sourcesthat a= -re 
pmblmrs w h r r  samplcs have been take, that sithn have 
inadequate monitoring or i h  been mmplnsly ignorsd to date. 
These are add-ed in the n u t  two m m n t n .  

5.205.2 Chmkcs Mine is the vmnd largest gold mine in the s tated Comment acknowledged. 
California. Mercury is all over the land adjacent to the mine. 
The pmblrm is that, thns is a ~ v c n  lack ofdata to address 
the dfm of the mercury on this ares 

5.205.3 Holly Sugar ir an abandoned industrial rite halfa mile fmm Comment acknowledged. 
the Sacramento River, t h e  has bsen a great d a l  of effort to 
get monitoring done on this am, in addition to the 
groundwater sampling. Thepmblrm is thsS them is a were 
lack ofdata to addrso the eff& of the industryon this m. 

5.205.4 Humboldt bum dump mad is I-led in thcCityofChim nod Please refa to the response to comment 5.10.6. No 
is the l a m  bum dwnp in the sfate of California. However, 
there is a s s v m  lack of data toaddras the effects of the bum 
hunp on this am. 

5.205.5 The tributaries to the mainstem an on the 303(d) lisS but they Comment acknowledged 
havebeen neglected in monitoring effon. Therefore, due to 
the lack afmonitonng, thcachlal sources ofpollutants from 
Agrieulaual practices have not been identified in the main 
st- of the Sacramento and Father Riven. 

5.205.6 Commsnts submitted in 1998 were lost in Sacramto, as a Comment acknowledged. 
-It tho* listings w m  lost for four y-. Thcmmmmta 
has submitted the datato the RWQCB, wen though the dara is 
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vay  I-. However, the submissionof lean data proyeseven 
mom, thdaddiiwal monitoring n& to bedone of segments 
of& r i m  toddamine whdha&y uc clean or polluted. 

5205.7 The RWQCB and SWRCB should priorilia mapping ss high PI- referto the -ns tocomment 5.10.4. No 
priority. Mapping ravcr as a visual tool to hclpdctenoins 
gap in w a r n  in t e r n  of d m  vr. unclean anas. 

5.205.8 The mmmmmtersvppm that Butte Slough w a d d e d  to the PI- referto the -rise to m m n t  5.10.5. No 
pmpased 2OO2,303(d) l ia  fordiazinon and molinate. It is 
v q  clear that d i i n o n  and molinate are also found in the 
upper p i i o n s  of ButteCreek where agriculture is UK main 
landuse This supports thcnced far monitoring in the uppsr 
wamshed ofthe Sacramento Valley. 

5.205.9 C o w h e  Cmk was pmpord for 1998,303(d) list for Comment acknowledged. No 
acccdanm in m p p .  lead and zinc. Themmmmter intends 
on submitting additional data mllcsted by the City of Chico, 
to rupporl that more monitoring needs to be mnducted. 

' 5.205.10 The CityofChiw has delayed cleaning D a d  Horse Slough, Please refer to the r s p o n s  to comment 5.10.6. No 
beeam they want m build homs  on the rrmedialcd bum 
dump site. Dcad Home Slough has m a n  lead mnmuation 
of442 ppm. This rgment was rejested fmm listing, because 
the RWQCB is involved in remediation d t h e  bum dump sits. 

5.206.1 The commcnta s h g l y  supports the state's use of Lhc 1998 Comment acknowledged. N o  
303(d) list and also suppMts the additions on the 303(d) list. 

5.206.2 The watch list should bs eliminated. The Watch List violates Please refer to the rsponre to comment 0.10.4. No 
the mandates ofSmion 303(d)to place impaired water M i s s  
an a n o t h a l i d t e i d a  the 303(d) list, even if t h m  is an s 
regulat~rypmgram in place to control the pollutants but data 
is not available to demonshats that the program successfully. 
For example there is not ilwatsr M y  fmm the RWQCB on 
the Watch List and I h m f o ~  it d m  not demonsuate it's 
usefulness. The North Valley is where the majority of the 
state's drinking water extends from, yet there is eomplde 
inequality in funding for water quality in the Sacramento 
Valley. 

5.206.3 The SWAMP Program n& bsncr s v p p o ~  so that equitable Agree. Comment atnowldged. No 
funding for monitoring Ulmughout the sfate is implemented, 
because all water bodis are important. 

-. 
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5.207.1 The Watch Lid will be uwd as a convenient place to park PI- rdertoths-nwtommmsntG.IO.I,G.l0.2, No 
thin= and it wghtnot to save in l imofa failure to G.II.11. 
a&vely elypnsue erisfing dam. 

5.207.2 Thas  is a lot of data out thse developed h u g h  NPDES Plea~cnfcrtothsrsrponsetoso~nsnt5.18.3. No 
psrmik, lhrt hrsn'tbeen aggesively p d  in mmpiling the 
303(d) l i a  For example, DWR has muinly not bem 
forthmming witha lot ofdm that it has on temperalux an 
dkolved oxygen d cm a numbs of things. 

5.207.3 Whmlm~ngatthepoposedlinitappeardattmpluxis Plea~cnfcrtothe-nrstommmt5.18.3. No 
not s pmblm in the Cmtral Valley. The RWQCB did not 
recommmd additional listing far f m r p t u y r  baause it 
would rcquinrhnn to dctmnim the natural receiving water 
tempemlux or lo ddcmrinc whether f m r p N r e s  have 
ins& mne than five yearn owrnahlnl tempratwe. 
Howsva. c l s ~ t s d  tcmpsnturcr have been identified as one of 
the major -M forthe dslineof fishais throughout Ule 
Cmml Valley. The u t m t  oftnnpnaNce impairment can be 
found in CalFsd EIS, the VAMP EISIEIR, the nstoration for 
the Anadmmous Fish Restoration Rogram ofthc CVPIA, 
mvimnmmtal dauments fmm various FERC pmcccdings in 
Mokelumne, Yuba, Tual-, Feather, State Warn Board 
hearing m r d r .  Satian 303(d) explicitly mandates the 
inclusion of temperaNlr impaired water M i e s  on the 303(d) 
list 

5.207.4 The commentn disagrees with the RWQCBP conclusion that Plcars refer to the nsponx to comment 5.18.2. No 
exotic s p i e s  in w t  apollutvlt as identified by thsClcan 
Water Act, therefore should not be included on the 303(d) 
list The Bay-Delta has been idmtified as one of the mast 
invaded estuaries in the wodd with lrspsd to the intmdudion 
ofcxotis nomtive species. 

5.207.5 W c d a m n s ~ ~ ~ i v c r y s t c m a t i c ,  xientifieally Comment acknowledged. No 
defensible monitoring and a system that will incorporating all 
exisling data We alro need to establish how much data is 
q u i d  to identify impairment The real challenge is that, 
many tims, them is w t  only an cneeedmee of one 
mnstihlmt. but then are multiple smssors and multiple 
poll&tanta. 

5.208.1 The Watch List muld be applied on a helpful basis, and it Please refer to the response to commmt G.IO.1, G.10.2 and No 
muld be perhaps misapplied. G.II.II. 
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5.208.2 EPA has adopted a M i o n  M4(r) fwstandard snd niteri far Cammsntachmwledged. No 
chemicals (i.e shlorpyrifm). Yct, the RWQCBs and SWRCB 
are moviog tom& using the h p m m m t  of Fish and Cams 
standvdg &sh are not in the Basin Plan and have not been 
nvievld and adnntal 2s FPA criteria 

5.208.3 Then m t i v e  standards atthe RWQCB need darification Cammcntwhowledged. NO. 

(i.e. pesticide narrativu).Thepafiei& standard is the clearer 
standard to ws in the Ccntnl Valley in ngards to patieids. 
However, the toxicity s t a d d  andchcmicnl mnstimmcy 
standard have difiemt hviN alsocanbe applied 

5.208.4 The data used for Dcl Puma pmposed listing was mllsacd in Pleaxrefato the rssponw to comment 5.6.9. No 
1991 thmugh 1993. Thlheremonly 10 s i t e  of 30 s i t a  that 
acceded the Fish and Game standard. Sinec then, the watn 
body has not been n o t i d  or w i w c d .  This listing would be a 
better fit for the Watch List 

5.208.5 IngamCrrek q u i r e  more evaluation. The data thatwas Please nfer to the r a p o w  to comment 5.6.9. No 
used for listing is old. Sevenout of 26 s i t e  exceeded the Fish 
and Game alleged level. This listing would be a better fit for 
the Watch Lin. 

5.401.1 The San Carlos CreeklNew ldria Msrmry Mine Watershed is Commmt acknowledged. No 
still m n m u s l y  listed. 

5.401.2 San Carlos Cmek is in fact impaired by msthylmcrcury but Please referto the m p o w  to eommmt 5.401.3. Ye Volumcl,  
that is not all. The Orange Crcek is a classis exampleof acid Re& 5 
mine drainage which mursa with hsavy metals and high pH. 

5.401.3 A compilation ofthe mrk  on San Carlos Crcek was pnrcnted The pollutant source for this listing will be changed to include Ysr VolumlII, 
to the Board and it contains s by Dr. Rip M. Ganguli %id minedrainage." The pollutant source is a l d y  Region 5 
called "Memuy Speciation in Acid Mins Drainage: N w  ldria described as "Resource Extraction" and the San Carlos Creek 
Quicksilver Mine, California" which proves that the San is l i d  for Mercury. Based upon the information provided by 
Carlm Cmek is impaired for Acid Minedrainage. Staff has thcmmmmtcr, acid minc drainage would help to pmvidc 
not changed the 303(d) listing forZW2 to include acid mine additional source identification. 
drainage, nor the s x m o f  the mtamimtion. 

5.401.4 We have lived with this pmblem for 22 year$ we live less than Commmt achowledged. No 
a mile downstream of the so- point ofpollution at the 
defunct New ldria Mine. We think that this contamination om 
be fired without a TMDL 

5.401.5 Why not regulate t h e c m n t  owners of the mine? me mvnen San C a l m  Creek is alnady listed for M m r y .  Issuance of No 
are wmntly facing felony charge. fmm the State EPA (toxic m f a e w m t  orders ars not panaf the d o n  303(6) lining 
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wrste dqarmmt) and San BenitoCounly for dumping P w  
haadous maLeTiPIS al the rib. The hial is s t  to rtut on 
November 13th 2002. Can't you give the oamcrs s cleanup 
and abavmnt ordcr for the cat&? 

5.402.1 The commenmlermins umsmedovsrthe i- noted on 
pvky~ommnh,  and d d  like to rc-itme conam with 
the mntlnued incbion o f h  P h R s e r v o i r  on the 
pmposcd 2002 303 (d) lisL 

5.402.2 Thnc an two k e y m  for thecommenMs m n m :  
I.McrnuyDstausedtolisthPedmrcsnwirmover I5 
years old and may omlate  mrauy levels, because they were 
wlleeted b e f m  s l m  techniques were developed for metah 
and samples analysis. 
2. Tl analysis w rshifted to a w k d a f t h c  data collected, 
igming EPA guidanceon human consumption of various 
tmphic level fish. 

54023 In the fact shsn for Dan Pedm Resewolr, staffconch.de that 
the data in to be mnndcnd ofadequate quality klowcvn 
sven the age of the Don Pcdm Rsvrvatr mcrcwy data and 
based on findtngr fmm olhn mcnt  srudtcr on marury 
rvnpltng analyr~s, the d valua may be Iowa The 
cammenln svonclv dua- wth the sonclunon of 15 "car 
old data are a d c z t s  anibel~eves that SWRCB should &t 
include Don ~ e d m  R-oiron the 303(d) Listunlss new 
data demonsmte that there is, a m m a y  pmblm that 
m n t a  a TMDL. 

The RWQCB staff evaluated tmphic level 4 fuh which ir a No 
m n a b l c  appmach, s i n e  some eonsumerr may targs( 
tmphic lsvsl4 fish when fishing for mzmahd  pwposs. 
They have also analyzed the data bawd USEPA asumplions 
on consumption oftmphic 1-1 2.3. m 4  fish. The estimated 
daily intake isaill above the amptable d-ek 
thenfox Don Pedm should still be listed As forthe concsms 
related to the age of the data and clean hands techniques, 
which are of conrrm for water samples due to low 
concentration lsvels. The tissue samples used to d&nc 
m-ry levels were much harder to contaminate thmugh the 
sollestion or sample handling melhds. 

The data is considered to be of adequate quality. PI- refer No 
to the response to comment 5.402.2. 

5.402.4 The USEPA consumption rates (03 mglkgnitsrion) reflect The datawas r e v i d  by staff and the applicable USEPA No 
the mulls ofa natimal din s w e y  that determined the eritaion was uxd appropriately. Pleare efer to the -nsc 
wmmption of d i f f m t  types of fish in specific pmportions. to Comment Nos. 5.402.2,5.2.10,5.2.1 I, and 52.9. 
It would be appropriateto apply the EPA mCmcdology now 
ratherthan wait for some futwe listing. 

5.402.5 Taken together, potmtial contamination i- associated with Please referto lhs response to Comment Nos. 5.402.2.5.2.9. No 
historic dataandpmblems with the analysis (i.c., use of 5.2.8,5.2.11and5.2.10. 
i n m m n  eonsumption pencntagcr and ramval of nondctect 
value) it is highly questionable whclha t h m  is a m m r y  
pmblsm in Don Pedm Resnvoir. It is very possible that new 
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data m d  corm analysis would show that mmq is no a 
pmblsm in DMPsdm R-air. 

5.402.6 l k  existing data for DM Pedm R-oir nnnot rdsquatsto While mns recent data would be preferred, thccxiningdata No 
s u h t i a *  a 303(d) listing al this poinL It would be mas for Don Psdm Rssrwir  n n  adequate to rubrtantiatc a 303(d) 
ap@bto collsct new data usingclean tahniqws, and to listing. PI- nfcr  tothe -nx to eormmnt 5.402.2. 
paform analysis following US EPA guidance bsfore maliinga 
dstsrmimtion an Dan Pedm Reservoir. The TID asks that Don 
Pedm Rcwrvoir be m o d  hrm 303(d) and placed on the 
Monitoring List for further invatiption. 

5.403.1 Wcugc  thc SWRCB olair to direct t k  he~entral Valley Water Issuance of e n f o m t  ordm is not one of the hnnions of No 
Quality Contml B o d  to iuue a cleamrp and abatement order the listing pmeess. Thc request should be made to the Central 
to the -1 pmperty owem as soon as possible. Withwt Valley RWQCB. 
waterquality oversight fromthe state, San Carlos Creek and 
downsdrcam water bodies us in dangcrofhcaning mne 
polluted, as evidenced by the fan that thceullcnt property 
o m m  us now facing criminal charges by the Depamnsnt of 
Toxic Substances Contml for illegally storing b r d o u s  waste 
(paints, solvcnb, and PCBs) at New Idria. 

5.403.2 The San Carlos CreckiNcw ldria Mercury Mine Watmhed is C o r n a t  acknawlsdged. No 
still m n m u s l y  listed. 

5.403.3 It is importlnt for your agency to make sure that the listing Please refer to the responx to comment 5.401.3. Yes Vohuoc nl, 
armrately rcn& the nature ofthe impaimmt. Expanding Regions 
the listing from mmry to acid mine drainage establishes a 
rsmrd ofwhat the locals have bem living with foroverovmty 
years now: we can't uw our riparian water right3 to bathe, 
water crops, or suppan our livestock because ofpollution from 
an unregulated point satme. 

5.403.4 San Carlos Creek is impaired by not only mercury, but aka by Please refer to the response to comment 5.401.3. Yes VolumelIl, 
acid mine drainage. Region 5 

5.403.5 We can pmbably supponyour staflrecommmdation to dcfcr Comment acknowledged. No 
developing and i m p l m t i n g  a TMDL for this creek until 
after2015. There is no need for awmprehcnsivc, watcmhed 
plan when the smam is impairad by a singlq eontmllable 
discharge. 

5404.1 We are asking that the staffrsanmendation to not list Den. The commnfer provided adequatedata to suppon a pH listing Yes Vohuoc Ill, 
Creek on the 303(d) List be monsidmd. New data was for Doer Creek. The Fact Sheet has been created to include Rcgion S 
provided to SWRCB staff. this information, and the SWRCB staffpro- to list Docr 

Creek for pH. Please refer to the new Fan S h m  for this wat" 
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body (Valmc 111 of the Staff R q a t ) .  

5.404.2 We h a v e d i d  n v d a a  with stfiat thcCVRWOCB and The SWRCB a m  with the mxmmnda6on mvidd by the Yen V o b l l l .  
they are m w  -ng thp ~ e a  CFX~ be li& RWWB ~l l f tP l -  d u t o  the -rise to b m m n t  NO. Regions 
ueeedingpH S t M W .  5104.1. 

5.404.3 We have XI graphs and phomgraphs p-ted to you at the The information received and m i w d .  PI- referto the Y y  VahuneUl, 
workshopon November 6.2W2. ~ q - m s t o  CommntNo. 5.404.1. Regions 

5.404.4 Workshop Commmt: Pmvideda prrscntatim on the Please refa to the response to C o m t  No. 5.404.1. Yen v o l u m  Ill. 
ranmnmdation m suppat a pH listing for Dcer Cmk. Deer Regim 5 
Creek shouldbe listed on the 303(d) List Lake Wildwood 
should be listed for pH. ThcRWQCB staffsupporls this 
decision. 

5.405.1 11/6/02 W h h o p  C o m m t :  Invarivs rpssien should be No change was made in the SWRCB s I a N r s o ~ l ~ n d a t i o n .  Ycr VoIumsN 
listed in Region 5. Staffwas not responsive to previous The SWRCB staffmaintain reliance on USEPA'S 1998 
mmmmtl. pasition that i n ~ s i v e  or exotic specis arc pollution and are 

not pollutantl. Additional information has been included in 
the mponw to comment number 5.18.2, to be more 
responsive. 

5.405.2 11/6/02 Workshop Commcne The eommcnter wsntl No change in SWRCB staffmamendation is pmposd. The No 
temperahre to be listed in Region 5. Staffwar not rssponrive RWQCB staff have not identified any new listings for 
to p w i m  ~ommnts .  tcmpera~re. 'me r s p n s c  to commcnt n u m k  5.18.3 

BE-tely prexnta the slaffremmmendation. 

5105.3 11/6/02 Workshop comment: Smith Canal should be listed A mmmendation to list is not warranted. Available data do NO 
for PCBs. not umd NAS and FDA guidance; therefore, RWQCB and 

SWRCB staffdo not mmmcnd a new listing. 

5.405.4 1 1/6/02 Workshop Cmmmt: htah C m k  should be listed as Please refer to the response for Commnt No. G.421.47. No 
pmpmsd by the RWQCB f o r u h o w n  Micity regardlss of 
the mra of toxicity. 

5.406.1 11/6/02 Workshop Comment: Don Pedm R-oir: M s m v  Theexisting data for Don Pedm R-oir madcquate to No 
data are I5 ycam old. The existing data is not adsquats to rubrtantiate a 303(d) listing. The USEPA criteria m u s e d  
supprtn listing. Theanalysis ofthe data is flawed The U.S. m m U y  by RWQCB staft Please refer to the nsponse to 
EPAcriteria war notused c a d y .  CommmtNos.5.402.2,5.2.10,52.8,5.2.11 and5.2.9. 

5.407.1 11/6/02 Workshop Comment: S e w  undnfunding for Commmt acknowledged 
Monitoring ofall California water bodies is not ascotable. 

5 407.2 1116J02 WorLshop Comment. Suppon listing ofthc Butte The Ccnrnl Valley Uaun Plan docs not have designad No 
Slough as pmponed but want the Bunc Cmk and thc Main bsncficial urcr for agneultural drainr. The Main Canal is an 
Canal Dcainmbe lined fordiiuinon alw agneultural dram The RWQCB doc; not rreomendplaeing 
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a waterbody on the 30Xd) list for which beneficial -have 
nd bem established. Please referto the rsrparw to Coment  
No.5.IO.5fmthths~tothchmOeek~5.o 
wdl the nsponscto c m m m t  5 . 4  1.4. 

5.407.3 11/6/02 Warksho~ Comment: Note that the data ~rrwnted Ths Staff R a n  will be revised to include the c n m t  Y a  V o k N  
was not draR the.mrt was drafl fw the data foiBum Cmk. information.heassnfsrto the rrs~onsc to co-15.10.5. 

5.408.1 As a m l t  of Ule aw(rplw updam, weax rsommending The TMDL Crmpletion d a m  have been changed for thae Y a  Volumcl 
several changes D the 2002 303(d) list for pmpascd TMDL walerbodia and theTMDL Prio"ty tablehas k n  updated 
completion dates. Changes lo lhe 303(d) listwill make lh5 list for ths2002 303(d) Staff Report to include t h e  dwgcr. 
consistent with the nmcnt TMDL workplan. Our changsr to Since thaedass  are beyond 2004, a rompletion date will not 
lhe 303(d) list Ropased TMDL Completion date table=: be pmvidcd in the list. 

Cache Creek M-2005 @wiously 2004) 
Delta Waleway Msmuy 2W5 (prwiourly 2004) 
Sulphur Creek M m r y  2005 (previously 2004) 

5.408.2 In addition, we have updatcd the FY 02/03 TMDL worblan The TMDL Compklion data  have bem nchawledged for Yes Vohurrl 
to include the following additional TMDL w o k  complete these water bodies and the TMDL Priority table has been 
technical TMDL "porn for &ar Creek (me-) and Harley updated forthe 2W2 303(d) StaffRsport to include lhesc 
Gulch ( m y )  in 2004 It is anticipated that these TMDLs changes Since there dates are beyond 2004, a completion date 
would b c p m t e d  to the Regional Board one ycar alter will na be providcd in the list. 
TMDL rcportmmpletion. Thcrsfore the 303(d) TMDL 
Completion da ta  for these would be as follows: 

B a r  C w k  (rm-) 2005 
Harlw Gulch (mereulv) 2005 

5.409.1 Although wlenium lwels in the wetland water supply Comment acknowledged 
channels have d-ed considerably since t h  
implcrmntation of the Grassland Bypass Pmjat  in 1996, the 2 
pais per billion (ppb) monthly m a n  water qualityabjenive 
adopted by the Stateto pmfst the Grassland habitat h a  been 
S X C ~  on a number ofararionr sine that t im.  Thse 
aceedancen a n  due, in part, to the presence ofselenium in 
the wetland supp1ywaVr. 

5.409.2 A primary source of water for the Grassland area wetlands is Please refer to the response to Comment No. 5.1 1.4. 
the Delta-MendotaCanal (DMC) viathc Mendota Pml. 
According tothc Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Contml Board "portentitled R w i w  of Selenium 
concentrations in Wetland Waler Supply Channels in the 
Cnrsland Wafershed (Water ycan 1999 and 2000) the Delta- 
Mendota Canal was sampled monthly by: the U. S. Burnu of 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

Reclamation at W loations (DMCMilcpmt IML. 8 5 and 
DMC Milcpmt 110.12) during water- 1999 and 20% 
Selmiwn mnrmtratimr were tqmkd above2 ppb in eleven 
ofthe fatycight sunpk d y r s d  hoing that period. 7hs 
Mmdota ~ w i h s d  w l m m  c&cenmti& above 2 ppb m 
M m h o f  1999 and in Apil of2000. Prmour W m  imed 
by the Cmml Valley RWQ3 have idatifxed sources of 
&lsniurn to the DMC & include gmmdmtapumping 
into the Mmdota Pwl anddischarge fmm DMC drains and 
six srhallow gmundwnter sumps opaatd by the BUM" of 
Reclamation bcnvren DMC Mi lep ta  99 and 1 10. 

5.409.3 Sufficient evidmceuiN to m n t  designating high priority Co-t achowlcdgd. No 
$talus forthc lower reaches of the Delta-Mendata Canal and 
the Mendota Pwl on the 303(d) list of impaired w t m .  

5.410.1 While thsavaall d c a m a t  n f l m  the considerable amount PI- refer to the response to Comment No. 4.418.17. Yes Val-I 
afdfan put forth by your hff, we an conenned that some 
languages& specific sdiviticr for Regional Board dfm 
underthe m a  Water Ambimt Monitoring Pmgram 
(SWAMP). S&firally, page 16 of thedocument undcr 
"~oni to r i .~  i i r r  staus:"lhe watm on the Monitoring List 
a n  high priorities fw SWRCB and RWQCB monitoring 
before the next M i o n  of303 (d) list is completed. 7hc 
RWQCB should use these priorities for implcmntation of the 
site-specific monitoring weion of SWAMPan4 to the extent 

Ehoulduseoth&~uthoritis to obtain the needed 
data". 

5.410.2 The SWAMP wprderigned to evaluate ambient water quality Plcasc refer to the response to Comment No. 4.418.7. Yes Volume1 
t h g h ( M  the stas. The abovewording redirects Regional 
Board activities under SWAMP to collating water quallty 
lnfomtion far water bodies submitted under the 303(d) 
review which did not have sufficient data to be lirted-whether 
or nn those watertadisrandlor related mstimenta represmt 
Regional prioritis. or adequately suppod an ambient 
monitoring pmgram. 

5.410.3 The dcsaibed p m s  may also encourage an influx of Pleare refer to the response to Comment No. 4.418.7. Yes Volumsl 
submittals-ling Ulat 1-1 watersheds be considered for 
303(d) listing with t h c u n h n d i n g  that if there is 
imffisient data the waterbody will be added to the 
'Monisnng L i b  and become a pnonry. Duc to the potenlxal 
lmpactto Rcoonal SWAMPanivitier. the rrfcrcnceto 
SWAMPshould be removed hom this document or changed 
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to indicate thn lhe R q w l  Boards will mnridn lhe 
Monitocing List almg wth other fadors when dmloping 
k i r  indivldwl SWAMP w N l a n s .  

5411.1 It cannot be saidenaugh ti-: there is. am lack of Commnt acknowledged 
monitoring data in the d m  L c r a m t o  Valley. How can 
the state aasmpt m assum lhe federal gowmment a d  
Califomia'srrridsntr thatthe SWRCB is adhering to the 
quimmenls of thcClcan Watcr Act, d n g o u r w a t e n  safe 
far swimming, drinking, and fishing, when Ulsre is such 
inadequate testing of California's warn?  Inadequate or 
nonerinmt monitoring pnvcnts pmMing clsan wales, 
Instinn. TMDL develwmnf and eleaninp, ow wllutsd waters. 

5.411.2 The Monitoring List should not be mnncctsd to the Surfam PI- refer to the response to Comment No. 4.418.7. 
Water Ambimt Monitoring Rogram (SWAMP), Regions have SWAMP mvsn monitoring related to the nquirrmntr of 
clearly prioritized water bodicr f a  SWAMP and should not both sation 305@) and m i o n  303(d). 
have them aboned by n Monitoring List TMDL mms 
should be utilized to deal with paaribls impairment by waters 
on the Monitoring List. SWAMP needs to remain an 
i n d s ~ n d m t  program orimted toward 305@) issues that may 
beused f m a  variety of water quality conditions. The 
following rtltsmsot on page, 16 afthe SsffrepoR should be 
amended to allow RWQCB flexibility to md.' "The RWQCBs 
[delete should] may use thew prioritis for implcmsnLltion of 
the site-specific monitoring portion of SWAMP and to the 
extent porsiblg should uwothaauthoritics to obtain the 
needed data." 

5.411.3 The SWRCB accepted the praise w gavc for listing Butte C-mt acknowledged. No 
Slough, but refuses to s m p f  the fad that since water flow 
downsmam Bum Creek also must have polluted agmentr. 
Mun wait interminably for monitoring directly in Butte 
Creek? When will that become a vnniw? 

5.41 1.4 In addition, we brought to your attmtiw the were pollution 
in the Main Canal, an agriculhual drain higher in the 
watershed that feeds into Bum Cmk, with diadnon d i n g s  
up to42 ,W ngll fmm Ihe Final Study of Diazinon Runoff in 
the Main Canal Basin During the Winter 2000-2001 Dormant 
Spray Season. The SWRCB did not p m t  any rationale to 
not list the Main Canal whm then is clear monitoringdnta for 
that segment indicating that it is aversly impaired. This drain 
clearly should be listed in this cycle. 

This water body has been monitored and will continue to be No 
monitored. There have been s number of samples taken that 
were above the criteria that the CVRWQCB uws for natural 
sbcams. The Main Canal is an agricultural drain, and many af 
the samples taken w~ fmm laterals to that drain. The 
CVRWQCB d- not havc designated beneficial uws for 
agriculhlral drains, and docs not wish to lirt waters that an 
clearly agrisulhlral drains. Pleas  n f a  to the respon~e to 
comment 5.10.5. 
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5411.5 The SRWCB mustmmmidmlisting this w-y. This PI- &to the -nw to mmmsnt 5.10.6. No 
~terbady has mean lead confenmion in r s d i m t r  of442 
ppmthough a background mwxnlration of Little Chim Creek 
only has 15 ppm Thin s p m t -  n j d  f a  listing r i m  
the Regional Board is i n v o l d  in the d i r t i o n  afthe bum 
dump. Unforlunately, Uls bum dump nmcdiation pmcss  has 
been part ofthe RB wonkload rincs 1993. and we are looking 
at y m  of additional r&w and probable lawwrr before 
anything is wen stand .  The major delay m t n s  the City of 
Chi- that w u  to twld h- on the d i a l e d  pmpay  
instead ofprioritizing cleaning the eantaminsntr moving 
down theslough to Little Chic0 Crak a d  the Sacramento 
River. Listing the Sloughwould motivatethe City and Butte 
County to stop the pollutant load that m t a s  the Slough and 
clean the toxic sedimen$ if the SWRCB inrirtr on delay 
listing, D a d  H m c  Slough should be placed on the 
monitoring or enforreable pmgram list. 

5.411.6 Sixty percent ofthc water flowing into the Delta c o r n  fmm Comment acknowledged. No 
the Sacramento Vallsy region (Annul Repa- CalFcd ZCOI), 
Surely this area m t  k m c a  priority for monitoring, listing. 
and implementing TMDLs. 

5.412.1 The Bum" of Reclamation has reviewed the SWRCB Comment acknowledged. No 
October 2002 Final Staff R c p o ~  and we disagree with the 
proposed action to include the Delta Mendota Canal (DMC) 
and the Mmdota Pool in he revisions to the 1998 Clean 
Water Act 303(d) list ofwater Wality Limiled Scgmnh. We 
believe that addition ofthese facilities should not bc listed by 
the SWRCB. 

5.412.2 The commmterguggsts whether the DMC and Mendota Pml Please refer to the response to Commmt No. 5.1 1.4. No 
a n  water bodis  appropriate for listing under Section 303(d). 
It is unclearthat Federal water conveyance facilities, such as 
the DMC, a n  cvcn cligiblcundertheCkan Water Act for 
listing. 

5.412.3 Assuming the DMC and Mendota Pool are legally eligible for Please refer to the response to Comment No. 5.1 1.4. No 
listing, there are insufficient data to suppon listing the DMC 
and Mendota Pml ar impaired water bodies. Therefore, both 
water bodies at bcJl may w m n t  a listing in the SWRCB's 
pmporsd "Monitoring List" (as stated in the USEPA 2002 
Intsgntcd Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Rrpon 
Guidance daumsnt section A). 
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5.4124 'lk SWRCB'rOctoter2KO Final StaffReprldaJ nM PI- refer to the -nw to Co~nmnt No. 5.1 1.4. No 
pmvide information W supporn a mnclusion t b t h  DMC 
or Mendm Pool do not e n  water p l i i  standwls. 
Rcclamatian diu- lvith Ur m f f  m+mT bawd in pa* on 
the following fMon: I) Nf fwmmmdat ionuns  b a d  on 
data fmmonly two sampling s i t a  repmnting a 10-mils 
sepmt ,  aeluding data from ofha sampling silcJ within the 
entirefanal, and 2) dam used in the staffrepart wcrs bared on 
only one o b s d n  pa month. wh- -tiom and 
hydmlogic conditions CM ~)mtims affm warn quality m a 
daily basin. Hmce, the dataam insufficient lorddmnining 
thewafer quality mnditians bawdon lhe aiterion of 5 parts 
p billion (ppb) fourday a- in the DMC and 2 ppb 
monthly average for the Mendoh Pool. 

5412.5 With the rumr~ of the G d a n d  Bypass h j s t  in m v i n g  Comment acknowledged. No 
the majorityofwlenium hnm wetland wafersupplychannsls, 
midual r o w  of selenium to these ehanncls (insluding the 
DMC) ha- b m m e  apparmt. Rslamation has m t l y  
augmented its long standing water quality monitoring in the 
DMC to sscurately evaluate Be  waterquality conditions 
within the DMC The l a m  water quality monitoring program 
pmvidsr the necessary data to accurately assess water quality 
wnditions in the DMC. Reclamation will continue to pmvidc 
this data to the RWQCB and rhc SWRCB in order to ensum 
thedecision of adding the DMC and Mendota Pwl  to the 
Clean Wslsr A d  303(d) list is based m accurate and complete 
data. 

5.412.6 The w m t e r  n q u s t s  Ule SWRCB not list the DMC (at Comment acknowledged. No 
Check 21) and Mendola Pool an the 303(d) list as water 
quality impaired rgmentruntil nrolutimafeligibilityand 
surtieimt data is wlls tcd to determine lhe acolal impad to 
beneficial use,  ifany. 

5.413.1 It bas come La the allention of thceammnlsrthat Be SWRCB Comment acknowledged. 
received mmmmts =king to add the Delta-Mendota Canal, 
the Main Csnd ofCClD and Mendots Pml as impaired water 
Miesundcrths 303 (d) pmvirions ofthe CWA. 

r 

01 5.413.2 Without the SWRCB asking forcommsnts or recirculating to On October 15,2002, the notification ofths availabilitycfa No 
all panies that mads 0.1 comments a new Staff Report, issued revised staff repon and revised 303(d) list was posted an the 

W by the SWRCB in Oslober2002 and purpnVd to include both SWRCB web site, sent to thsMDUMonitoring clcsmnie 
the Delta Mendota Canal m the Mmdota Pool as impaired mail list, and mailed to those pan i s  submitting wittm 

r0 water M i a  under the 303(d) List We an unclear as to wmments or providing teslimony. The Main Cvlal is not 
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WCI thcMain Qnal ofCCID is rrmnnrrnded to be M for listing. 
included or noL 

5413.3 I f v e  had received notice ofthe pmposed inclusion within the Comment acknowledged. No 
new StaffRcpw~ we would have immdiarcbcommsntsd and 
p & c i p t d  i n t h e p t w e d ~ g s .  It is only thmugh ascidsnt that 
we have l m e d  ofthir mattrrthmugh the U.S. B- of 
Rslamation. 

5113.4 We ask that additional time be provided for c o m m t s  and to Please refer to the response for C o m t  No. G.401.1. No 
nvim the Staff Report 

5.413.5 Thm is substsntial m n  to believe that it is impmper to lid Beneficial uses havehem sstablished for the Delta Mendota No 
Delta MmdMn Canal and Main Canal. Since this is a man- Cannl and water p l i t y  standards are a p p l i d l c  The stab is 
made facility, the water p l i t y  ofths Delta Mendata Canal is w i r e d  to develop a list ofwaters within its boundaries that 
mbjectto sptcific Federal Adion and authorimtion and the do not awl water p l i t y  standards. me SWRCB staff is not 
pmvirions of the CWA are not designed to apply to man-made a w e  ofexemptions for waters like the Delta Mendota &at. . 
facilitis specifically contemplated to be operated in 
accordance with cemin water qualiv criteria. 

6.1.1 Haiwe Racrvoir should not eonlinue to be l i d  as an Haiwss Reservoir was lined as i n  impired water body in the No 
impaired waar body. 1998 (and earlier) LisL No new information was provided 

during this pmcm and Haiwec Resclvoir should remain listed 
pending the outmm of future technical review (during a 
s u b q u m t  303(d) %st prows). 

See also m n s a  to C o m n t  Nos. G.11.12 and 9.9.4. 
~~~~ 

6.1.2 'Haiwss Reservoir is an artificial nwrvoir sonrtnrsted in Forpu- of 303(d) listing, the record developed to prepare Yes volume Ill, 
1913 ... [and] never part ofan historic watsrroune" Its water the seetion 303(d) list is not amnable an evaluation of Region 6 
has leflthe "domain of n a m e  and is subject to private control whether the water body is not a water of the State or a water of 
rather Um purely nahlral pmmws'. It is not a "water of the the U.S. The data solicitation was about, which waters ofthe 
United Staten" and " d m  n n  fall underthe asgis ofths Clean region are attaining standards The SWRCB and RWQCBs 
Water Act and the TMDL -I." did not ask for infomtion about whetha the water is or ir not 

a water of the United States. 

A comment will be added to the list and fact sheet, indicating 
w h m  rrlsvanl, thal the question of whether a water quality- 
limited segment is a wata ofthe U.S. was raised, but that 
listing is not a ddmnination of that quation. 

The minimal standard for states ism evaluate "waters of the 
US." However, the sfater have the legal authority to evaluate 
all applicable waters of the sale,  regardless ofwhether they 
mssl the teehnieal definition of "waters ofthe US." 
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California Water Codg not fcdanl law, dcfina %aim ofhs 
state. 

The Po~Co lognc  Watcr Quality Control A n  stales that 
-Waten of the stars'- any surface water or pudwater. 
tncludmng sal~nc watcq within the bmdmes ofthe state.' 
(California Watm Code gl3OSqe)) Hawee R-ir is a 
water ofthe state identified in Region 6% Bast" Plan as having 
numemw designated bmcficial ursr to which r e l e ~ n t w e r  
quality objaivs apply. Hen- i t  is rubjcnto appmpristc 
303(d) listing if standards an not m i n d .  And beawe no 
data har been pmvidd to show that Hai- R s a o i r  is no 
longer impacted bycoppcr (werrrpansctoCommmt6.1.lhit 
must -in lid during the 2002 listpmcess. The 
commsnter will have an oppommity to a d k  b m e e m  to 
the RWQCB in due co rn .  The RWQCB intmds to schcduls 
a hearing to m i d e r  whcthcr Hai- Rnctvoir is or is not a 
water of the U.S. The listing p-g which is todclsrmine 
whether or not standards are being attained, is not the 
appmpriats forum. 

6.1.3 The drinking water permit isucd by the Dspartmcnt of Health The RWQCB and SWRCB first listed HHwe Rcrsrvoir for No 
Services quires that Hai- Resnvoir waterbe treated with eoppr in 1992. Studies by the Dcpnmcnt of Fish and Game 
copper sulfa* to combat algal gmwUl that could lead to taste showed elevated copper levels in fish (WARM beneficial 
and odor pmblnm. T h e  requirements a= mandated by the us). The Rswrvoir is eumntly open to public fishing ( R s - 2  
fedaal and State Safe Drinking Water Aets Fw these beneficial use). The Region 6 Barin Plan pmhibitr 
reasons, the reservoir should no1 be listed. mcasurableamaunts of copper sulfate in Reservoir water. 

Haiwcc Rcrsrvoir should continue to be listed for copper until 
rush time as new information dcmonrtrates that beneficial 
uses a n  no l o n ~ s r  threatened. 

- 

6.1.4 The City o f  L06 Angda only applia copper sulfate to tnat 
potential algal blw& and me's only amcats pnvribed by 
lhs USEPA-appmved labeling. Failure to use copper sulfate, 
the only alternative beatmen1 for this problem would dl in 
violations to fedaal and S t w  drinking water standards. This 
water supply for appmximately 3.8 million people would be 
jeopardized Under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act, 
Congress mandates that highest priority be given to pmtsting 
dnnktng watersupplta Stmu-unposed mtcrfcencc in lhc 
form ofprohtbxllan of copper sulfate applcallon w l l  confl8ct 
with fcdml low and~mpardnzc lhc health ofmllltons of 

~ ~ 

people relying an this watersupply 

The SWRCB and RWQCB are mandated by fdaal  and State No 
law to control water quality by pmtening beneficial uxs. 
Reasonable control of copper sulfate application will not 
jeoprdirc public hcalth-jwt the opposite. Haiwe Rcsavoir 
shows that water quality standards due to copper-mntaining 
substances. Designated beneficial u r a  ofwater @unman 
recreation, wm-water aquatic fisheries, &.) srefhnatencd. 
For these reasons the Reservoir should remain on the section 
303(d) list until sueh time as thae facu change. In any event, 
maintaining the listing of Haiwee in no way suggesa that the 
City of Lo. Angela will be prohibited fmm applying copper 
sulfate ifnecessary to protect drinking water. Likewise, even 
if not listed, that would not suggest the RWQCB lacked 
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authority loregulate the use of copper sulfate if n m ~ ~ a y t o  
D ~ M  bcncf id  uzsr. 

6.2.1 R e  rhu Ur Board fmmok orastsrisL m f m e c r  U) 
SsarIs hy Lake (and similarly dmted  waters) and n o t s h t  
P dclcrndnation whahw or ml Uls W e r  is n "watu of ths 
U.S." will be made by the Regional Board during the basin 
planningp-. 

62.2 Indude Wee Dry Lake (and similarly simted waters) on 
P M 4  of the Section 303(d) List for which TMDLr are not 
- ' r d  undw 40 CFR 130.27(aX4) 

A p .  Hmycyer,sn rsrponrs to Commmt 6.10.2. Ya VohuneIK 
Region 6 

40 CFR 130.27 L ~ M o f t h c  fsdml2WO TMDL Final Rule No 
and has &taken i fTed The precise multiple-pan list 
described in the Final Rule was not uwd in theprrpamti~n of 
thc 2002 303(d)update. However, a similar concept was 
implmunted. See resmnreo to Comments G.II.1 I and 6.10.2 

6.2.3 "The St& ofCalifornia is fully able to n p d  the Seetion Agree. H o - . ~ ~ m p n s e t o  Commmt 6.10.2. Ye VohuneIII, 
303(d) pmgnm to c o w  a bmadcr category of waters." Region 6 
Submit the State's Senion 303(d) lid to Federal €PA with the 
explanation that the list covers both waters ofthe state and 
waters ofthc U.S. 

6.3.1 C o m n t e r  is in agreement with the rational for, and is in Commmt acknowledged. No 
sumn of.thc ~rorrorcd ds-listinn ofOwms Lake. 

6.4.1 C o n m i n g  thc Hniwce R-oir and Scarleo Lake, Lahonfan Plsax refer to the response for Commmt No. 6.2.3. YS Vohune Ill, 
RWQCB con- with the SWRCB staff pmporal to keep Region 6 
these n t e r  bodies on the 303(d) list. It wmld make sense to 
foolnote these n t e r  bodies, indicating that the Regional 
Board will make a formal determination as to whsfher thee 
areor are not "Waters of the U. S." 

6.5.1 The Slate Bmrd StaffRepn remmmcndr ddisting of the Agree. The fast sh& for these water bodies have bem YS Volumc Ill, 
Mojave River for TDS, sulfate andchloride. Since the Mojave revised. Region 6 
River was never l i d  for these pollutants, delisting ir not 
appmpriatc The* watcrbaly-pollutant combinat~ons should 
be m o v e d  horn the final listinglde-listing mommendations 
to be considend by the St& Board in SeDCembcr2002. 

6.5.2 Clarify Resommendntions forthe Woodfords to Paynesvills Agree. The changes were made. 
and Papemills to Stale Line s-nts ofthe West Fork ofths 
h n  R i w .  'lk Woodfords to Paymvillc LC-1 i r t e d  
for paemt sodium in the fan sheets in Volwns 3 of the State 
B e d  staff repor5 but it is not listed in thc summary table in 
Volume I. This watsrbody-pollutant combination should be 
added to the rcmmmmded list in Volume 1. Lirtingof the 
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Woodfods to Sale line -1 u l a ~  not sddrcnsed in rhc 
~ t a t e ~ ~ a f f r e p a r  Thirmnyteaovnsightd~eto 
limitations o f h e  GeoWBS dn* and the fact that the 
-1 ref& to in the Rcgionsl W sllRrepm wnsisrr 
0fOuo h W B S - m p p e d  se-h. The (id pmposal 
should include listing for pathogens either for thse fwg 

mapped segments w forthe combined W d f &  to S m  
Line se-t 

6.5.3 Lahon(an Regionrcmnnrndedthat SearlaLakebedclined A m .  Sees l sonspwwtoCo~lxn t  6.10.2 
forralinity11DSlQloridcs kcauscthe high salinity is due to 
n a m l  rwrccr. The S m  B d  StaffRcpat states that there 
is inruffieient infomation to deli* Enclosed are data from 

Y a  V ~ I u m e l ,  
Region 6 

sampling of naaral mlm and brine ponds that show that the 
salinity of the bnnc ponds is the same or las than that of the 
n a m l  wnlsrr. Based on this information we m m m m d  !hat 
Ssarla Lake be dslisted for salinity. 

6.5.4 The Lahmlan Regional Board n c o m d e d  listing Heavenly A m .  The fact sheds for this water body haveken r e v d  Ycs Volume Ill, 
Valley C m k  for chloride and phosphorus. The State Board as indicated. Region 6 
Staff Repan did not remmmsnd listing beam the major 
sou- we= b e l i d  to be n a m l .  Forest Ssrviss &ts 
showed that numerical water quality &jecliva wsrs violated 
in 1997 and 1998. Hcavmly Valley Creek has had higher 
phosphm and chloride wnmtrations than those found in 
Hidden Valley CneC which is ina relatively undishlrbed 
watmhed. The Heawdy Valley Cnek mtershed probably 
has innrased phosphm~9 loading horn smrion due to 
watershed disturbanec for ski resort developmsnf and 
inmased chloride loading due to salt use for snow melting 
nmund m r t  facilities and/orstlow p m i n g  on ski runs 
We believe that Heavenly Valley Creek should be listed for 
both poiluWk 8s m m m c n d e d  We c o w  that Hiddm 
Valley Cnek need not be listed beau.% the sourns are likely 
n m l .  

6.5.5 The Lahmtan Regional Board -ended listing "Hidden C o m m t  acknowledged 
Vdlsy Creek" for ohlorideand p h q h o m  Howsver, the 
SWRCB staf did not m m m n d  listing beeaus the major 
sources werebelieved to be n a m l .  RWQCB staffnow 
w n m  that Hidden Valley Cnek need not be listed beawe 
the wurm me likely n a m l ,  

6.6.1 The &la indieate that Searla Lake should be listed for neither A m ,  in pan See response to Comnt6.10.2. 
ofthc hvo pollutants ~ m m m a d e d  by the State Water Board 
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thst pc t ro lm hydmcPmonr bsadded("&ed bird kills 
tmm industrial pollutants.) and salinityms/chloride bs 
m v d  due to is n a W  SOU-) as pollutants tmm the 
listing of S u r l s  Lakc as an i m p i d  wata body. IMCC 
support. m v a l  of salinilyrnDS/chlmidc ar a pollutant but 
b a d  on nampsies ofdead birds tmm the Lake, doer not 
mmm.dditian of @mIm hydmmbus. 

6.6.3 I. Velum %I ofthe SWRCB Staff Repod on the pporsd I .  Agree. Page 6-4 of the SWRCB Smff Report m m n l y  Ya VolumcIII, 
303(d) Lia is in emr. The Water Quality Cantml Plan for the listed the "WILD," "REC-I," "REGZ," and "SAL'bsndcial Regiw 6 
Lahontan Region d m  not designate either the surfass water uses as the uss impacted by petroleum hydmaubonr at 
or the gmmdwatermder S u r l s  Lake or a source ofdrinking Searles Lake. The subsequent referen- to mhinking" on 
water. Pages 6-8 and 6 4 5  o f h  SWRCB Repon emmmusly P a p  6 8  and 6 4 5  (for impam by ~alinity/TDSIchloride) are 
lin drinking water as a beneficial use impaired by (typographic) smns and have bsm comfted. 
salinity/TDSlchlorids at Searls Lake. 

2. See mmnse to Comment 6.10.2. 
2 nu$ thc ralm~ty. TDS,andchlondcs prrwnt in Scarla 
Lake bnne should not be evaluated agmnst thc uw ofbnncas 
drinking water. 

6.6.4 The SWRCB StaffRepon Vol. 111, Page 6-8) states that "No See response to Comment 6.10.2. 
monitoring provided to show that d i rcharp  of brine fmm 
IMCC do not elevate brins soncatration above nlnady high 
naNral levels." Howevcr, IMCC can supply such data. 

IMCC m v c s  brins fmm the s ~ h r f ~ s  ofSearles Lakq and 
pumps the brine to its in sito mineral exmaion fxilities 
where various m i n d s ,  primarily salts, are mwd.  After 
this n m o ~ l  p w s ,  the partially depleted brine is disehwged 
to the d a  ofSearlsr Lake where it mlls ts  in two pods, 
identified as the dredge pond and pacolatian pond, or is 
injected imothcsubn;faecbrine hderperm~u iaued by 
U S  EPA b e  uould indicate that IMCC remvep rather 
than adds to the lalinity.TDS, and chloride lerels in the 
Scarlsr Lake. Data su&n this sonclwim. 

6.6.5 A shtdy conducted at Searles Lake found that the Sss rerpomc to Commmt 6.10.2. 
conccnhation ofTDS, chloride, sodium andother minerals 
wen higher in the ephemeral watersthan in the depleted brins 
ponds. The levels of salinity, TDS and chlorides in the brine 
discharged fmm IMCC are also less than the levels found in 
the subaurfase brins. 
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6.6.6 The I m I s  ofsllinin/ll~~/~hlwidsrhl diJchargod by IMCC arc See nspanse to C o m m t  6.10.2. No 
l a s  than levels found in the subsdam brim. Data is 
pmvided to s u w n  this cmtmtion. 

6.6.7 'Tk SWRCB StaRReponaser& that thsrs is "Insufficient Seerespanseto Comment 6.10.2. No 
informiltionto show h t  waterfowl depths are caused solely 
by pelmlaun hydmfarbons and wi [also] ... by elevated brine 
levels." Howcr. lMCC can supply suchdata. 

IMCC rubolimrd a repon by Dr. M i i c l  Fry of UC Dans to 
the RWQCB badupon an a t n a i v e  review of clinical ease 
repom, psulologyrrpOm and toxicological data concerning 
deceased birds mild at Scarles Lake. Dr. Fry found tha 
54% of lhe birds died fromeither dehydration or salt 
intoxication, and that the much mom likely saw ddeath was 
dehydration. Dr. Fry foundthat the ham minerals in the liver 
samples collded fromths dessarsd birds found at Searla 
lake w m  vmy d i f f m t  fmm the ratios in the brine. Thus, the 
weight ofevidence indicats that the deceased birds found at 
We. lake died of dehydration and not fmm drinking the 
brine. 

6.6.8 The IMCC discharge ponds arc not the only wwcs of surface See response to Comment 6.10.2. 
brine at Searla Lake. Ephemaal w t e a  m w  at other 
locdtions of the lake and pmvidc nahvallymcurring surface 
water during st least pati ofthc year. 

6.6.9 Thne are ~memus eramples in Volume 111 where the State See responsc to Comment 6.10.2. 
Water Board sfafthas takenihc position rhat salinity shmld 
bs dslisted bceaw the salinity is dus to naNral causes. 
Ssarlso LaLc should be trrated no diffnsntly. 

6.6.10 The SWRCB Staff heponeited a link between oil See m p o n x  to Cowncnt6.10.2. 
contmunatian and waterfowl mortllity at Surlcr Lakc. 
Howcvn, lhe nrlooed report from Ik. Fry dcmonnnta that 
this link is nn -m Only one bird had dncctablc 
hydmcarbow on fcalhar or in stomach ronlents Thmugh 
exwadmary effort on td pacl this bird b m e  ~ m c d  m 
hydmcarbow that had bmcoll&d by therk~mmcr IMCC 
has worked to c lax  any ae- points thmugh the skimmer 
oming. 

6.6.11 If Seads  Lake is kep  on Ihe Sstion 303(d) list for one or See response to Comment 6.10.2. Yes Vohun UI, 
both of thcconstiCvents disfussed above Region 6 
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(salinity/TDSIchloridcs,peaOIewn h y d h )  lMCC 
repeats iiL1 rrqwsfthat a footnote or asteriskbe added to any 
reference to M e s  Lake. An ncwmpmying note would 
explain Uut inelusion of Searla Lake dar not reflma 
determination that the lake is a water ofths United States, and 
that this detenninatian will be mads dwingths hasin planning 
p- -Uy underway. 

6.7.1 The Depamnent of Fish and Gam Mi- that wastnvatcr See re- to Comment 6.102. 
ponds created at Searla Lake am an on-going threat to 
wildlife. DFG has d m m t e d  hundreds ofbird deaths, 
primarily fmmsalt toxiwis and salt mcmstation 
(doeument?tion mcloscd). Himrically, the dry l tcbed 
offmd little or no open water lo migrating 'waterfowl. Hence 
birds did not m p  and mortality was minimal. That is in 
wnvastm -1 mnditiow, whne cmuent fmmsalt- 
cxtnstion operations have m t e d a  lnhal amaction for 
migrating birds. 

Yes V~lumclll, 
Region 6 

6.8.1 Buckeye Creek, Robinson Creek - More regulatory activity is Comment admowledgcd 
not warranted. 

6.8.2 As suggested by a a n t  NAS repon. 
biomonimring/bioa-en1 should be p s r f o d  in place of 
standard water quality chemical monitoring. California 
should not lag behind other states in the use ofbioaosessment. 

6.8.3 Region 6 fecal mliform, nitrate, and phosphate standards 
should be made eonsirtmt with other regions. Catain 
bmcficial use designatiow a n  inappropriate. 

Bioarrcamcnt is an imponant rwl in evaluating the condition No 
of the State's watsrs. The Region 6 RWQCB is wndueting 
one afthe moot extmsive biomonitoring programs in the 
State. The NAS TMDL Repon states that bioasresmnt 
should be p e r f a d  in addition to, not instead of, standard 
water quality chemical monitoring. In ea~w where biological 
impacts are identified, chemical monitoring is n-ry to 
evaluate whether the biological impacts has a chemical -. 

T h e  is no legal or administrative quirement that water No 
quality objmives be emsisrmt among all ngions-quils the 
wnhdly. Individual RWQCBs establish differing objectives 
intended to meet spedfie regional and watershed neak. The 
Lahontan Basin water quality objectives for t h s c  wnstitumtr 
are mors pmtsclivsthan t h m  in other Regions becaw ofthc 
critical need to pmtcst Lake Tahoe frameumphieation and 
furlherdsgradation in its clarity. 

The 303(d) listing pmsess must be conducted using existing 
water quality standards, including beneficial usc designations 
and wata quality objmivcs. Proposed changes to exiJting 
standards must be addressed during the nimnial m i n u  o fa  
Basin Plan. See also response to Comment 9.7.1 
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.~ 
6.8.4 The RWQCB monmmdation to list Robinson Crsclr for Robinson Cnck is not pmpmcd tobe addcdto the 303(d) list No 

nitrate is hsed on LwbBantial evidence (i.c, due to I fornibdtcr I t i s ~ d e d t o b s p ~ m t h c  
er&ce out of6  -PIS). "Monitwinp Lid' forthat pollutanr 

6.8.5 The UnivarityofCalifornia, Davis, Dcpmmnt ofRangc T h c d a t a r e f a r e d t o b y t h e ~ f u m ~ N v s d b y t h e  No 
Sci- rubmined 1999 data for Robinson and Buckeye RWQCB. However, it m povidcd without quality s r m ~ c e  
Crssks that- not used in the RWQCB analysis. pmwhus, and thus was not uscd in Ihe ansrsmmt of either 

Robinson or BuekcyeCndis. 

6.8.6 Then is imfficimtdata to p h s  Robinson Crock on UK Thwc are M, stahtory or r c g u h q  consWintP an the Stuc'r No 
"Watch Li4. use, or not, of a watch (now "Monitoring") list S o w  have 

w e d  that a watch list should not beused and that all or 
mast waters of any con- whatEOevc~shouId be placed 
d i m l y  on the 303(d) list (Eg, see C o m t  9.20.4.) 
SWRCB stafftakes a more m d m t e  appmach-water bodis, 
such as Robinson C m l ,  for which there is inadcquatc or 
innrfficient data, yn for which then is  oms -n for 
concern, should be gland on the Monitoring Lid for further 
water quality monitoring. 

6.8.7 The University of California, Davis, Dcpanmcnt of Range See response to Commsnt 6.8.5. No 
Scienec submitted 1999 data for Robinson C m k  and Buckeye 
Cnck that was not used in the RWOCB analvrir. 

The RWQCB mommmdation to list Buckqe C m k  for Buckeye C m k  is not p m p d  to be added to the 303(d) list No 
phosphates is b a d  on insubstantial evidence (i.s., due to I for phasphates. It is recommended to be placed on the 
exdenec  out o f 9  samples). 'Monitoring List" for that pollutant. See alx, response to 

Comment 6.8.6. 

For phosphoms, the Monitoring List designates surface waters 
which require funha monitoring to evaluate wh&athese 
watm should bc added to the 303(d) list in the future. 
RWQCB and SWRCB staff bclieves thatthe available data is 
insufiicient to wanant 303(d) listing of Buckeye Creek for 
phorpham at this time. Additional monitoring is nceded. 
Howcva, there is enough eonam to warrant listing this Creek 
on the Monitoring L i s ~  which was intended forjust such a 
cimmstance. 

~ 

me University ofCalifornia, Davis, Lkpanmnt of Range See response to Comment 6.8.5. No 
Science submitted 1999 data for Buckeye C m k  that was not 
used in the RWOCB analvsis. 

6.8.10 Buckeye Crssk - The RWQCB standard for pathogens, 20 See response to Commsnt 6.8.3. The RWQCB's f-I No 
colonisdl00 mg, is too low to justify recommending this eoliform standard is considered to be protective of critical 
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C m k f w  listing. bcnskial uss. Chmges to this, and anyothavvnkrquality 
m d a r d ,  &be made in a -te -, the triennial 
rsvinvofa Basin Plan. 

Forpthogm$ the Lahontan RWQCB objsstiw for fecal 
colifmallows no-than IO%oframplestoolaod40 
eolonicsllW ml. In two sets of samples from Buckeye Creek, 
this m d a d  was n d e d  in 50% and 43% oframpla. 
Buckeve Creek should be on thc 3031d) List formhoasnr. 

6.8.11 Buckeye Creek should g o m  the Watch List, but not on the 
303(d) lisS for pathogms. 

6.8.12 Best Managemnt Practices, rather than other regulatory 
action (IirtinflDLs) an a better mechanism for pmfming 
water quality in thsrs Craks (Buckeye Cmk,  Robinson 
Creek). 

6.9.1 At this time, no public agency or private organization is 
engaged in the long-mm monitoring of water quality and 
sological conditions in Manis Crak  Reservoir and its 
tributaries. 

6.9.2 Anecdotal evidence. such as a m o n  oublished in the Sielra . . 
Sun in early June, 2W2, implies the raavoifs  tmut fishery is 
at a twcmy-year low. Angla survey data collected by the 
h ~ r r m c n t  of Fish and Gamebetwen 1996 and 2WI 
indicate the number of tmut ofall species reported caught at 
Manis Cnck Reservoir h u  fallen dramatically. Angling 
h-t is not a significant cause in depressing tmut 
populationr at Mnrtir C r a k  Rsemir ,  as the state requires all 
smn-caught fish then to be r e l e d .  

Buckeye Creek samples n e c c d d  ai6ng water qualify No 
standards for fecal colifom maintained in the Region 6 Basin 
Plan. BueLeye C m k  is therefore p m p d  to be l iRd  for 
Pthogms. 

C l m  Water Act sMian 303(d) rsquirsr that water bodies be No 
listed if water quality rtandards arc not met and the pmblcm is 
due 10 a wllutilnt. 

Comment acknowledged. No 

6.9.3 Fish kills an not unknown at Martis C r a k  Rservair. One Comment acknowledged. 
swh eMnt in thcauarm of 1997 Isad to a Fish Patholagist 
Repon prepad  by the California Lkpsrtment ofFish and 
Game. 

6.9.4 The few water quality indices available for Martis C m k  imply Comment acknowledged. 
the nwrvoir is undergoing nutrient loading fmm sources 
upstream. The d m  eolleevd for total Kjeldahl nitmgcn 
m), lob4 phosphorus (I?), and total dissolved sohds 
(TDS) show that biostimulatory nutrients an flowing through 
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nndpmribiy fmm the Lah-mtan developmmt These nuhimts 
p&Iyendup inMnrtir Crsek Reservoir, vvhich is 
appmxima*y two mila d o w m a m .  

6.9.5 C m t  w t s r  @ity cbjcaiw do not wem intended to T k  303(d) listing pmeas m u t  k b a d  upon existing water No 
pmtsnthc knsiicial uss povidcd by thc m i r  and its qualitysmdads Change toexiting Mnduds must- 
tribuhriesbocnue Martis CmVs waterwalitv standards arc separately during the Vimnial review ofthe Basin Plan. Sse . . -  
I s s  stringat h those for Mher rtrsa&alo& the TrueLee also mpomc to comment 9.7.1 
River. MaF& &ek slada& ~m d e v s l e  to hke into 
cmsiderath -e h m  the wastewaw mament plant 
IDCsted doumsmam fmm Manis Creek R m i r .  Water 
quality ean k srponed to w m n  over the next two decades 
as Manis Vnlly upslream fmm the reservoir eontinu= to 
dcvelo~. 

6.9.6 Regulatory laxity is causing problem at Martis Ck& and See m p n s e  to Commsnt 6.9.5. 
Martis Crselr Reservoir. RWQCB water quality standards a n  
inadcqusts. Water quality will w o w ,  due lo planned 
dsvslopment in the watershed. 

6.9.7 The SWRCB and the RWQCB should immediately initiate s Comment acknowledged. 
monitoringpmgmm to m k  waterquality in the rescmoirsnd 
its Vibutaries, and should immediately initiate a sNdy to 
examine the cwlagical health of Manis Creek Renvoir, 
wing hout as the p r i w  indicator species, and develop ways 
to restore this health and also pmtcct the lake fmm future 
denradation. 

6.10.1 Commnter nqucrtr that SWRCB to consider prior Comment acknowledged. 
information submitted as well as information in this 
transmitlal. 

6.10.2 The iuus  ofpmolnun hydrocarbons is k ing  mccnsfully A p .  C o n m r  about both TDS and pemlmm No 
addressed via revisions to Waste Dixhargc RcquinmmB, a hydmearbons, while valid, are best a d d d  thmugh various 
RWQCB Ccaxud DaislOrdsr, a RWQCB Clsanup and other enfarcement p m w ,  not via PTMDL. Seades Lake 
Abatcmsnt Order, and actions by the Mpartmsnt of Fish and will be dblistcd far TDS, and placed on the Enforceable 
Game. As a result, conditions at the site have improved and Pmgrams List (EPL) due to impacts by TDS and Pmoleum 
then isundnrtood to be less o fa  connection between hydmearbens. Fora discussionldseription ofths EPL, we 
petrol- hydmarbons and wildlife. Since there other State nsponssto Comment C.I 1.1 I. 
ngulatqaetions are suncrsfully addressing the issues raised 
at Scarlss Lake, actionunder Sntion 303(d) and the 
develoomsnt ofTMDLs a n  not net-rv. 

6.10.3 Since S a l e s  Lake is w t  a "watnr of the U.S.," it is As the Commmternoter in his prior418102 mmpondence, No 
inappropriate to a d k  it anthe 303(d) list or other Clean California has full authorityto expand its 303(d) list to 
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Wnter A d - b d  programs. include Srntsrnd national waters. Havsva, rcs m p n c  to 
C o m t  6.10.2. 

6.10.4 Bird mnrslitia wmeabsavcd by IteCalifmin DFG in the See -w to Comment 6.10-2. No 
Searla Valley Basin. DFG alleged that lMCC~vsr 
raponribls fmthc illegal taking of migratory birdr due to the 
hyper-dine name ofthe mineral brineand rel- of trace 
hydmsarbom into the -I~tionpo"d fmm IMCC. IMCC 
has impl-tcd a number of mazurrr designed to kssp birds 
hom landing on S a d a  Lake and to rrtrievsand rehabilitate 
birds that did manageto lnnd d b m e  disutsed. l k s  
m e w  havepmm to k vay cmnivs in reducing 
waterfowl m l i t y a t  Searla Lake. In addition, DFG and 
IMCC are negotiating an a p m n t  that will authorid the 
"take" of a certain numberofbirds in erchsnge for IMCC's 
agrcacnt to m n b i h  towards an off-site pmjea k i g n e d  to 
innrasr waterfowl h a  A d m  taken by DFG and IMCC 
under State law adequately address bird mortalityat Searla 
DN lake. 

6.10.5 Searlcr Lake - Nenopaia pzrformed on the birds by UC Davis S n  response to Commmt 6.10.2. No 
and DFG showed that appmrimately halfthe momlities wsn  
due to nalural c a m  and theother half likely due to 
dehydration. A single bird death may have reultsd fmm 
pstmleum contact whm a bird managed to crnwl into a netted 
emergency skimmer. No other bird mortalities have b a n  
dmmmtcd as occurring fmm pelmlewn -tan in the 
p m a s  ponds. 

6.10.6 Revised WDRs have furlher lighmed the numerical discharge SF response to Cornen1 6.10.2. No 
limitations, and committed IMCC to an ambitious pmgrsm to 
invatigatctk constitumts in its discharge brine, and to 
explore s tate-ofhart  methods for minimizing the prrsmce 
of nm-native mnstih~ents. A Ceaw and Desist Order wss 
amcnded to m n f m  tothc mised WDRs. A Cleanup and 
Abatmvnt Oldn was i d  that q u i r e  submittal of a 
deanup work plan. An Adminhtivc Civil Liability 
mtlrment mrmnits IMCC to implementing additional contml 

P measures. Becaw ofthe effectiveness ofthe State p-m, 
replationof IMCC underthe federal p m p m  is not needed. 

0 6.10.7 Beause IMCC d o u  not believe that Searlu Lake is a "water See -ma to C o m n t s  6.10.2 and 6.10.3. No 

A of the U.S.", regulation of Searlw Lakeunderthe fsdnal 

0 
program is inappmptiate. 
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6.201.1 Ha- R-ir is not a h m o f  UK U.S.", IS subjeCt to SeenrponsatoCommms6.1.1d6.1.2. No 
drinki"gun.ar requi~mnu, and should thmfore not bc 
l i e  

6.201.2 ThcCityofLos Angela is required to tnat Hai- Reservoir See rspom to Commms 6.1.3 and 6.1.4. No 
with mppa sulfate bsaw ofdrinking w ~ t e r ~ p p l y  
requirrmena. 

6.201.3 It is imppoprinte go by i n f a d i o n  originally gsthned at SsersponsctoCommsnt6.1.1. No 
Haiwcs R-oirby the Depmnmt of Fish and O a w  in 
1991 to iudes he siNstian at the Rssnvoirtodav. 

6.201.4 Haiwec Racrvoir -ins a drinking watersowr:~. Afler SWRCB staffunderstand the pressures on Lor Angela duo to No 
Sep(embm 1 Ilb (2031). with Mlrilyconeems, g o m m n s  i n c r s a r e d M l r i t y ~ o ~ .  No~UKlas ,  thsw nnv isaKJdo 
[like Lm Angela] have l ea  discmion in their budgets. not pc ludc  water quality obligations under misting law. 

6.201.5 The City of Lor Angela has lmked at dicerent almslives to See rsrponse to Commnt 6.1.4. No 
matthe algae pmblnn in Haiwa Reservoir. For example, he 
use ofchlorine would kill all the fish. 

6.201.6 Now is thetime to avoid litigation over this isrue. Comment acknowledged. No 

6.202.1 The Victor Valley WMcwater Reclamation Authority strongly That portion of the Mojave River is not proposed for 303(d) No 
oepposes the proposed listing of he Mojave River between the listing for PCE and TCE. 
upper and lower narmws for PCE and TCE (volatile organic 
compounds). 

6.202.2 The proposed listing of the Mojave River for PCE and TCE is See response to Comment 2.202.1. 
b a d  on imficisnt  data 

6.202.3 Coneeming the pmposed listing of the Mojave River bchvcen See mpme to Comment 2.202.1. No 
theupper and lowanarm"4 the allcgd s o w e  of the PCE 
and TCE is gmunduntapluma, so- unknoum. This 
reasoning is inmnsistsntwith the RWQCB-proposed de- 
listing ofthe M o j m  River al Barstow. That pmposd de- 
listing is bawd on RWQCB magnition thilthe River st 
BarJtow is S Y ~ C B ~ ~  The River htwem the uppsr and 
lowernamws is also an intsrmittml, primarily undergmund, 
6tMm 

6.203.1 A large riparian rstaration project was implemented by the Comment acknowledged. No 
Lm Angelcs Depanmmt ofwater and Power for all Cmwlcy 
R-oir tnitaries. The -Is havc been fenced and cauls 
access limited. 
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Gwuxnta intends the same f o r t h  Brid@ Ranch 
srmms: Robinson Crrek and Buckeye Creek draining into 
Buelteye Resavoir. 

6.2032 Wata q d i  standards applicable to Robinm Creek and Co-t xhowledged. See also mpmw to Gwuxnt  6.8.3. No 
BuckeyeCreek an lowerthan rimilarstandards in other 
regions. 

6.203.3 Robinson Creek should not kplaced on the "Watch" list due See rrrponrc to Comment 6.8.4. No 
to niaogm. The data for such apmpo~al arc idequate. 

6.203.4 Buckeye Creekshould not k p l a a d  on the "Watch" List due See rsrpons to Cammnt 6.8.8. No 
to phaaphow. The data fwsucha proposal arc inadequate 

6.203.5 Ifthe guidelines for the Watch List is "evmylhing that is less Comment ashowledgd. No 
than halfofthe waterqualitystandard," you would have to put 
most evayrhing an i t  m a t  would emde the meaning ofthc 
Watch Lia. 

6.203.6 Wants Buckeye C m k  placed on the "Watch" List, instead of See responses to Comments 6.8.10 and 6.8.1 1. No 
being placed on the 303(d) list for pathogens, as ~ m n t l y  
prnp-ed 

6.203.7 Best Msnsgemcnt Practics arc a better way to deal with the See response to Commmt 6.8.12. No 
water quality problem associated with Robinson and Buckeye 
C m k .  

6.204.1 Previous information submiltcd is adequate to justify dc- Comment scknowlsdged. See also rapom to Cammmt No 
listing Searlss Lake forpevolnun hydrocarbons and 6.10.2. 
salinity/lDSIehloridcn. 

6.204.2 The SWRCB Staff Repan -n for maintaining the listing of Sss rsspmse to Comment 6.10.2. No 
Searla Lake for salinity/KlS/ehlnide is thal there is 
insutlisimt data to de-list H o r n ,  information provided 
shows that the salinity levels in the eflumt discharged by the 
IMCC fasility is signifiantly less than that ofthc 
und-und brine and in the ep-l sauces 0 f ~ r f a C e  
waterto the lake bed. l b t  i sbecaw the Company extract. 
salt. and minerals h m  the subsurface brine if pumps up 
before discharging the remaining effluent. 

6.204.3 The second wasan given for not de-listing Searles Lake for Comment acknowledged. See also rsrponsc to Commmt No 
salinily/lDS/chlorids (SWRCB Staff Repon, Volume Ill, 6.10.2. 
Summaly Page 6-8) is that there. is insufficient information to 
show that watelfowl deaths= eaured solely by p r o l a m  
hydmsarbonr and are not also affected by "elevated brine 

Rsspons&Z73 
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Iswk." But UnivssityofCalifomia, Davis, apcru f m d  
lhat (he birds did not die fmm d l  waaringesion. lnsrcad it 
was simply dchydratian. UCD rrreardKls cited pri0rsNdi-s 
that show &at waterfowl in g m d  don1 ingst brine. Alul, 
the chemical "fingepint'ofthe Scarls Lakebrine das not 
match thsmksup ofths dsad bids. 

6.204.4 The brine at Sssrlcr lake is ~ f l l d i y  wanring. ll is uhlrslly See r r ~ p m s c  to C o m t  6.10.2. 
high in dinity/lDSlchlori&. SWRCB guidclincr rug@ 
that nahlnlly anvr ing  unucsr ofeonrtihlsnh should not be 
listed. ll~hsrefwe, S a l e s  Lakeshould not k belined. 

6.205.1 Searla Lake listings we- made MI the basis that other Cammmt acknowledged. See also mpnw to Commmt No 
. rrgulatory mechanisms would not solve the pollutant problem 6.10.2. 

within the next 303(d) listing cycle (2 -). 

6.205.2 Lahwtan Region is prepared to look at the "water of the US.' Comment acknowledged 
isrue for these two wnten.dcsrles LakeiHaiw Rcrmoirl 

6.401.1 Results of chemical analyss pmvided for sulfate in water See -me to Comment No. 6.401.2 
samplu from Monitor Cnek 2nd the Canon River. 

Yes V0lwae Ill, 
%on 6 

6.401.2 11/.S!O2 Workshop Comment: Monitor Crak  ws Monitor Cnek was inadvcncntly placed an the Monitoring Yes Volwne Ill, 
ovcdmked. RWQCB proposed listing. SWRCB put it on the List for sulfate. This has b a n  c o r n e d .  Rcgim 6 
Monitorine LisL 

- - - ~ p~~ ~ p ~ -  

6.401.3 11/6/02 Workshop Comment: RWQCB pmposed de-listing Top Spring (for radiation) was inadvsrtmtly listed in Table 7 Y u  Volumc 111. 
Top Spring for radiation. SWRCB has it on the Monitoring (Monitoring List) of Volume I of the October 2Ml2 SWRCB Region 6 
List. The radiation problrm is narumllysaused. To be Staff Report. This has bem mmcted. However, for the 
mnsistcng SWRCB should dc-list. record, Top Spring was mmctly left off both the draR ZOO2 

303(d) ~ i s t  and thedran 2002 Monitoring List @oth updated 
Oetobrr2002), end ws correctly included in the Prop& 
Deletions table (Table 2) of Volume I of the Staff Repon. 

6.401.4 . 11/6/02 Workshop Commmt: Heavmly Valley Creek should Theupper portion of Hsavmly Valley Cnek (fromm- to YS vohuncnl, 
be on the TMDL-mmplctsd list USFS boundary) for sediment was lrfl off ofTabls 5, Region 6 

P r o p c d  Additions to the TMDLr Completed LisI. and placed 
on the 303(d) Lid. This has b a n  corncud. 

6.402.1 The RWQCB watch list wasoriginally intmded to be an SWRCB staff acknowledge the original intmt and purpose of Yes VolumcI 
informal list ofwater M i a  suspected to have water quality the RWQCBs'informal monitoring lists. SWRCB staffan 
problems but where sufficient or verified data wen lacking. not pmposing that the SWRCB adopt the Monitoring List. 
"It is not appropriate for the S m  Board to formally adopt a USEPA draR guidelines anbraee such an appmaeh as doer the 
Monitoring List that has at its basisan informal listing of National Academy of Scinras (we the National Rese~nh 
wa tm..." Council's "hessing the TMDL Approach to Water Quality 
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Maria-1"). See also rrnans to Cmnvnt4.418.17. 

6.402.2 TI urrrs m MDdnrd pdomIs w rclsstion criteria among the The Monitoring List has no immediate re&tq inpa I& No 
RWQCBs for-tingwatch lisk. Thas am also w statutory purpose, to encowagerppmprirte m i t o t i n g  of sqecl 
or rephtory mandate w wslldommmtsd tschnieaVpoliey waters, is sppmpriate and nsarary fwthc timely completion 
basis for sueh a l i a  Note that Region 6 hts the highest of futun 303(d) listing efforts. 
numbaofwabrs on the Monitning Lin Region 7 has no 
waters on B watch l i e  Region 3 has mly one. 

6.402.3 It ir i ~ ~ ~ o p r i a t e  andumccqtsbk to use SWAMP funds to See response to Commm14.418.17. Y s  Valum 1 
m i t o r w t m  on heMonimring L i n  Watm on the 
Monitoring LiR are not nasrar i ly  the highst prioritis for 
the RWQCB. No considnation was given to impanana of 
the water body to the local community or to beneficial uses, 
and none was given to the s o w  ofavailable funding to 
monitor the water body whm the original watch list was 
v d  

6.402.4 SWAMP was intended for ambient manitorin& not for SWAMP wan intcnded to bc used for ambient monitoring and No 
investigating k n o w  or potatial pmblemsites. Thmforr  the site-specific monitoring at potential or knownpmbla sites. 
SWRCB StaffRepMS slating that SWAMP will be used for 
303(d) monitoring purposes, is in conflict with the 2OW 
Reponto the Le&lahw m t i n g  the SWAMP Program. 

6.402.5 If SWAMP is used for the Monitoring List, RWQCBs will 10% Scc response to Comment 4.418.17. Yes Volum l 
all dirsrction in psrforming SWAMP Pmgram monitoring. 
Much of the critical work bcgm by SWAMP will bc lost (s.g., 
trend monitoring, ambient mi ta r ing  at unknown sites, and 
cJtlblirhmsnt of r e f a m e  sites). 

6.402.6 The RWQCB (Region 6) m i o n  of SWAMP funds is Comment acknowledged. 
insufficient to paform 303(d) Monitoring List monitoring on 
the 124 water bodies and all pollutants identified 0th" 
RWQCBr, such a.v Region 7, will sxpsrimcs no I o n  in 
SWAMP funds simply be*lurr no watch list waters wen 
identified. This is inconsistent and inappmpn'atc. 

6.402.7 The "watch list" concept is sound. However, formal, Comment acknowledged 
consistent criteria for p-tion of a regional watch list 
should bcdevclopcd b c f m  adopting such a list as pan afthe 
303(d) p-. 

6.402.8 Listings ofpollutam, sou- and TMDL priorities far the This has bsm e o m e d .  
lupslMm of Surulvillc" and "downstreamof Su~anvdle" 
ponions of the Susan R i w  should be reconciled. The 

Yes volume Ill, 
- Region6 
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pollutantlstrc~sw should bs "Unknown Toxicity," lhe pomtial - 3~- Unborn '  a d  the TMDL priority 
"Medium" far b t h  m*chss. 

6.403.1 Thns was no -nss to "item 6.208: There werc no co~nents designated with the "6208" No 
identifimion number. The Commmter's statements at the 
May 24,2002 Public Hearing- identified as Commts 
6.203.1 thmgh6.203.7. ~ s p a n ~ t ~ t ~ t h ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t s  
(mast ofwhich rdmedbackto rape-bCWMlents 6.8.1- 
6.8.12) can be found in StaRReport Volume N, Rapnua  to 
C o m t s .  

6.403.2 C o m i n g  mpo- to Comcnts 6.8.3 and 6.8.10, ths The SWRCB mustux existing watmqualitysmdards in No 
SWRCB should exhibit flexibility in i m p l m t i n g  the 303(d) svaluatingvmtm bodies for inclusion on the 303(d) list The 
pmcssr as regards inappmpriate water quality standards. Fedsral government timetables for development of lhe 2002 

list do not allow the SWRCB to review any standard. d e e d  
inappropriate by the public. Standard revision m t  bs 
handled in a Jsparstc triennial w i c w  pmas. This is 
diwusxd in the response to C o m n t  9.7.1. 

6.403.3 The scientific validity ofthe data-including numbaaf The RWQCB's and SWRCB's daision tow the data and the No 
erceedenceo, spatial integrity, and absence of causative m n  for not using the University ofCaliforniadata were 
sources-used to list Buckeye Creek is questioned. d i m &  in the responses to Comments 6.8.5.6.8.6. and 

6.8.10, and in the SWRCB Replt Volume Ill, Water Body 
Fact She& Su~wnine the Sstian 303(dl Recommendaiona. 

6.403.4 The Cmtennial D m l e r  Ranch is entering into s conamation Comment acknowledged. Seealso rsponrs to Comment No 
eavmenl wih the Awncan Land Conwrvancy. e m b a d  by 6 8 12 
the Wnldlifc Comewanon Board Cal~fomta Transpombon 
Com~uion, and the Department of Fish and G n m  The 
Ranch will i m p l m t g m d  managrmmtpran'ceo. " M a e  
cegulatotyadvity is not required, nor is it called for, wr is i t  
suppoMblc." 

6.403.5 "...there is absolutely no purpose in listing these water bodies See mponss to Comment 6.8.12. 
where the& management practice fix is already k i n g  
invok d.." 

6.404.1 Haiwcc nrcrvoir should be moved fmm the 303(d) list See response to Commnt 6.1.2. No 
bssause i t  is not a watmofthe United States, i t  thmfolr is not 
subjccl to the pmvh im of seetion 303(d) ofthe Clean Watm 
Act, and the State cannot accept federal funds to paform 
studies and to establish s total m i m u m  daily load for sush a 
warn body. 
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RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

6.404.2 l h e  Co~nenlerqrporsr listins, H a i w  R-oir b e s a w  the (I) See -nrs to Cnnmcn16.1.2. No 
Srau (I) I& jutididon. (2)uwd faulty data to m m d  
listink nnd (3) fiikto 8- lhat federal nnd State SIfe (2) Evidsnss has m t  bosn m i d d w i n g  this limng pocess. 
Dnnking Water ARI. and mar w l a l i a n  ofd"nking wrln to indirsn chat dats uyd by the RWQCB u, rrcmmend 
mao&$ take precedent o w ~ o u e r w a t e r p l i t y  listing the R-oir in 1998 am faulty. 
rcquimcnts. 

(3) See -me to Cmmmts 6.1.3 and 6.1.4. 

6.404.3 The CilyofLm Angel= treats Hniwe Racrvoir waterwith See rcrponw. to Cmmmt  Nor. 6.13 a d  6.1.4. No 
copprrulfite to -1 algal bloom$ reduce the pwalmce 
of minosystin, and help stopthe spread ofWest Nils virus. 

6.404.4 The Clcan Water Act specifically excludes walcr M i s s  rush See nspanrc to C o m t  6.1.2. No 
as the Rsrsrvoir fmm it .  jurisdiction. 

6.404.5 Hdwec R-oir shouldbe m v e d  fmm the regional Basin The SWRCB murt eMluateall e x i s t i n g b a n d  information No 
Plan. concerning federal and state waterbodies, beneficial usa, and 

water quality objectives during the 303(d) poxes. Changer 
to these water quality standards clnnot be made dwingthe 
listing p m s .  Sn also response lo Comment 9.7.1. 

6.404.6 Tincmaha Reservoir should be removed fmm the [I9981 The SWRCB did not receive data to make this dctcrmination No 
303(d) lisL Data was ~ b m i h e d  to the RWWB showing that within the time allohed forthe 2M)2 303(d) process. 
copper levels in the R a w o i r  met cumnt w a b  quality 
objmives. 

7.1.1 T k  New River should be dblisted for nutrients There is an See response to C o m n t  7.1.4. No 
'absence of dofumntntion showing nutrients are actually 
violating water quality standards applicablsto the River." 
Then was "flawed rationale ...d to list the River in the first 
place." 

7.1.2 The available data and infomation demonstrate that the New Unlike the okpotent ial  water body-pollutant combinations No 
River is hibutnryto a nutrial water quality limited wgmmt mentinred, theNew River is already listed as impacted by 
(SIlton Sea). HwevertheNew Riva h no( itsslfi nutrient nufricnts. In order to dblist a water body t h m  h a significant 
water quality limited segment since no data or information difference between (a) having no information showing 
dmwndmte thatwaterquality in the New River fails to mcst harmful i m p a e t v m  (b) having definitedata showing no 
water quality s!andards. 'Impaimem" is segmint-specific- impact. 
labeling a water bcdy impa id  (unable to iml-t water 
plitystandards) d& &I auto~tieal ly make its tributaries For example, the Commcnter states Ulat the salt levels in the 
similarly impaid.  Ifthis were not so, the RWQCB would Salton Sea ttibutaria"mcct the spplieablewterplily 
have lo list the Colorado River, All American Canal, lmprrial standards." This implies theeristeneeof data showing 
County agricultural drains, the Alamo River, the ~ o a e h ~ l l a  attainment ofwater b l i t y  objectives in thwewater bodies. 
Valley Stomwater Channel, New River, end San Fclipe Creek But them is no &ta in the record to supporl not listing the 
as impa id  for nurricna, s e l e n i q  andlor salts. This is New River far nutrients. 
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-they eventually cany one or mare of t h c s  polluta6 
to a wata  body (e.g., the Salton h )  iqaired by t h a c  See& rsponse to Comrrmt7.I.4. 
polhdants, even lhargh Ihm is no widace that the l r i i s s  
th-lvs are impaired by the pollutantathey eany. 

7.1.3 "me] R q . m l  B o d  ins-Wy listed theNew River in See -nsz to Commmt 7.14. No 
1998 k-am it earria nutrient% the nutrients mnm%me to ~ ~ 

the [euuophic] d i h  of the S a h n  Sca, and the. 
[amophic] conditions am i m p d n g  the h ' s  benefrizl uses 
(e.g., fish diwffs, a lp1 blaam that trigger low dissolved 
o x v m .  cb.).. Basedon the msvious mmmsnt Ithat .~~,-~~~, ~~~~,~ - ~~~ ~ 

tributaries should w t b e  autokat ieai~~ listed, &comment 
7.1.2). thb rationale to IisttheNew Rivn in 1998- flawed. 

7.1.4 Them arsno numeric water quality standards far nutrients for RWQCB monitoring data ind ium that the New Riva wries No 
thcNew Rivaor  for any other Region 7 watsrbadiu. Hmce outrimta in "relatively high m m w h . "  The Region 7 
t h a s u n  be no evidmce of impaimnt (failure to implement Basin Plan has a narrative water quality objoctivs for 
water quality standards) due to nutrients and thsNnu Riva biostimulatory substances (including nutrisnta) that applies to 
should not have been listed far thmepollutanta. theNew River. RWQCB staff has dacumentcd "objcclionable 

odom:md low dlaolved oxygen cond~tlonr in thcNew 
Rtvcr, both ofwharh may be tndtcst~veof harmful 8-t to 
bcncfictal uses due to nutnmts (Houwer. RWQCB Yaff 
instead pointr as a cause to raw w a g s  fmm Mexico.) 

Wh~ls thlr tnfarmation m y  not bemnridmd by RWQCB 
swffstmng enough to initially list the Zlcu Rtver for nutricntr, 
it irmnridnsd by SWRCB naffpcmasiveenough to 
maintain an already existing listing until and unless data b 
collected proving that beneficial uses in the New River a n  not 
being impacted by nutrient loads. 

No monitoring data were provided to support its de-listing 
q u e s t .  Even though t h m  are no numsric abjsfives for 
nutrients in the Basin Plan, the fact that 5 to 20 million 
gallonr p a d a y  ofraw w a g e  enter theNew River from 
Mexico is sufficient mason to maintain the nutrient listing. 
Raw w a g e  is a known nutrient source and obwrvatians of 
nuiwncc s o n  and law dissolved arygm. c a d  by raw 
w a g e ,  obwnnl  by the RWQCB staffadd to the l ikc l ihd  
that bencficml user am king impacted by nutrial loals. This 
listing should be retained until data is submitted indicating 
that New Riva beneficial uses are not impacted by nutrients. 

7.2.1 Stafflistr "Potential Source of Pollutant" as "5-20 million A g e .  The sentence "5-20 million gallons per day ofraw Y u  Volumc Ill, 
gallons pa day of raw sewage fmm Mexim discharged to sewage from Mexico discharged toNew River." u n d s  Region 7 

Reponssp278 
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M a i m  Badn, it does N* m n ~ t  to the Nnr hver, and is vlll be 4 i d  (u the s o w  have MI yel ban 
n a  c o d  by that tFCaty. lf&m fmm N w  Rtver w m  ussd mnclusivsly idcmificd). Also. the r e f m a  to 'Maican- 
to place PVIIYsOutfall k i n  on thto 303(d) list, d m  PVlD's American Wnvr Trsaty' will be m M d  for t h e  two lxatn 

The Pnlo Vnde CMfill &in - l ami  impah- in thc 
pmpmsd M3(d) ltst bared m &la mllected fmm Palo Vcrde 
Outfall &in by Riverside and lmpm'sl Counticr in 1993 and 
1994, and by the RWQCB smlTtn 2000 and 2001. Thnr data 
shorn tho1 levelsof p a t h o p s  in UN Drain e x c d e d  water 
qualtly ob~eeova in the RWQCR Basin Plan. 

7.2.2 The hefieial  w catsgaries pmvided in the Region 7 Basin 
Plan, as curenfly written, arc overly hmad, and do not 
~ m l a t e l y  or adequately reflcst the charactnistia of PVID's 
canals or agrimlbvll drains (including P V l m  Outfall Drain) 
as they sxided whvhnr the beneficial user were first designated. 
PVlD believes it is inappmpriate to designate mnstxuned 
waterways dominated by agrieuhral drainage as REG1 wafer 
bodies and as being comparable to nahlnl freshwater rtrsam. 
'The wnuseand Lypc of water should be taken into 
consideration whm defining Ue associated water quality 
o h j a i n s .  PVlD q e s m  a mors suitable and consistent list 
of bmeficial uses be developed along wilh water quality 
objsaivm and an impIarmtationpm+rs that is appropriate 
far agri~ltural drains which doss not wdmninc the intended 
purpose of thc drains. 

Fedml statute (i.c, C l m  Water An) and regulations 
establish q i r c m c n u  fordevelopmat ofand revision to 
warn quality standards. ( S t a n b  include beneficial use 
designatims, water quality ohjeclivslcriteria, and 
antidegradation policy.) Once a ben&eial use is designated, 
the RWQCB c a n m  remove or ignare the use during a 30)(d) 
listingpmaodub Lkhignat ion mud instead be p e r f a d  
during lhe separate himnial w i n u  of a Basin Plan, and is 
subjcctto public -tiny and Stmc and f e d d  agency 
appmval. 

The RWQCB rtaBis aware of the unique eharaeteristiss of the 
canals and draim in the Palo Venle am.  However, these 
ehannelsan "waters of the United States" as defined in 
federal regulationr As such and with misting beneficial uses 
designated, they must be evaluated and include4 as 
appropriate, during the 303(d) pmcess. 

See also response to Comment 9.7.1 

7.23 Wataentaingaurcanal system horn the Colorado River has 
aTDS e x d i n e  530 m. This exceeds the IISFWS ~~ ~- ~ ..~- e~~~ rr ~ - ~ ~~~-~ ~ ~ . 
aandard for fmshwatsr habitat of 5W ppm. Wacr in ow 
ag#ieulnvdl drains hao TDS values ranglog fmm 1200 to 
2 , 4 6 0 ~  'Thcdesigaroon WARM (Warm Fmhwatn 
Habitat) d m  not fit PVlWs emak or drains. 

7.2.4 Kc-examins the water qualify objectives applicable to PVID's 
canals and drainsand establish separate water quality 

As neognirsd in the RWQCB Basin Plan, the useof water to No 
maintain warm-wafer aquatic habitat (the "WARM" het icia1 
use) is en achlal existing use of water fmm the Palo Verdc 
Oldfall Drain. *Fritin..uss are defined hv fedaal 

~ - ~-~ ,~~~ - 

rcgulalions The Clsan Watn Art revmly l~miua  rtnte's 
abll~ty to mmovsor rrv8scdn,gnami and sx,stmng usn. See 
also rsponse~ to C o m m u  7.22 and 9.7.1. 

Sse response to Comment 9.7.1. No 
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objostimapppriatc forthes+ mtm. In establishing k s e  
watsqualia objs l ivu to a&uIolral w a w  PVID qwse 
the B o d  to develop new Mts quality objsli- b+ on 
local Me. ~danbientcmditrms,  or, as an altcmatin, use 
the I o w a  mean amc vphre of to xi city^ 

7.3.1 Rgian 7 im&y lisI4 Ihe New Rim as impaired by See raponrs to Commsnt 7.1.4. No. 
nulrisnts in 1998. The New Rivacanies about 5 to 20 
millimgallonrperdayof~w~~ge fmmMaiar Although 
the raw SFMp has relatively hi@ m-tratiomof n i m e  
and phosphats, the Rcgi0n.l Boud hns no numeric rtrndards 
for nitratc, phasphate, or other biostimulatny mbstanecs for 
the river, or evidma that the nutricnra ax xtually impairing 
the R i w h  bensficialuser 

7.301.1 I believe wc'm mqvircd w m  to pmvidc further i m  as to Commsnt & o w l W .  No 
how we can go about dclinting me New R i m  

8.1.1 Pelican Point C e k ,  Muddy C e k  - It is not aPpmptiiate for The 303(d) listing p- is conductedusing existing No 
these watenheds to have the beneficial uses arsigncd to them. beneficial uw designations. Changes to thers designations 

must be addressed during the triennial review ofthc Basin 
Plans. See also re~ponsc to eommmt 9.7.1. 

8.1.2 Pelican Point C w k ,  Muddy C m k  - ' t l lhns  b no basis for the If t h m  is an existing bsneficial use, whether or no! the water Yes Volume Ill, 
Cos,tal Creeks to bcplactd on the list of impaired waten. body is in the Basin Plan, that ure must be pmtected. Rsgion 8 

RWQCB staffhave observed recreational use of Buck Gully 
Cmk and photo documentation of rrncat iml ust wor also 
pmvided by Orange CounIy Coa~tKrrpn. Buck Gully C e k  
is lrxd for RECl and REC2 bcnrficial us% The 
recommendations have bccn modified accordingly, 

8.1.3 Pelican Point Creek, Muddy Crek  - Urge the State Board to 
rethin fmmtaking adion until the propa lofa1 pmcedures are 
followed as outlined by Jtate and fed& laws. 

8.1.4 Pdiean Point Cnsk, Muddy C m k  - Them are absolutely no 
m m t i w a l  uses a d  the creek cleadyarenat pofmtial 
sou-of municipal drinking water. In addition, the large 
areas of habirat that ~ m n m d  our community suppotl 
significant wildlife that cantributes to the l m l  ofbacteria 
found in the -kr 

8 1 5  Pcl~can Po~mCmck, Muddy C m k  - Thmam hundrtdr. 
maybe thousands, of  mall vntmhcd, thmughout the rtatc 
w~thnmmlar flow and baetcnasoneenmuo~~ha!. l~kc our 

The 303(d) listing pmcsr  is a requirement afthc Clean Water No 
Act, and thus ir subject to federal laws and rsgulationr. 

See mponse to commem K.I.2. Yes VolumclIL 
Region 8 

Only the specific ponior. of specific creeks where dataare Yss Volume El, 
available that show impacts on existing beneficial use are Rsgiw 8 
p m p d  for listing. 
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-- 

soasPl asQ, amtot mca ths d r d s  of the hc i ic is l  
vssprrsnedfarthacs&evmintheirnaOYPl 
condition. Placing t h e  vatm on the impaired waters list 
-Id mars  TMDL gndlakwilhout any c o m m e ~ ~ t e m l -  
-Id bencfi~ 

8.2.1 Pelican Point h k ,  Muddy Creek - It is n o t a m r i a t c  for See -me tosommcnt 8.1.1. NO. 
thac ( ~ - 5 t m h d s  to have ths beneficial us- assigned to thcm. 

8.2.2 Pelican Point CrrcL, Muddy Clccl: - Tha. is no basis far ths Sa RI- to comment 8.1.2. Y S ~  VOI-III, 
CsaJtal h k s t o  be plaadon the list of impaind wars,. RcgiM 8 

8.2.3 Pelisnn Point h k ,  Muddy Creek - Urge the St* Board to See -nsc to comment s.1.3. No 
nhain horn taking aslion until lhc pmprlocal pmcWum are 
followed as outlined by m e  and federal laws 

8.2.4 Pelican Point Cmk, Muddy Crrsk - Thae are absolutely no Sa mspome to comment 8.1.2. No 
rsrrational usa and the creeks clearly are not potential 
sou- of municipal drinking warsr. In additios the large 
a- ofhabitat W s u d  our community support 
significant wildlife that eonlribtcr to the level of bacteria 
found in the creeks. 

8.2.5 Pelican Point Creek, Muddy Crnk  - TIm are hundreds, See m p o w  to comment 8.1.5. Y a  Vdume 111, 
mayk thousands, of small watmheds throughout the state Region 8 
with similar flows and bbacteria mncentrations that, like our 
mastal m k s ,  c m o t  mcs( the standads ofthe beneficial 
uses p-rved for thee crceks even in their natunl 
condition. Placing thew w a r n  on the impaired wstfrs list 
would nears TMDL gndlack without any cornmemurate naC 
w r M  benefit 

8.3.1 Buck Gully Creek, Los Tnncos h k ,  MuddyCreek - The& shows that B u d  Gully Creek has existing REC 1 Yes Volume Ill, 
Photographs show children and taddlca playing in thcx and REC 2 beneficial uses. Region 8 
a e c b  as they flow a m r  the beach in the middle of summer, 
lade" with bacteria and the Qical pollmtants found in urban 
moff. This was a daily o a u m s c .  

8.3.2 Buck Gully Creek, Lm T ~ m b  CRek, Muddy Creek - Comment acknowledged. No 
Supponthc Region 8 mff mommendation for ths inclunion 
of these Nnvport Coast creeks on the 303(d) list. 

8.4.1 Then are inconsistencies in Stars Board staffs Buck Gully Cnsk is proposed for listing do- of YC. v d u m e l l ~  
ncommmdations for -td creeks. Stlts Board staff Pacific Coast Highway. Los T m m r  Creek is proposed for Rcgim 8 
pmpow that Los Tnnsos Creek and Buck Gully C m k  not be listing downrtrssmof Pacific C o w  Highway, w h m  



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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listed s ina  t h s e w a m  b o d i s m  -fly not listed in the documntcd d m l  activity asnng for m a e r  f l m  
Basin P lanad  nobsnsfKinl lsep have bctn deolgnatcd for only. Existing - whdher fomrstly dsignated orrot, 
them lhm .n additional warn bodies R e o m 1  E a d  staff legally m w  be mtsctod. 
M m k p W o n t h c R g i m k 3 0 3 ( d ) l ~ U U t m  
also not included in the Bnsin Plan ( h t a  Ana Delhi Channel, S n t a  Am Delhi Channel, Pelican Hill Wacafall, Pelican 
P s l i  Hill WaMall, Pelican W n t  Middle Crrelg Pelican Point Middle k k ,  Pelican Point Crrdr ad Muddy k k  
Pamt C x d  md Muddy Creek), ye3 Sbltc Bmrd staff is not ruin be m v c d  fmm the D m d  303m list ~ U J C  no ~ ~~~ 

pmpxingm mclude thee waDrbodics farm the 303(d) list. bsocficial u s s  orstanaard~"ppl~. ThA'is no evidence in the 
mardthatthere is existing REC I or RU: 2 bemfKial uwr. 
Tho Fan Sh& have kcn d i f i e d  VmrdiwIv. 

8.4.2 It is appropriate to iinelude Buck Gully Cmlr on the 303(d) PI- refer m Commnt No. 8.4.1. 
list as impired. Based on discusions with SWRCB legal 
counsel, i fa  bsosficial w is in (actan ab t ingusg  whether 
or not the watcTbody is in the Basin Plan, that use must be 
pmtccted. Regbnal Baard staff have OW m t i o n a l  
u s  of Buck Gvlly Ck& andphalodaeumatrtion of 
recreational use was a h  ~mvided bvOraneeCountv 
CoastK-. Buck ~u11;~reek is ;scd ~GRECI &d RECZ 
bsoeficial uses. It may be amptiate to wnsider listing Buck 
Gully Cleck as impired only in the lower ponions of these 
creeks downrhcamof Pacific CoastHiehwav where 

Yes V o h  Ill, 
Region 8 

~ ~ ~~~ -~ -, ~ ~ - - -  
documsntcd rocrrational activity ocmrs. 

8.4.3 It is appropriate to include Los Trancor C m k  on the 303(d) Los T m n m  Creek is pmpoxd for listing d o m -  of YS Volums Ill, 
list ar impaired. Based on discusions with SWRCB lcgal Pacific Coast Highway, where documented mreatiaml Region 8 
cwnsel, i fa  bmeficid w is in fact an misting us+ whether activity oc- for wet weather flows only. Please r s fa  to 
or not the waterbody is in the Basin Plan, that use must be Commnt No. 8.4.1. 
pmtsstcd. Regional Board rtnff have o b d  recreational 
use of Lor Tmcos Creek and photodocumsntarion of 
mc~t iona l  use was also provided by Orange U t y  
CoastK-. Los T m m r  Cnek is used for RECl and REC2 
beneficial use. It may be appmpriateto mnsida listing Lm 
Tranms Creek as impaired only in the lower portions of these 
mks downstreamof Pacific Gxs Highway whas  
dwmmtted d i o m l  aetivityoc- Bsauss The lrvins 
Co. has wmmittsd to divertingdry weather flow to L? 
Tmnws Creek, it may beappmpriate to refine our 
rrmmmmded listing to impa id  only during the wet searon. 

8.4.4 Beeaw The lrvine Co. has &tted to diverting dry PI- refer to the response for Commmt No. 8.4.1. 
w t h e r  f low lo Muddy k k  it may beappropriate to nfine 
the RWQCB recommended listing to impaired only during the 
w t  SCBMI .  

Yes Volumc Ill, 
Region 8 
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8.4.5 Sanla Ana Delhi Channel - Delsls MUN beneficial use fmm Please refer 0 the -rise for C o m n t  No. 8.15.1. ~ c o  ~ o h u a n ~ ,  
Surnmarv ofRkonnmdaions and Fact Shem -8 

84.6 Pelican Point Creek - Delete MUN beneficial US fmm Nobmdicial uws have bem designated for this wamkdy. YU v h m .  
Summuy of Remmadat ians  and Faa S h m  W o n  8 

8.4.7 PelicanPoin1 Middle Creek - DcleteMUN bendicial w fmm Plsare refer 0 Commnt No. 8.4.6. Yes, V h I U ,  
Sulnnary of Rmommndatim and Fact Shccb RCeionS 

8.4.8 Pelican Hill W a d a l l  - Delete MUN beneficial urstmm Plssrc referto C o m n t  No. 8.4.6. YU V ~ h u a l l I ,  
Summuyof Rkommendatim and FM Sheds R e d m  8 

8.4.9 Seal Beach (San Gabriel R. Mouth to Main S t  Pier- DelcD The revisions havebeen made. YU Volwn Ill, 
MUN beneficial uss fmm S u m r y  of Reeommsndations and Rcgian 8 
Fact Sheeb. Nesrshors ossnn watersare n m p t  fmm MUN. 

8.4.10 Huntington Slate Beach vewland Avc. IO Sane Ans River) - The revisions have. been made 
Delete MUN beneficial use fmm Summary of 
Remwmdations and Faet Shea. Nearshore ocean waters 
a n  cxnnpt from MUN. 

8.4.11 N e w  Beaeh (1000 feeldown coast of Sane Ana River) - The revisions have been mads. 
Dclete MUN beneficial ws from Summary of 
Remmndat ions and Fact S h a b .  NcarJhore o w n  watcn 
are exempt fmm MUN. 

Yes V0lums Ill, 
Redo" 8 

Yes V~llumclll, 
Region 8 

8.4.12 San Diego Creek, Reach I - Delete MUN beneficial usc fmm The revisions have been made. Ycs Vohua Ill, 
Summary of RemMrmdatioos and Fact Shccb. pis naeh is Region 8 
exempt fmm MUN. 

8.5.1 Coneand  with the listing ofReach I of Ssn Diego C w k  as Comment acknowledged. No 
impairedduc to b e  premce of fecal colifonn. 

8.5.2 C o l k m d  about the pmpossd MUN, REC I and REC 2 This mmment @ins IO triennial review pmess, not 303(d) No 
beneficial uscs for ma badiscurrently under consideration listing p-r 
by the Sanh Ana RWQCB as pal ofthsir triennial review of 
the Sanh Ana Riwr Basin Plan. 

8.6.1 The Santa Ana-Delhi Channel originated fmm an agrieulhual Please refer to the response for Comment No. 8.15.1 
im'ption ditch, which la tacn was improved for flood m t m l  
purp~ses in the 1940s and l ind  with mncmc and rip-mp in 
the 1970s. The watersupply conhind within the open 
ponion of this f l d  contml faciliry is derived fmm surface 
runoE This surface moff runs through various storm drain 
systnnr prior la making ill way to the Sanla Ana-Delhi 
Channel, which is f m s d  and posted to keep the public out. 

Rc~ponscs-283 
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To designate iU use fcx.stivitis w h  as drinking, swimming, 
hiking or beating is canplcOcly impractical and undesirable. 

Remrunmds ~hatthc Rcgiml Boud make iU overriding Seerrspo~etocommnt9.7.1. No 
priority the r d e w  and mvision ofthe beneficial uxs and lhs 
water qualily objsstiva SO they bsom rcl-t and 
appmpriste far use in Ihestakeholdeh Rarmwatmclmup 
pmgams. 

IRWD believes lhata numbcrofwaterbodia shwld no1 have Sa n r p ~ l x  to comment 9.7.1. No 
been listed a~ impaind but wn+ in fact, listed as a -It of 
inappmpriate beneficial use designations. Exampla given for 
MUN. RECI, and REC2. 

A seMrepmblsm is the devclopmnt ofwater quality See r s p n s e  to comma1 9.7.1. 
objmivs for dimingbensficial  us. WARM, WILD and 
RARE beneficial uses generate bacterial and viral laden 
wastes that will m e n t  water bodies fmm msrtine RECl - 
w a n  quality objsrtivn An rrampls of a wmcr body wmth 
conflietingdengnal~onr is Canyon Lake Eaw Bay, which has 
bern dnimated WARM. RECl and REC2 " ~ ~ 

8.8.1 Commsnt consists of *Table stating watershed acmge and Commat acknowledged. No 
dry weather flows for Pelican Point Credr, Pelican Point 
Middle C d ,  Pelican Hill Walafall, Buck Gully Creek, Los 
Tmcos Crcsk, and Muddy Crssk 

8.9.1 Multiple water bodies - &named that the Regional Board See rsponsc to comment 9.7.1. 
applied inappropriate water quality objectives and designated 
beneficial uscr W many ofthe proposed revisions. The 
sekdon of bcncfleiial usts shmld be made with emrideration 
of the condition afa water body, the overall advantageof 
achieving a given dcsignatedwand the cost of achieving a 
designated usr in particular, qualions the appmpriatmcss of 
bsneficial use designations fw flood confml channels, 
connetclinedchanncls, and water M i a  with limited a-. 

8.9.2 Board should adapt an appmaeh to regulating, maintaining, Commmt acknowledged. No 
and impmving water quality thmugh m e s u m  which are as 
technically pmficicnt as possible. 

8.9.3 me State Board should considman economic analysis to Economic analysis is not q u i r s d  as part ofdeveloping the No 
evaluate the impactafimpIemcnting Basin Planvrattsr quality section 303(d) list. 
objectives to nonpint sou-, including storm water and 
urban runoff. 
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8.9.4 To e m  thatdaignated m a r s  fcasible and appropriate, PI- nter to Ca-t No. 9.7.1. No 
we- urge that the State Wata B o d  mnsider a usc attainability 
malysisbefmedcveloping my TMDIs. 

- 
89.5 Slatc WsfnBoard should mnddaissues of economic Sss rsrponse to comment 9.7.1 

sficimcyand rodal i m p s  in revising the 
nmmmmdations ofthe Sanfa Ana Regional Water W i t y  
Cantml Board SWc B o d  should -re that any revisions to 
the 303(d) list am conriumt with &on 13241 ofthe State's 
vva(er code. 

8.10.1 Supports a finding that Newport Bay and its tributaries are Commmt acknowledged. No 
water quality limited due to trash and debris. 

8.10.2 Supports n finding Utst Santa Ana River and its m i r i a a m  Cammsnt acknowledged. No 
water qualay limited due to (nrsh and M s .  

8.10.3 Buck Gdly Creek - A d  the Region 8 Basin Plan to S a  response lo comment 9.7.1. No 
identify beneficial uwr forthir creek prior to listing it as water 
quality limited for total eolifom and fnal coliform. These 
eonlaminants do caws significant impairments to the creek, 
wh'ich drains into an Arm oiSpecial Biological Significance 
(ASBS). 

8.10.4 Los Tramor Creek - Amnd the Region 8 Basin Plan to S a  mpnx to comment 9.7.1. No 
idmtify specific beneficial uses forthis creek prior to listing it 
as water quality limited for total e o l i f m  and feesl colifom 
These contaminants do c a w  significant impairments to this 
cceek, which drains into an A m  of Spsial Biological 
Significance (ASBS). 

8.10.5 Muddy Crsek - A m d  the Region 8 Basin Plan to identify See response to commmt 9.7.1. No 
spifietmeficial uses for this crtdr prior lo listing il ar wa 
quality limited for total colifom and f d  coliform. These 
contaminants do fause significant impimxntr to Ibis creek, 
which drains into an AM ofspecial Biological Significance 
(ASBS). 

8.10.6 Ncwpon Beach Shorelim - This segment of orran shoreline . Please refer to the response for Comment No. 4.1 1.3. Y a  Volumc Ill, 
does not have any significant record of impairment fmm total Repion 8 
eolifonn or fecal eolifem that wanants listing at this time. 

8111  Lake Forest - We cumntly mnntor the Lakc on a wcekly barlr RWQCB staff hns cvaluatcd the drta subm~tted and have Ycr Vohmclll. 
for ! s m p e n ~ ~ . c l a n ~  and oxygen As requcaed m thc found that the dam rubm>ttcd ~nd~uitsr tlm Basm Plan Regcon 8 
Nollfe ofOitcndcd Publle Sol8etfatlon for Watcr Uual~ly Dab abjcct~vcs arc rwrenlly bnng met. thcrsfors. nsfTdo not 
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A nru fan sheet hasbosn inchdd  dasn'bing the information 
provided. 

8.12.1 C o n c r m a p r s s d  abwt the proms for developing the C o m m t  nclmowledged. No 
303(d) kt s i m  it- to take much ef the &I input and 
contml ofthepmaas out ofthe Regional Boarffs jurisdition. 
It ws undear cudy wlm UK Regional Bmrdt; mls was in 
the listingpmcsu. 

8.12.2 Tutimonyand a lmap=scnted at the Ianwry Board m i n g  PI- refa to thersponsc for Comment No. 8.15.1. Y Volum 111. 
by the Orange County FublicFacilitic~ and R- Region E 
D o d m a t  (PFRD) exorsned concern that the beneficial uses 
fo;thc ~ a n t a ' ~ n a  dclhj~hannel have not b$a established in 
the Basin Plan imd th.1 it is thneforr p-furs to comida 
303(d) lirting. Additionally, photos submined by the PFRD 
show portions ofths Channel as concrete-lined with m a t i o n  
accessrePtriclhw The PFRD and Mhcrs. indudin* m m t m  
ofthe B o d ,  questioned whether a REC-I use designation 
-Id beappmp"ate for this water body. 

8.13.1 The Barin Plan has no srablished beneficial uses for the Plwx refer to the response for Comment No. 8.15.1. Y u  Volum III, 
Santa Ana-Dclhi Charnel although the 1-section Region 8 
(appmximatsly a half&) would mnstiNte atidsl prism of a 
flood contml channel discharging to Bay waters. In fast the 
proposed biennial w o k  plan ofthe Regional Board 
wmmends adding appropriate beneficial uses for Sanra Ana 
Dclht Channcl, raogntnng that thtr har not bcm dune Santa 
Ana-Dcllu Chnnel above the t,&l pnsm should not bc 
c m ? d d  as water qwllty lmncd for WC-I and RBC-2 
sin- thesebeneficial uws are eumntly being pmpossd by the 
Regional Board. 

8.13.2 7hc Basin Plnnucmpb many channels in Orange Caunry PI- refer to theresponre forComment No. 8.15.1. Yes Volumc Ill, 
6.omths MLNdsignation, thcrcfore this listing is Region 8 
immor ia tc .  No a m o f  Santa Ana-DclhiChannel s h d d  - ~ ~~~~~~~~~.~ ~ 

be&nsidsnd as water qualily limited for MUN since Wi 
beneficial use is not applicable. 

8.13.3 Since thedataused for the proposed listing closed in May P lwx ref= to the response for Comment No. 8.15.1. YS Volum Ill, 
2001, mod ofthe fecal mlifom data available for cornpacison Region 8 
with the RECl andREC2objatives w c n  3 to 5 years old 
and do notrsfled ~mntmndi t ions .  This is a very limited 
datasd for listing pwposss and may be highly influenced by 
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warom1 w i n t a d i 6 o n r  Evillution ofthe tidal prism of 
Santa AM-hUli ChPlal  as water quality limited forRECl 
and REG2 due to U a l  indicabm should be basd on n 
comp-n of fecal colifonn data tothe WQO and limited to 
non-stormcmdi6m. Ifruch data d m  not supportthe 
lirting, the tidal prim ofthe Santa AnrDslhi Channel should 
not k listed as water quality limited for REG1 and -2. 

8.13.4 Santa AmDclhi Charnel as a whale is not mn6ucive in its PI- refer to the -nrs for Commmt No. 8.15.1 
a t i m y  for s i tha a RECl or REG2 lac ud wovld k 
crbanely dangerous during rain evmts. Ths tidal prism is 
partially within an ecological rssavs opcnted by the 
m a t  of Fish and Game and swimming is prohibited by 
the mpament .  

Ysr V0huncIlI. 
Region 8 

8.14.1 The Santa Ana Dslhi Channel is not conducive for either REG Pleax mfer to the response for C o m n t  No. 8.15.1. Yes Volum Ill, 
I or R E C Z  useand would be exmmely dangnous during rain Region 8 
evens. It has d e t e d  public -ss and is p e d  sod fmced 
for I l d  conbol p-ss. 

8.14.2 The tidd prism of the Ssnta Ana Dslhi Channel is partially Comment acknowledged. No 
within an ecological rsxrvs operated by the tkpartmcnt of 
Fish and Game (UFO). DFG pmhibits swimming in the 
merye. 

8.14.3 lnappmpriate water quality objectives and designated PI- refer to the responx for Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
beneficial uses are k ing  applied to the Santa Am Dslhi 
Channel. The xlst ion ofbeneficial uses shmldbe made 
with consideration ofthe condition ofa water body, the 
overall advantage of achieving a given use, and the cost of 
achieving this goal. 

8.14.4 ThebasinplanhssnoestsblishedbmefieialusesforthbSanta PleaserrfrrtothemponxforCommsntNo.8.15.1. Yes Valums Ill, 
Ana Delhi Channel. Repion 8 

8.14.5 The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Conbol Bard should Please refer to the raponss for Commnl No. 9.7.1. No 
define water qunlity criteria in mmJ of f q u a c y ,  magnifude 
and duration so that the 303(d) list wmld k f m l a t e d  with 
consideration ofthac factors. Subsequent Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDLr) bawdupon wata quality objectives 
would thm be more reasonably enforceable. 

8.14.6 Santa AM Delhi Channel - Thrce yean havchanrpid since PI-s refer to the rspomc for Commmt No. 8.15.1. Y a  VolvmllI. 
the data forthe pmpored listing was collected. The fecal Region 8 
soliform dam available for comparison with the REC-I and 
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REC-2 &jsstiua isdated and may not refleet Nmnt 
candlti~nr 

8.14.7 Roqusr tmva l  of the Swta Am Delhi Channel fmm the PI- rs?ato the rspansc for Comment No. 8.15.1. Yes Vohunlll,  
pmpolcd 303(d) list Region 8 

8.15.1 The County of Orangs o~ the Snm. AndDdhi Channel and me Sama Ann Dslhi Channel (Channel) drains pans of the Y s ,  Volwaelll, 
thcUlanncl is m m c  lined to carry flows primarily during ci t is  ofS.ntaAna and Costa Mcwandultimately flows into R e o n  8 
ninstomrr How muld sveh a Channel be p l d a n  this liq Uppr N-rt Bny (Bay). Remnnairrnnec by Ssnta Ana 
whe. the rrguladians, under which it was m m m n d e d ,  RWQZB -IT indi- thet about 38 -1 of the Chmncl 
@in to the pmtenion of-timal user. is unlincd, the unlined mehes dt-te with cmaete lined 

reaches along the mtim length of thcChannel. 

At present, the Channel does not ha& beneficial uss 
designated in the Basin Plan. Nor have water quality 
objcnivs been established f o r t h e  watem. While the 
Channel is intmdsd to mnwy runoff, it may be designated for 
bmcficial uses in the fuhut. The Channel can potentially be 
acccned by the public, particularly in theunlined reaches. 

The O m g c  County Health Cars Agency (OCHCA) has 
collected f e d  mlifom data on flows in the Channel and, 
based on itsanalysis ofthnt data, nmmmenM that the 
Channel be added to the 303(d) list. Thc OCHCA's findings 
and rsnnmmdations arsconristcnt with earlia(1999) 
findings by RWQCB staffduring the dmlopmmt of the Faa l  
ColiformTolal M a x i m  Daily Load (TMDL) forthc Bay. A 
key element ofthat TMDLwas the identification a d  
evaluation of so- of fssal m l i f m  input to the Bay. To 
implemmt this TMDL, input fmm the Channel that impacm 
bacterial quality in thcBay needs to be mml led .  

Since rm bmsfisial uwr or water quality standards havebeen 
adopted for the Channel and because there is no information 
in he nmrd to suggest an existing REG1 beneficial usc, it is 
nmmmmded that the vatu body not be placed on theseetion 
303(dl lii. The fact sheet has been imdified-rdinelv. 

8.15.2 The data wed to plam the Santa Ana Delhi Channel on the The available data for the Channel duringthc m n t  listing No 
303(d) list was U*en 3 y a m  ago. How ean this data be used eycle was collected in 1997 and 1998 in both weland dry 
to establish a dsignation today whm the current mimnment xasons. 
mom likely than not has shanpd? Dee the data apply to the 
whole Channel orjust portions ofthe Channel? As part ofths dsvslopmt of the N-n Bay Fecal 

Colifom TMDL, the Channel was identified as a SM of 
bsctnial eontamination that innpaas recreation activities in 
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t k  Bay. Thedata for& Channel cvaluntcd as pal  oflhs 
Ncwpon Bay TMDL dsvslopmcnt indieata that out of 22 
weeks ofmliform data collection, all a d e d  the bacterial 
s t andds  for RECl 

RWQCB staff has reviewed data for thcchnnncl mllened by 
OCHCA during 2001 md 2002. In 2001, lhac wee 7 
s x d c m  of REG1 guidelines out of 7 samples wllecDd 
(30-day, 5-sample geomelric man of fecal mlifonn). Fmm 
Ianuaryto Jum 2002,thnc were 5 crcdame ofRECl  
guidelines out of 5 samples mUsctsd Inaddkionto 
srsosdanas of REC-I guidelines, the applied guidelines for 
the nonantact water reerestion (REC-2)- (s.g., 
picnicking) war s x d c d  3 out of 7 ti- in 2001 and 2 out 
of 5 ti- in 2002. This clearly indieam lhattheChannel 
continues to have consistently slevated bacteria levels and is a 
so- ofcontarnination to N-n Bay. 

8.153 Santa AM-Dslhi Channel - In all the dosumntation either CWA section 303(d) does not authorize a cost-bardit No 
reviewed online or received fmm other panics, thersappcars anal* to be conducted as pan of the devclopmsnt of Ule 
to be no reference to a cortmcncfit analysis. First ofall, when 303(d) lin. Economic considerations are part ofthe process 
is thecost benefit analysis dons and if it is, where is it located establish water quality objectives and to incorporate a TMDL 
in statue or regulation? and associated implementation plan into RWQCB's Basin 

Plan. RWQCBr must comply with the California 
Envimnmsntal Quality Act (CEQA) whm -ding the Basin 
Plan. CEQA require that RWQCB p d o m  an mvimnmental 
analysis of the reasonably f o n ~ c a b l c  methods of compliance 
with the Basin Plan amcndmmt that establishes TMDLs. This 
analysis must include economic factors. H a w c r ,  eosf is not 
relevant to determining whether existing wam quality 
standards are met. 

8.16.1 Buck Gully has perennial flows in the amount of 250,000 Buck Gully Creek is proposed for listing dowashtam of Yes Vohunclll, 
gallons per day h u g h o u t  themfirs dry season; April 15- Pacific Coast Highway, where REC -I  usenurat ly a ib .  Region 8 
Oa. 15. Tbisereck has consistmt dailyncnation uses, which 
are well don tmted  by approximately 100 photos. It drains a 
large developed areaaf residmtial pmjeck and canies urban 
runoff fmm all of them Sampling data has bem supplied to 

P the Rsgiwal Board. The staffofthe Regional Board supporn 
ow ItcmmmdaatiMl to list Buek Gully. P k  emidcr wr 

0, quert  to add Buck Gully to the 303d list. 
- 

& 8.16.2 We a m  with your reennmmdations for Los Trancos Creek PI- refer to the response for Commmt No. 84.1. Yes Volume Ill, 

td and Muddy Cmk,  as Uley do not haw flows either. Region 8 
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8.172 We suppmthe addition ofN+ Beah (IMM fadown CoM1Mtaclmowldged. No 
mast afthe Santa Ana Riwr) lo k303(d) list for bmaia. 

8.17.3 We ruppanthc additim of San Diego Creek (Rsrch I) to the Comment aclolawledgcd. No' 
303(d) list f o r f d  col i fm. 

8.17.4 We suppanadding the Santa Ana Dslhi Channel to the 303(d) Comment nchrowledgcd. No 
list f o r k 1  mliform. 

8.17.5 The Watch L i d  should be eliminated. In many if not all SeersprmsetowmsntG.IO.I,G.10.9,andG10.6. No 
insawes, lhe Watch list and TMDLs Completed List function 
to "delist" wtaagmena from the 303(d) List. Mort, if no( 
all o f  the water segments on the Watch List should be lislsd on 
the 303(d) List. Since these segmena nre not on the sedion 
303(d) Lid, & Watch List constiales adtlirting of these 
impaired water segments. Placing an impaimd water body an 
any list other than a 303(d) list violates the mandate in Seetion 
303(d), svsn if there is "a rrgulato~,program in place to 
wntml the pollutant but data are not available to demonstrate 
that the program is ruccesful". Evm where data are available 
i t  is generally not clear how a wafer body qualified for the 
Watch List. Thm are no guidelines on what "insufficient 
information mans". Puliing wafers on a list with no basis in 
statute will not make them b&cr priorities for monitoring 
money. 

8.17.6 The TMDLs Cm'qlcUd List shwld not ram-e watas fmm S n  response to cmmnml G.lO.1 No 
the 303(d) list. The TMDLs Complaed List has a similar 
delisting dfq and is likewise wnbaryto the Clan Water 
Act  The Clean Wafer Ad wntaino no basis far delisting n 
walm ~cgnmt  merely -5 aTMDL has bccn written. It 
docs not grant EPA authority to allow states to m o v e  water 
regmatts from the list while the impairment is wntinuing. 
Scetion 303(d) f- on impaired waterrcgmnta mnting 
auainmnt standards. The water segments on the TMDLs 
Completed List shouldbs on the 303(d) List, because they 
remain impaired. 

8 17.7 Upper and Lou" N-n Bay should nm be dclxstcd for fecal Fdcml rrgulanonr (40 CFR I10 7) r q u m s  the m c s  to 
cohfon, nwncnaorslltanon Szn D lcp  Creek (Rcache~ I 'ndent~fy watn qualor) lnm~tcd r e p m E  mt l l  mqutnng 
and 2) should not bcdcl~stcd for nutncnlr or r~ltalton The TMDLs. for whwh appmpnatcconfrol amomare not in 
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sUtrd -on for &listing th- waters is 'bceauseTMDL has place. Ths replations indime that the 303(d) LiSshwId 
k m  immpmkdir to BKinPlan." A w o n  of aTMDL m i s t  of w t w  bodies d l 1  needingTMDk Fwlhmnac, 
d m  rmt mca the water-t is M, longa impaid, a d  is with thcsltablishmmt of IheTMDLs in the Basin Plan, tho 
t h d o t c  m f i i m t  go& fordelidng. Cntlin sppmpriatscnforauble tmlr Ulat  an and will beused by the 
delistings have been pmmtmely pmposed, as those watm RWQCB to nvurc Umt the uraslc load and load n l l aa t im are 
remain impaid. Empirical uwrsmnt  mut be performd mn to addrsr~thepmblan. It s n v a  no pwpascto contiwe 
before any legal s t a b  [listingor&lishng) issrtablishcd to include waterbodis far which TMDk havebeen 
There is no basis in theclean WatsrAcl fwklisting a water established. Alro pleaw xfcr to the response for C a m t  
body simly kcaw a TMDL has been comlcted. No. 0.10.1. 

8.17.8 Stmngly supports the SWRCB's useof the 1998 303(d) List as Commmt acknowledged 
t h e h i s  forthe 2002 lid. We also "ppon the additions the 
SWRCB has made to the list 

8.17.9 Volume I, Table 2 mntains s list of pmposed dslstions from PI- refer to the response for Commmt No. G.lO.8. 
the 1998 Sestion 303(d) list. nKss m w s  should be ma& 
readily available to Urmn-ed public. We rsqucst that Be  
SWRCB add a mlwnn tothat table that briefly dsen'bcs the 
=son forthc delistink in Rgion 8 the SWRCB should 
dcrrribe why it pm- deletion of Upper and Lower 
Nswpon Bay for fecal mlifamq nuUimtsPnd siltali~n: 
deletion of San Diego Creek (Rueha  I and 2) for nutrients 
and siltation: and Santa Ana River (Reach 3) for nitmgcn and 
Total Dissolved Solids. 

8.17.10 W c ~ c ~ ~ E a t i o n o f t h s d i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i o n i n V d u m + I , p .  5. PleaxrdntolhersrponxtoCommmtNo. 0.10.15. Yes Pmposdedsection 
The "sire sffected" values fw the 1998 list may change in the 303(d) list 
2002 list beesus ofnew G~DWBS data. The changes must be 
summarized ina table in order to have meaningful public 
review and m m n t  

8.17.11 Ensouragethe State Watu Rwumsr Conbol Board to list 
Newport Bay as an impa id  water body due to m h .  
(Additional comments and matrrials pmvided in support of 
this -1). 

8.17.12 Ensourage the Stntc Watsr b u m s  Contml Board to list the 
S a m  Ana Rivn as an i m p i d  water body due to m h .  
(Additional mmmsnts and mntsrisls pmvided in suppon of 
this request). 

8.18.1 TheNational Marine Fisheries S e n i n  WMFS) mommends 
that Huntington Harbnvbe added to the 303(d) list, as 
impa id  dueto infestation by the highly invaivs marine alga 
Caulnpatlxifolia Caulsrpa was found in Huntington H a h r  

Thedataand information submitted mggats thas  might be a Ys Volume Ill, 
trash problem in Upper Ncwpon Bay. A new fact s h a t  has Region 8 
ban included in the daffnport. 

The data and infomtion wbmiued rug- t h m  might be a Ys Volume Ill, 
lrash problemin the Santa Ana River, Reach I. A new fact Region 8 
sheet has been included in the staffrspat. 

Staff agrees that certain ponions of Huntingfon Harbnv arc No 
impacted by the nuisanss algae Caulerpa taxifolia H m v w ,  
including Huntington Hnrbour on the 303(d) List and 
developing a TMDL for Caulsrpa mifolia infestation is not 
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in A u p ~  2WO and war msof ths  fim h o w  infeSLPtions theappmpriats mhani rm to d m s  thc impads m 
along che Facific Conrt o f N d  Amrim S p d  of this alga Huntington Harbour. Caulapa is nci a pollutant 
thmughout the Meditemnea has a l m d y m l t e d  in 
devastating omlogid and cwnomie ~n"p""m. & a  Thnc are m m t a  of p g r a m  and effom -tly u n h y  
biological Mtaid r s l d  Uuough d~~x.hagesofwasD, to a d b  the p b l m  Formample, RWQCB rtaff is 
Cnulapa cam be considered n pollutant ar defined in the Cl- coordinating dfm to define fhe spatial m m t  of the 
Water Act The -55ofCaulq  impaim and l h r a a m  i n h t i m ,  workingothcragcncies and interested panies to 
g ~ t s r  impairment of the bmcficial urrr of Huntington mnfine the i n h t i o n  and t h d y  pre-1 ihsprrnd toother 
Harbor, i n e f u d i n g ~ k  habiw marine hnbiqmntact pam ofthe Hubour, examining available technologies for 
mtm &on. and cammi.4 and s p d  fshinb If QuImpa -MI pormtial and educating che plblic as to i h  
Caulcrpa spreads to the-, the beneficial usesofthe mtire xnvccand impaa m the Habur. Thee measam an 
Pacific Cosst are also at risk. sufftcimtt~ address Caulema. 

8.301.1 Commenterjoins the CilyofNewpon Beach in supponing the Please referto the -me for Comment No. 8.17.1 1. Y a  Volwn 111, 
listing ofthe Santa Ana Riw as an impaired water body for Region 8 
bash. 

8.302.1 . 1 have observed bash floating in the water and littcrrd all Please refer to the -rise for Comment No. 8.17.12. Yes VolumetIl, 
along the riverbed. This bash will be washed into the m a n  Region 8 
during the next storm. I urge the water board to list the Sants 
Ana River as being bash impaired. 

8.303.1 The river mouth is one of the wow beaches Pvc seen with Please refer to the response for Commmt No. 8.17.12. See 
regard to the ammulation ofbash along thcc08stlin. I alw, respameto Comment 9.410.3. 
support listing the Sants Ana River ar an impa id  water body 
due to trash. 

8.304.1 I appreciate you're not adding to the list Muddy, Buck Gully See response to Comment No. 8.4.1. 
or Lor Trancor and we would request further consideration to 
delss fmm the listing the t h m  small Pelisan Hill creek and 
allow the misting pennits to handle the cleanup pmccss 
thmueh BMPs. Alsosecmmment 8.8.1. 

YSS v o l u m n ~ ,  
Region 8 

Yes vohunem, 
Region 8 

8.305.1 Unlike some d t h e  ahcr  channels that pnhaps are being usd PI- refer to the response for Commnt No. 8.15.1. Yes VolumeUl, 
for s t m  drain pvrposes that previously were crseks or rivers, Region 8 
Delhi has never been a-k or a river. Delhi was an 
irrigation ditch bask in the 194Ws. It was impmved with 
riprnp and concrete lining on the botlom. Ys f e n d  ih 
simply n part of the storm drain syrtcmand is no different 
than the pipes in the gmund that also serve that system. See 
lena 8.6. 

8 306 1 A panlcular conam c st he llmng ofSm Dtego Cmck Rcarh I Sly respameto comment 9 7 1 
as lmpamdduc lo fwal coltform Tmh i s a  problem m San 
Dlego C m k  that can bs rrduccdcffmtlrcly wth very low 
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tech solutions This k notthe sass with fmal mlifonn. Fish 
and wildlifean abundant in -, as is animal wane For 
this rrason we do not believe that MUN and REC-I uses an 
mmpaliblc with wildlife-. Requst Ulatths Board raLc 
action to assure matthe 303(d) list and -~atsdbsnsfisial 

Yes vohuns UI, 
Regim 8 

uwr nsult in d i a i s  wster quality ob jmivs~  for ths 
slakeholders. 

8.307.1 Our nganizaticm shmit(cd the maslal m k s  fw inclusion on See response tommmmt 8.4.1. 
the 303(d) list - we noticed that in Buck Gully in 
padmlnrthrn weredaily occumnns ofadule children and 
toddlers playing in the flow asmar the beach. Our concern 
a h  thestate's mmmoldation is that it includes the sraks 
that have liltlc or m dry flow, but excludes the one with the 
highst dly flow, Buck Gully, which has existing REC-I and 
REG2 uses. Also u+ IclOrs 8.3 and 8.16. 

8.308.1 Impaid waters should not bcdelisted baaus TMDk have See response to wmmmt G . I .  I. No 
bnn completed. Delisting waters that are still impaired is a 
violation of thcClcan Water Act 

8.308.2 Eliminate the Wslch List and TMDk Completed List. Lining See response to comment G.1O.I. No 
impaired w a r n  on any 0th" list besides the 303(d) list is n 
violation ofthe CWA. 

8.308.3 We suppotl adding Newport Bay to the 303(d) list for See response to wmmnt  8.17.1 1. Yes VoIyms Ill, 
i m p a i m t  due to trash. Trash impairs the beneficial uses of Regim 8 
N-rl Bay as they are l i e d  in the Basin Plan. 

8.308.4 We supponadding the Santl Ana Rivcr to the 303(d) list for See responseto comment 8.17.12. Yes 
impairment ducto hsJh Trash hinders the beneficial urcr of 
the SaneAna River. 

8.309.1 As a result o fa  Veabnent system (wnsfrueted wetland) See r sponx  to comment 9.7.1. 
designed to impmve regional water quality, the REG1 water 
quality objectives slablirhcd for San Diego Creek may be 
violated. San DiegoCreek has limited i fmy matalianal 
uwr. S o m  beneficial use designations have been misapplied. 

8.310.1 See also lettcr8.9. The Regional Water Board applied PI- ref" to the response for Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
inappropriate warn quality objectives and designated 
beneficial uwr to many ofthc ~ m x d  revisions. . . 

8.310.2 The B o d  should adopt an approach to reylating, Comment acknowledged. No 
maintaining and impmving waterquality thmugh measures 
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which am as t d m b l l y  proficient s p s i b l c  

8.310.3 T k  eaerd s h M  w i d e r  a n d c  d y s i L o  evahwc S e  rrrpwrs tocanment 8.9.3. No 
ths impnct of iqslemenfing basin plan waterabjenivu t o m -  
p in t  rouna inehding Stnm wla and urban runoft You 
should mnsiderthc nesd fordeveloping housing, kprobablc 
beneficial w a  of any g i v a  water bdy. 

8.3104 RevinveuhRsgion'sBasinPlanwithpartidnrfonsonthc Ple~rercferLothsrrsponsefor~mmntNo.9.7.1. No 
designated b m f i i a l  USCI and water quality o b j d v e s  prior to 
adding wla b d a  toffis final 303(d) listing. 

8.311.1 See also lmcr 8.9. We want Lo make it clsarfh.it some of the Please refer to the respanse far Commnt No. 9.7.1. No 
water bodis in Orange County that have been designated for 
mreational usa maybe ought not to be and them should be 
considmion of the mnditim of a water body, the advantages 
ofachieving a dsignatedu~s, and the costs ofachieving a 
designated use. 

8.312.1 You should focus on creating standards thatwill create and Please refer to the rsponse for Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
earn public support as well as pmducs nanonabl* sensible 
and apppriatenpplieatians that match the dcsignatedws 
and keep cosll in linc with the overall objbjsftiva ofwhat we 
all wanc and that's gmd water quality. 

8.313.1 Santa An* Dclhi Channel - Bensfieial usa should be PI- refer Lo the rrsp~lrc for Comment No. 8.15.1. Y a  
designated GrsS befm 303(d) listing effom. Also see lcncr 
8.13. 

8AOl.l The eommcnterfully suppom theconeem over trash and See respomto Commcnt 9.410.3. Yep 
debris nlmg our beaches but themanmore suitable matns to 
solving this p b l m b s s i d a  a 303(d) listing. 

8.401.2 Some beachaarc not rrguhlablc as wafers undmCWA PI- refer to the response for Comment No. G.407.2. Yes VohrmcllS 
vetion 303(dX and the proposed lining is not specific on Rsgi00.8 
which areasofthcbeaeha it pmposes for inclysim. 

8.401.3 The pmposed beach listing does not point to the actual Please refer to the mponsc for Comment No. 0.407.4. Yes Volume 111, 
violation ofany wafer quality standard, which is a predicate to Regim 8 

P 
listing under CWA &ion 303(d). 

OI 8.401.4 The Basin Plan water qualitystsndard! cited in the drae final See response ~o Comment 9.410.3. Yes VolumelIl, 
Staff Reponare not applicable to listing the Orangs County Regim 8 

cP beaches f a  wash. 

h) 8.401.5 Water quality standards for the California 0-0 Plan ars Sss rcspom to Comment 9.410.3. Yes vohuocnl, 

Q) 
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equally inapplicable m a  listing d O m g s  Countybcaeha for Resion 8 
tnsh. 

8.401.6 Ths dn cacd as supponing the listing is not adequate m ScemqomctoComt9 .410 .3 ;  Yes VoImelIL 
jusfifylhe pmposed listing oforangs County beaches. Region 8 

8.401.7 nne us alumate enfmcabk program that exist which Sce mqomc to Comma1 9.410.3. 
negate the need to list OrangcCounty beaeha as impa id  for 

y=. 

trssh. 

8.402.1 T b c m m m  doesnot object to the rrmmmndatians Commmt acknowledged. No 
pmpsadby SWRCB staff for lining water bodia in the Santa 
Ana Region. 

8.402.2 me Santa Ann RWQCB rcmgnirsr that the m h  problem C a m n t  acknowledged. Ses also raponsc to Co-nt Yes 
along tk developed pntionr ofthe California coastline is 9.410.3. 
sffdingvarious bmsfisialuus of the coastal watm. 

8.402.3 The trash gmblm is nci isolated the Orange Counly beaches The sNdy does a d d m  beacha south of the Smta Ana YS V O I U ~ S  nl, 
or M h u  isolated m just those Orangs County beaches within Region. A new fact sheet wasdsveloped far the portion of the Region 9 
the santa Ana RWQCB's jurisdiction. Orange County manline that b in the Sm Dicgo Region. 

8.402.4 While all of the beaches in the Santa An. Region have bcm Please ~ f e r  to the response to mmmmt 8.402.3. Yes Volwnc Ill, 
proposed for listing by SWRCB staff, thsrs ars no proposed Region 9 
listings for thcothu Orsngc County beaches cove& by 1998 
rNdy used to support the listing. The Santa Ana Region 
includes approximately tw~thirdr  of the coastline surveyed 
and appmximately halfofthe 43 sampling s i ts .  Ths 
raminingone-third oflhe coastline and the other halfaf the 
slmplingsites lie outside of the Santa Ana Region's 
boundnrk. 

9.1.1 San Diego River and Sycamon Creek are pollutsd by urban Agrcc. TheSan Diego Riverwas (slnady) mommsnded for No 
-off, do a t  support designated beneficial w, and should 303(d) listing for the following consriNmrp: fecal soliform, 
be an the303(d) Lia dissolved m y g m  phosphm, and told dissolved solids. It is 

also m m n d e d  for placement on rhe Monitoring List (see 
mqomctoCommentG.ll.lI)forwrral 
mnstiNenWconditionr (c.g., benthic mmmunity degradation, 
benzene, chlordane, sutmphicatio~ exotic vegetation, methyl 
tmiaty-butyl Uhsr, and m h ) .  Sycamore Canyon Crcck is 
recommended for the Monitoring List for pollution by 
eumphication n a i s  vcgctatioh phosphoras, and hash. 

9.1.2 Notify thccomspondsnt ofall fuNn meetings/horings on All mmmntsm on thedraft staffnpnt will be notified of No 
this issue. fuNn meetings related to the ssdion 303(d) list 
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92.1 Sari Diego Bay near Cmaby S m  Pa* should be added to Agme. The misting (1998) listing fwths Sat Diego Bay YS VO~V~CIII ,  
303(d) LiJt bust of (a) sedimnt toxinly, (b) chanical Shwelins, near Commdo Bridgs will beexpanded in arca to R q i m  9 
wntaminrtim (afsedimna),and (c) loss of bmeficial uses mwmpass the Bay adjacent to the Piuk. 
(swimmine fishing). 

9.2.2 Sou& Ssn Diego Bay near South Bay PovvaPlantrhould be Infomation w prrsmfcd (by this Cammenterand dmvhen) No 
added to the 303(d) List because ofirnpasa fmmhsnS wppn, ruggning thatwater quality standards am possibly not being 
and chlorinsan marins life. m i n e d  in the south San Diego Bay due lo P- PlaN 

dish-. Hmnver, the infomation pmyidcd do not md 
r e q u i w  for making303(d) dccisions(eg.. not site- 
spm'fic, no QAIQC available, ere.). And SWRCB staffarc 
unaware ofany information pmvided dwing this listing 
p m a s  that -ls sio-specific, scientifically-based, 
numeric dala directly pminmt to Ule South Bay ~ r e a  that 
would unquivwlly suppMt the Cornenter's mncllrrion. 
Noncrhelar, nmpanr to wataquallty am possible (though, an 
just retcd, not wlent~fieally valxdateda th8r t ~ m )  Thcmfom. 
thls water body wll be appropnatcly placed on the Montronng 
List where it should receive p r o p  minitoring attention before 
the next listing cycle. 

9.3.1 Rancho California Water DistrisR mmitoring reports (which Table 2, "Lin of Data Reviewed," fmm the RWQCB 2M12 No 
wns not refsrsnecd in ths RWQCB report) show that Mumieta 303(d) p e a r  staff repon package (wc r a p o w  to Commmt 
C m k  bsnsfisial uses are nol impaired due to msssdence of 9.6.1) indicates that the RWQCB staff reviewed the April 
the Basin Plan's phosphom wam quality objstive. 2WI Rancho California Water Distrid warnquality 

monitoring npon. Slaffsxaminsd the full mge ofwater 
quality standards in the Banin Plan (Water Quality Contml 
Plan for the San Dicgo Basin 191) applicable to Mumiela 
Cmk.  

Clean Water Act scction 303(d) requirrr lirting ifwata 
quality srandards can notbc irnplcmntsd. Water quality 
sandards include water aualin &reria (in California . , 
objrenvrr)as well asdentgnavd bmefioal m. Appcnd~x B. 
'Fad Shccls .'of thc RWQCB staff q o n  package ndmnfia 
the water gualtry objectmw not attalncd and potmoal sources 

Based on the RWQCB's analpis, the SWRCB staff appoN 
the recommendation that Mumieta Creek be listed for harmful 
impact due phmphorus. 

9.3.2 Use of(0.1 maiter) Basin Plan objective for phosphom as See nspone to Comment 9.7.1. No 
indieator of impaclr to beneficial usss is "improper and 
un~cientifie" for listing Mumieta Creek. 
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9.3.3 U s o f  the Basin Plan water qualityobjstiM for phosphorus The "eranption'grantcd the RCWD via its water quality No 
to list MurriUa Creek nmr mnuaryto RWQCB Or& permit dae~ not nvise the water q u a l i t y o b j e E t i  
Number%% (NPDES CA0108821) and the lmplmtat ion phosphow for Murrieta Creek. It alm d m  w t  obviatethe 
PlanpwiwoftheBzsin PIqwhkhgran(thtRMCho Slate's rqmst'bility U) IiaMumista C d  if existing w m  
Cslifmia Water District an exception to the 0.1 mgfliter quality StM& san not be impl-nted. See also -1~5 
objective. to Cornmat 9.7.1. 

9.3.4 The River ManiMng and Management P m p m  (RMMP), As -ously di-cd (sos -ss to Comments 9.3.1 to N; 
q u i d  by the R.nchoCalifomin Water Dishicb WDES 9.3.3). the State is requid to d listing h s e  water 
pami5 -Id impkmsat m d v e  AMP i f impinants  to bodis whsrravrat, nis(ing rntaqwlilystsndudr an mt 
ssthnics fish and wildlife habitar.ororhcr beneficial ure. be achievsd. Such is the caa withMurkfaCreek Thc 
arcdclsted. 'Ex RMMP found no such evidenceof eurrmc nirting StMdud f o r p h q h o w  is 0.1 mgll, and the 
inpainrent to Mulrista Crrdr beneficial uss. tolerated violstion rate is no mon than 1Wo ofthe t i m  (Psge 

3-6, San Diego Region Basin Plan). 5hc anticipated -Its of 
the RMMPaside, the mnnrmdation ta list MurriaaCrrck 
forphosphoms isappmpriatc. 

9.3.5 Conaming Mwrista Creek, nansarnplianss with phosphom See nrponse to Commsnt 9.3.4. No 
objectiveaenus (only) 16% of time during wet ssason (Dm- , 

April). An 80% non-campliancc rate o m n  when the 
insmam flow is predominantly fmm the NPDES-pamittsd 
Santa Rosa Water Reclamation Facility (SRWRF) discharge. 
It is M s r  to maintain dry-s-n flows using the phospho- 
l adn  SRWRF discharge than to have no dry-season flows for 
bmcfcial uses. 

9.3.6 The upper Sanfa Margnrita River should not be listed for See respanses to Cononsnts 9.3.1 bugh  9.3.4. Warn No 
phosphaw. No evidence to support this listing was quality standards include existing wata quality objectives as 
pmvided. Data indicates a healthy emsystem well as designated bmeficisl uss. 

9.3.7 Useof (0.1 mglliter) Basin Plan objective forphospho~usar See rapow lo Commnt 9.7.1. No 
indicator of impacts to beneficial uses is "imp-and 
uwientifc" fw lishng the U w  Santa M w t a  River. 

9.3.8 Use ofths Basin Plan water quality objective for phosph6rus See raponre to Commmt 9.3.3. No 
to l ia  the Uppcr Sants Margarih River runs mnmry to 
RWQCB OlderNumba 96-54 (NPDES CA0108821) and the 
Implanenfation Plan portion ofthc Basin Plan, which grant 
the Rancho California Water District an exception to the 0.1 
mflirn objective. 

9.3.9 The River Monitoring and Management Pmgram (RMMP), See re~ponse to Comment 9.3.4. No 
w i r e d  by the Rancho California Water District's NPDES 
-it, would implement m d v e  anions if i m p a i m s  to 
aesthetics, fish and wildlife habitat or other beneficial uses 
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are M. The RMMP h d  no such d e n -  of 
impaimem to Upper SnntaMargarita River bcnekisl urss. 

9.4.1 A largcponion of South San Digo Bay isimpaired d w  to Sss rapansc to Comment 9.2.2 No 
Ummsl discharges fmm the S a d  Bay Pa- Plant 
rspwr povided "Dcndly Pow& nf- nwnemm shldies 
in the remrdr afthe RWQCB. Shldis show impacts to 
juvmile Rshnia by hot water. This portionafthe Bay should 
be l i d .  

9.4.2 A rrpon by W o o d d - C W  (or the Port District r h m  that Agne. See -porn to Cornmolt 9.2.1. Yes Volumelll 
the San Diego Bay area near Cmby (Csru Cham) Park has Region 9 
elevated levels oftoxic materials. me Cam& Bridge 
listing should k expnded to cavathe -ofthe Bay near 
the Park. -- 

9.5.1 Exrrcdcneesbasedonunallnumbsn(<6)ofdatacauldbc SnrcspomtoCommenta9.20.13andC.l1.11. No 
dus to random fluctuations or local spill events. Was the 
possibility ofsingular spills prim to monitoring cheeked by 
the RWQCB? 

9.5.2 In addition to the m c a d d i a n ,  standard deviations should bs DMiptivc slatisties, mans and medians, wne ported for No 
routinely evaluated and, whore ma than the m a ,  the the benetit of readm. Data either exceeds wdoes notcrcced 
water body should w t  be l i d  as impa id  (due to statistical a water quality objective. One option k ing  examined for 
uncertainty). evaluating water quality ampling data is the use ofthe 

binomlal distribution. Others approaches an available that 
wn to used to interpret the &la. Ses also rsponss la 
Commta9.12.2sndC.11.18. 

-- 
9.5.3 SWRCB staffaccepted RWQCB recammendstions without Azres. For various reasons. the data to date is w t  ovnlv Yes Volume Ul. - 

propanalysis based on the key review alegoria  (c.g., data compelling in favor of303(d) listing 
quality, s p a t i s i n e  represeatation, standard 
methodology). For example, the Dana Point Harbor 
rnommendation was aeeepted despite the factthat the 
RWQCB repared that the analytical lab employed incomet 
msthodolom. 

Region 9 

9.5.4 Besd on written SWRCB guideline for the Watch List, In response to public comment, the Watch List concept has No 
several pmpmed sifs should not have bem listed, but indtcad k e n  wised, bringing it into k t t n  agreement with current 
should be an the Watch List or not listed. USEPA guidelines. Plearc refer to the reopanse for Commmt 

No. G.IO.1 andG.Il.11. 

9.5.5 Exrrcdmcsr based on small ~ m b a s  (c6) of data do not See ~ p o n r e s  toCommcnts 9.5.2and 0.1 1.18 
mmihlts a 'weight of evidence" approach and pmvc 
impairment. 
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9.5.6 lurt as anunlisted m b r y  is subject tothe ssm water There is M, lga l  or ndminirimtive mason why the level of No 
qualilyobjcetives as the listed wafer body, &t might of cvidmeemlistrvvstcrbodyKedbcthesameasthdrrquircd 
evidmcs r r r r r~ary to  lin a wafer body should beat leal  as to takc aregulatq Mion dictated bya separate pmgram. 
m.npmr as that needed to take regulam'y mion. D i W t  (Cla. Water Ad) pmgmns have d i f f m t  

nquirrmntr. Each listing and dc-listing on the revised 
303fd) list is ~ m r t s d  adswaeh  by the evidmee. 

9.5.7 RWQCB w i r e s  municipalities to m l l s t  WQ data for a In water quality mnml  them is always the need for m r e  and No 
'ripow a-rncnr at a fum dale. Ms suggsa that baterdata. Meanwhile the SWRCB and RWQCBs must 
l k e  is iMln i imt  data about Ulse water bodies now. mntimc m take appmpisle on anongoing &is. With 
Therefore, t h e s  warnbadis  should be put on the "Watch thc revised 303(d) list, SWRCB staffbelieves rhnt the 
List" in& ofbeing lined intmded reguiremcna of Clan  Water Act section 303(d) we 

fillFiltd~ . - . . . . . - - 
9.5.8 Dc.l~rting todtffimlt and a low RWQCB ptionty. Walsr SWRCB staff6 prepring o mmprshcmivs 303(d) Limn@. NO 

b o d 6  withwl ad-te &la '~hould be placed on the Watch llrtina Pdiey that will pmvlde wldanee.s m exactly h w .  
List, ornmoved altogether." why,-& when listing A d  de-l&ngshould be asmhplished. 

Fwuample, using a statistically-valid pmcdute based on the 
binomial distribution, dolisting would q u i r e  mw. evidace 
then lis6ns NoneUelss de-listing would be possible if 
warranted. The foeus of the SWRCB decirion-making would 
be on contidace in the outcome - choosing procedures to 
minimire listing w a r n  that should not be listed, and how to 
minimire ds-listing waters that should -in listed. 

9.5.9 RaMNoended listins b a d  on krs than six data points 
convsdictn the RWQCB report statement: "Ifthe evidence 
was not suffiei at,... new watsr bodies were not ... listed" 

9.5.10 Listings for six water bodies (Agua Hedionda, Green Valley, 
Kit Carson, Rim DshedLa, and Scgunda Dshccha Cricks; 
Dana Point Harbor) contradim RWQCB guidance (i.c., 
prohibition against using non-year-round data) 

When analyzed qpmpiately, fewer than six data points can No 
bestatistically valid for making decisim. See also rspnsa 
toCommsna9.5.2,9.5.7,and9.12.2. 

It is rare for wafer samples to comprehensively account far No 
way temporal and spatial paasibility. In g a m l ,  the data 
used by the RWQCB staff in rcmmmending 303(d)-listed 
w a r n  are darned a&quatc. Seealso r e s p o m  lo Commentn 
0.1 1.18 and 0.1 1.21. But concerning Dana Point Harbor, sn 
resDonsct0 Commsnt 9.5.3. 

9.6.1 The 1998 List includa Rainbow Creek for eutmphie In i a  2002 303(d) List Staff Report package (see Yes VohunclIL 
conditions. RWQCB now admits that Rainbow Creek is not http:l/wwu.swcb.ea.govn03dupdate.hrml) the RWQCB Region 9 
eutmphic. Recmt action by RWQCB staffattempts to recommended that Ule precis evidence of water quality 
implement TMDL for nutrients (nitmgdphospharur), impairment to Rainbow Creek be changed from 
without adequate data. This is inapprop.iale. "eutrophication" to "niuate and phorphonu." As the 

Commmternoted, the original designation w a s h e d  upon a 
faulty asswnption that eutrophic conditions existed because of 
the elevated levels ofnutrients. Subrequmtly, data collected 
for development of a TMDL revealed that euuophic 
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conditions do not mi% burconcatrationrofnitrate and 
@wqhms m ncsn or B m n  Plan oblmvcp do tun 
Thndm, Rambow C m k  bmefictrl usa are clearly m p m d  
and sm mason mde-Itst i t  ImeDQ hmng thr lmng 
cycle, and as romormcnded, the masm why uhySandards s n n ~  
be achieved will b e c o d y  identified (as 
nimgalphoaphow). 

9.7.1 h t  WQ standards for 7DS an inappropriate f f w w  in The comment mnfuss huo d i ~ t e  CWA TIC 
listing (I I) San Diegwmawatsr bodies for the following pmcs.. d c r a i  by the mmmmer is l k t n m a l  revim 
reasons: Dmcm where standards are mlusted ta detamins if thw am 

Bppmp"nteto the water body. The 303(d)pmaa is dirccted 
RWQCB m d e d  that I I water bodies be listed for to evaluating if s t a n u  am attained. It is neaherappmpriate 
IWS, ehloridc, and sulfate. Local arm gmu&vata Or ~ s s i b l e  ta Ban= existinz water m l i w  stan& 1i.c.. 

. . 
in dry and wa-wetpriods. TDS water quality objectivu for li<ingp&ess. The d e v e ~ ~  of ass t ion  303(d) list tMlr(, 
Slnfaeand g r m d  w a t e r ~ l y g d y  (eg., 5 0  and IS00 by law, n l y m  the innpmation ofexisting waDr quality 
md). Imported Slate Water Wen and Colorado River water standards. In contrast. the oAm l m ~ v  and labor-intenjvc 
contributes significant amoune of salinity to a m  swfaee p- to study and change water&alitystandards is bcst 
water flows handled through Ceestnblirhed Basin Plan Triennial Review 

P-. 

Clean Water Act senion 303(d) q u i r e s  the slate to m t e  a 
list ofwaters that do not meet ~ m n t l y  misting water quality 
standards. ii does not w i r e ,  and by irwlfpmvidcr no 
mahanism to accomplish, changes to existing sm&rds. The 
pwposc afthe 303(d) list is to pmvidc information about 
water bodies relative to misting stand* not to -mine 
whaher Umse standards arc appropriate. Any initial attrmpl 
to revise walerquality standards before or dwinglk listins 
pmrrrs wuld  almmt eetlainly prevent timely fulfillmnt of 
d o n  303(d) -qu id  tasks. 

The p- for examining and assessing water quality 
standards is different and by necessity sspiylte from the we 
required to amend the 303(d) lisL Fedaal law requires the 
stat- to n v i w  water quality standards "at 1-1 oms every 
three years." (40 C.F.R. 5 131.20.) During a hicnnial wicw, 
the: 

"State shall.. . hold public hearing for thcpwpase of 
~ ~ i & n g  applicable water quality standarb an4  as 
approprists, modifying or adopting standards. Any wata 
body segment with water quality stands* that ha not include 
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the uss specified in r d n  101 (a)(2) of the A d  shall k re- 
d n e d  svery three y a m  to dasmrine if m y  nnv 
informtion has bsom available.' (Id.) 

In mnwsS to develop a d o n  303(d) list a stats m w  
asrrmbls.nd ~ l u a t c  'all misting and rradily available water- 
quality related data and infomtion." (40 CFR 130.7.) 
Aemnlingly, fwthe 2002 listing pmcss the SWRCB and 
RWQCBs onlysoliciId infomaion about wh& w a r n  arc 
meaing sunmt stat>- they did n a  inquim whdher 
misting standards arc appropriate. Data and infomtion so 
collsted did not n-.ly include infomution about 
historic,cum$ w patmtial fitlure uxs ofany pmiicularbody 
ofwam. As m h .  thcsdminisMtive w n l  forthe 2002 
listing p- was not intended to and c w t  sum (hc 

evaluption of standards. 

9.7.2 Cloverdale Crak  should be p b s d  on Watch List because the The RWQCB Pmposed 303(d) List Staff Repon (we rupon~c  No 
total phmphom listing isbasedon only 8 sample fmm "two to Comment 9.6.1) Fact Shed on Cloverdale k k  d i scuse  
briefperiods of time"; RWQCB staffused inapproprists the water quality objmivcr not k ing  attained (phmpholus 
statistical analyses; and stomand no"-storm cwa data not and TDS). The objectivc~ ofmum,  come from the Region's 
= P M .  Basin Plan ( W m  Quality Control Plan lor the San Diego 

Basin [9]) Section 303(d) of the Clwn Wnrer A d  clwrly 
stater that waters must be listed whm watcr quality standards 
can not be implrmsnted. Such is the cas for Clovcrdals 
C d .  Therefon, the conclusions to rrmmmmd listing 
Clowrdrlc Creek due to phmphpholus and TDS werc both 
c o m r  

9.7.3 place L&C ~ o d g e s  m Watch List. (The -ons given an the See mponrc to Comment 9.7.2. 
same as in Commsnt9.73.) 

9.7.4 Rrmovc uppa San M a p i t a  River fmm 303(d) List kcause See rrsponss to Comments 9.3.1 thmugh 9.3.9. No 
listing mnwdicts .mising RWQCB NPDES pamik, policy 
actions, and the Basin Plan." 

9.7.5 L o w  Sen Diego River should be r e m a d  from liR (The See nsponssr to Comments 9.3.1 thmugh 9.3.9. No 
-ns eiven arc the same as in Comment 9.7.4.1 

P 9.7.6 San Diego besches inappmp"atcly placed on (previous) The San Diego RWQCB Basin Plan and the siAe-wideOccan No 
303(d) lists. For 2002, the RWQCB has inappmpriaicly Plan contain water quality bactaial objeetiw designed to a d a s w s s e d  data in the Annul Beach C l a w  and Adviwv pmtect %tan and bay shoreline rmestional beneficial ussr 
Repatr. No distinction war made bmvm eloswrs due to (s.g., humanmotaet withmter). C o d  a m  thalcauld not 

- bb m a g s  spills and those duo to "chronic indicator exwcdmces." meet thse  pathogen-related objectives wen included on the 

W 303(d) list. 

Vi Responses-301 
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For 2002, the RWQCB mmmmdd revisionstoP~Cific 
Ocean and San Diego Eay Shoreline srgmenq intended to 
beUm identify the sxtcnh of impacts dm lo p o l l u l i  

9.7.7 T k  San Mateo Crcsk Outlet should be m v e d  from the See -NCS to Gmmhh 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. NO' 
pmposed2002 M3(Q list Sewage spills an b a  addressed 
lhmugh othargvlalny mans, nm thc 303(dPMDL 
p-. Beach Cl- and Advisory Reports ~n not an 
appmpn'ak basis lor a listing San Matm Creek Outlet. Data 
indicate a onetime, wtchmniepmblcm. 

9.7.8 The Bermuda AvcnunOetan k h  should be moved fmm See responses to Cammsnh 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. No 
the pmpmcd 2 0 2  303(d) list. Scwsge spillr are k t  
ad- thmugh othsrngulaIorymeans, m t  the 
303(dylUDLpm~sss. B-h Clo- and Advisory Repom 
are not m appmpriate basis fora listing Bmnuda Avenue. 
&can beach. "The number ofdays this beach was posted does 
not nflstthenumberofbacnrial indicator sxcccdcnnr." 

9.7.9 The Kelloa SSbsst B-h should be m v c d  from the Scc responses to Cammnts 9.7.6 and 9.20.13 
proposed 2002 list. Swage spills are ktadd-cd through 
other regulatory means, not the 303(dyrUDL p-5. Beach 
Clmure and Advisory Re@ arc not an appropriate basis for 
a listing Kcllogg S t M  Beach. 

9.7.10 Agua Hedionda should be on the Watch List instead of the Agree. Agua Hedionds will be placed on the Monitoring List Yes Volume Ill, 
303(d) list, fordiadnon, b u s s o f :  fordiezinan. Region 9 

-no clear link to invntebrah toxicity or wmmuniry 
dsgradati0n 
- QMQC problem withdata uwd by RWQCB 
-analytical limitafim with data uwd by RWQCB 
- Diadnon as apmduct is being phased out @tween 12/02 
and IU04) 
- Agua Hedionda is a l d y  being monitored under RWQCB 
Order2WI-01 

for Diadnon chmirtry, toxicity, and Lmthic community 
smmur. This 
information will provide the "wcight-of-cvidcnee" approach 

n - s q  to 
pmpcrly asses Agua Hedionda. 

Responses-302 
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9.8.1 Obj& to putting Comnado Beach on 'Watch List" bceause: A m .  'Ihc Pacific Oaan, Comnado Beach listing has been No 
r e m o d  and is not on the Mmitoring("Watch3 LiST 

- lmik t  strrWl is heavily monitored 
- @m sarpleslycar 
-bacteriological WQ objectives bcing mst 

9.82 This Ming Mk (Ssn Diego Bay [Comnado]) is As explained in the RWQCB 2002 303(d)LisfingStafi Report NO. 
immmtdmirlcsding. No dataexiYs to list thcmtim fad shq San Diego Bay is treated as me water body in the 
Cnoludouea. Instsad, title should be "San Diego Bay rrgional WataQuality Contml Plan; hence this title is also 

. . (Comnad?)Tidclands Pa*" with the sxtmt only 0.2 mils. used in lhc 303(d) listing. Ho-. thsrpo~ifis affected aren 
in question is the San Diego Bay shoreline at Tidelands Park, 

Funhnmore, this should be a w listing. The 1998 list as the StaRRrpon makes slsar in Table B-I. Nochange is 
appmved by USEPA d o a  not contain Comnado'r 20 mi l s  of -.d. See also, r a p o m  to b e n t  9.8.1. 
shaeline. 

9.8.3 Objects to Watch List slams for Comnado &her displayis A m .  See r a p o m  to Co~nent9.8.1. YS ~ o l u m c  nl, 
a permanent health risk sign. Signs are posted became of Region 9 
odfallr that pose a only during cntain rain evmls. 

9.9.1 Prima Deshech C m k  should not be listed for Nlbidity The RWQCB StaffReport Fact Shsa (sss response to No 
because soil -ion is fmn upstmmarsar, and oecur~ Comment 9.6.1) indicates, "Most of Prim Dsshosha Cnck 
nammlly during the wet m n .  mns thmugh highly urbanired areas that have sem 

trrmendous growih in recent years. [Channeliition] afths 
Stmm has probably increased water velacity that could be 
causing the undercutling ofbankr and inemsing Nlbidily. 
R a t  and past constme(ion activities may also have 
contributed.' A  significant portion of the soume of the 
increased mrbidity in this water b d y  is pmbably humn- 
cawed. Listing thir water body is therefore appropriate. 

9.9.2 Segumb DtshechaCrsdr *mould nM be listed for turbidity See respnse toCoWnmt9.9.1. No 
because soil erosion is fmm upr(rm amas and ossurr 
nawally during the w e  seasen. 

9.9.3 Catain h f i s i a l  use designations and WQ objectives ate not Sss -IUC to Commmt 9.7.1. No 
appropriate for the San Clmsntc area. 

9.9.4 All but the fim hxo San Clmente shoreline n- (Poche Tabla 1 and 4 afthe RWQCB's 2W List SteRReport No 
Beach, Nanh Beach [Pim hain]) should k m o d  fmm the package (see response to Comment 9.6.1) indicate thatthese 
list. These arras did n a  s x d  applicable badaial WQ water bodies were originally listed in 1998. 1998 listings w a r  
objcnivs formore than 10 d a p  per year in either ZWO or not reviewed unless new data was submitted indicating that an 
2001, basal an kach closure and advisory rep-. existing listing should be de-listed or otherwise changed. New 

data became available only for the Pacific shwelinc at 
Coronado, which as a -It was recommended by the 
RWQCB for dc-listing. 

Rspanss-303 
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9.10.1 Fors te rasdr  should not be listcd R-ns: 1. As d i n e d  in the RWQCB Staff Report Fad Shost (rss No 
-nss(aCannmt9.6.1)forF~asSL,"14of38 

I. F s a l  m l i f m  - 6 out of 9 cxc tehcss  .rc not good samples (37%) in both wet and dry wsathsr hsd levels d f-l 
ststistical rcunu, ay;ccially s i m  testing was during the dry mlifmn in mass of400 Mon Robable Nmbcr 
-n. ( M P W '  In addition, '13 of 24 months exceeded the f-l 

ml i fomobj~ t ive  in mom than 10% ofthe samples." While 
2. pH - Tk I d o n  of pH testing is unclear. data is limitcd, what is available indicates sfandnrdr an 

ncssded forthis d t u c n L  
3. TDS -The S-dm MarimwnConminant Level lor 
orinking wars ~houdna be LWA f w  FMC(LN creek, as the 2 rn dcrription in thc RWQCB  ad shca is morc man 
San Diego River immediately adjaemt to the Creek is exempt adequate: "The City of El Csjon sampled six drainage a- 
hanthis  standard a d  a Munici~al and Domutie beneficial a lwe Forester Creck. all in mnmmial  nnd indusaial ms in 
uss designation in thc Basin PIP;, the City of El ~a jon .The  sampling- a n  nonh of 1-8 

be- Magoolia and Johnsoh four hundred fenbefa t  the 
4. Itshouldbe inBssinNumba907.13 not907.12. junction with WsshingtonChanncl. (a the M ofcity shop at 

Vrmon, n o d  ofVernon Way b e w e n  Idursm and Marshall, 
st the intsrxnion of Marshill and B. Mitchell, nnd at the 
nonhcity limit of FarsrtsrCrak. Mosfafthas.mianr arc 
now eonmt~l ined  channels. All of these rtationrdisphy 
high pH. Therefore, the &nt of impairment is he  extent of 
the reach within the City o f U  Csjon. This uppaportion of 
the creek is ilppmximntsly 3.0 mils." 

3. While true that portions afthe San Dicgo Rivn has bssn 
cxcmptd by RWQCB action fmm the "Sources afhinking 
Water Policy," neither segkn t  of Fo&crCreek has bcen so 
exempted (Page 2-36, Water Quality Conbol Plan for the San 
Dicgo Basin 191). 

4. F-terCreek spans both thc907.12 and 907.13 
Hvdmloeie Sub-am. 

9.10.2 Sa" Diego River should not be listed beeauss: 1. S e e r a p n x  toCammmt 9.10.1. No 

I. Fsa l  m l i f m -  9113 cxceedsnscs in 8 months is not a gmd 2. See response to Comment 9.7.1. The cumat estimated 
statistid reason, especially since luting was during t h e w  extent of impaimxnt is apporimately 20 miles. 
season. 

3. Under the rrquimnma of section 303(d) of thsClcan 
2. DO - Controlling DO is difftmlt due to the high salinity of Waler Act, it is nsersary to list the San Dicgo River dupite 
gmund water. The DO i m p a i m t  should be changed to the any planned loeal activitia. The mmnt  estimated extent of 
lowsr IS miles. the &~blrm i s  appmrimately 20 miles. 

3. Phosphorus - The City and County of San Diego are 4. Agree. Concerning TDS in the San Diego River the 
working to ralsim and vegetate the River, improving RWQCB StaffRsport Fact Sheet (see response to Commcnt 
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phosphom lsvclr. Only the lower I5 miles should be listed. 9.6.1) slates that, 'High mnssnhaliom were obrsrvcd horn 
Old Mirrion Dam to Fashion Valley Rod.  The a tcn t  ofthc 

4. 'IDS -Only the l o w  IS miles should be lirtod. pmblem is therefom the l o w  partion of the river be- 
these hvo stations. This m v s n  approximatsly an a m  of 15 
miles." No revision is nmssarv. 

9.11.1 San Dicgo Bay, Ksllogg Smst B-h; Ssn Digo  Bq. Shelter The RWQCB SlaN Report and Fact Sh&(see -me to NO. 
Island Shorslins P&, and Sam Disgo Bay, Comnndo should C o r n a t  9.6.1) outlined the rationals M i n d  the 
bs added m thepmpmd 303(d) as n w  wntm, w t  aschanges r r m m n d s d  changcr. As the Staff Report- "The 
to (1998). baause &re weat no dala mild on t h e  r i b  se-tr of South Coqis(mno Beach at Beach Road,San 
during the 1998 listing pmcss. Matso Creek outln, O c m  B a s h  at & m d a  Awnue, San 

Diego Bay at Kcllogg S u q  Shelter Island Shoreline Park and 
Tidelands Park rrs n w ,  additional vgmentr within previously 
lisled hydrologic areas. They are not newly recomndsd  
lisfings." 

San Diego Bay is listed as a single waterbody and war listed in 
1998. Therefore, any new segments suggested for 303(d) 
listing within San Diego Bay are consided to be changes to 
the ortent of impact of n previously listed waterbody. These 
are new segmmts that do not men standards to better focus an 
existing listing. 

9.11.2 San Diego Bay, Comnado should be listed as a new water The Pacific Oesan Shoreline in Hydrologic Subarea 910.10 No 
body, not as a change to an existing 1998-listed water, was listed in 1998 for Bacterial Indicators and is ruggeslsd for 
because the RWQCB should employ the Jamc rationale used delisting in 2W2. TheTidelands Park ana is m m m m d e d  as 
to separate "Dam Point Harbor" fmm "Pacific Ocsan, Dana a n w  segment within the San Diego Bay listing. See mpansc 
Point"-is., they are distinct water bodies. Fuhcrmore, it to Commcnt9.1 1 1. 
should be listed as "San Diego Bay, Comnado Tidelands Park." 

The San Diego Bay, near Commdo Bridge listing 
(recommended forexpansion to include the shoreline adjaemt 
to Cmsby Street Park) is on the other side ofthe Bay and is 
umNeted by the Tidelands P& lislina. 

9.11.3 "Kellogg Street Beaeh..should be nmoved fmm the pmporrd See respa- to Commcnls 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. 
2W2 303(d) li st...becaw it is not an a r a  of chronic 
impairnot." Instead, the p r o p o d  listing was based on short- 
tnm s m g c  spills. 

9.12.1 San Mateo Creek Dullel, Bermuda AvenucOecan Beach, See respan- to Commenl9.7.6 and 9.20.13. No 
Kcllogg Stred (Beach) should be removed fmm list b ~ a u w  
(a) the RWQCB did not distinguish between beach posting 
due to [shmnic] monitoring exsadsnces sewage spills and (b) 
other regulatory tools exid to addre* sewage spills. 

- - 
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912.2 RWQCB appmch for total phmphonu is o ~ c s i n p l t h d .  A The wavrqu l~ ly  obj&v= f n  bimbmulawq mbmnceo No 
mas thamugh, weight-of-cvidcnm appmsch should be uwd. mnuined in thc k i n  Plan m o t  be changed with)" the 
A h ,  rtabstiticol mdyts  m&& uwd by RWQCB ue 303(d) -. ScsrsrponsetoCammnt9.7.1. 

SWRCB staff dim- that thestatistical pmadum uwd are 
inadequate. See alsa rsponss to C o m e  9.5.2 and 9.5.9. 
One option is to gauge the validilyofdatausing a binomid 
dismbution model, wherein nwmic datasithsrsrmd or not 
a r c e d  some limit (e.g., wuaqualityobjsfivc) some 
peracnw afthe t i m  lfsvch a modd is used in this case. 
the mnelwion to list is valid. 

9.12.3 Lakc Hodgesand Cloverdale Creek should be placed an the A review of the 2002 RWQCB 303(d) List StaffRepon and No 
Watch List, ml the 303(d) list Data are spatially and Faa Sh& (see responseto Cwnmenl9.6.1) indicates that 
temporally wn-np-ntative. data mild far Lake Hadgss and Cloverdale Creek wns  

adequateto pmpms listing t h e  watcr bodies. 

The SWRCB is reviewing thcusc ofbinomial distribution- 
bawd statistics in order to evaluate the applicability and 
validilyofmonitoring data. Sec alsa responses to Cornmots 
9.5.2.9.5.7. and 9.12.2. 

9.12.4 RWQCB -its have been issued allowing "altnnatc See responses to Comments 9.3.1 to 9.3.3 
phosphnuo cmplmnce msthadology." Listing for thca walsr 
badies (upper San Margarita River, lower San Diego River) is 
inmn-t with this Basin Plan allowance. These watccs 
should be m o v e d  fmmthc proposed list. 

9.12.5 Recornend Watch List for Agua Hedionda Creek. 516 data Agree. Agua Hdionda Ckck will be placed on the Yes Vohunc Ill, 
values have QAQC and analvtisal omblcm. The one valid Monitorine. List for diadnon. Rceim 9 
data mint w& " n ~ n d s t d  for ~i&inon. 

. - 

9.13.1 Baarriological i @ m t  listing-Aliso Creek should be on 
Watch List insteadof 303(d) list, until after new NPDES 
pmnit monitoring data is rseivcdlanalyred. Barin plan 
bactaiological d j m i v e  may be unreasonable bseaux: 

I. Indicator bacteria may not mmlate with risk to public. 
2. NaNral baekgmund may be mot cause ofexceedences. 
3. Then is noability to differentiate between natural and 
admpogenic causes. 
4. S t a t e - q u i d  monitoring will mult  in new information, 
and make this listing Mion unnecawy.. 

See also responses to Comments 9.17.1 and 0.1 1.5. No 

I. Sse also respnse to Comment 9.7.1. The 30qd) listing 
pmcsss must, by law, use misting water quality stmdards. 
Revisions to standards must be mads in a separate pmceu. 

2. The 2W2 303(d) listing pmccu RWQCB staffrepen Fact 
S h M  (see response to Corncnt 9.6.1) di-sses the rationale 
far listing. This document lists the pomtial s a w  of 
impacts as "Urban mnoff, other point sou- and "on-pint 
SOU-." 

3. See response to #2, above. 

Respon-306 
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4. A n q u i m m t  for mnitoringto be prrlomrd on Aliso 
Cttek d o s  not obviate the Ked to liu this ararcr bady if, as 
Ur RWQCB staff rcpnls. n c s q w l i t y  s t adads~annotbs  
achieved 

Aliso Cmek should be on Watch Lid. High backgmumd 
phasphow levels are likely contributing to thcpmbkm 
Muchof the phosphorus repwed is pmbabiy not 
biosimulatory(i.c, available Lo caux excssin algae 
gmwfh). New data will be available swn. 

RWQCB assssment of Loxicity data in a205G) shldywas 
inaccurate, overlooks imporen1 fads, f- on the warsf 
data, and mimpmsne wwns information. "303(d) listing at 
this t i m  is p m m "  fw Aliso asek. 

San Diego Ba) near Ccorby Strat Park rhould be added to 
303(d) Lirt becaucof(s) sedlmmt Loxicity. (b)chcm~cal 
conramination (of sediments), and (e) lors of beneficial user 
(swimming, fishing). 

South Sm Disgo Bay near South Bay Power Plant should be 
added to the 303(d) Lirt because ofimp& fmm hcsZ copper, 
and chlorine on mrins life. 

me RWQCB SL~R ~epon(sss rapom m CO-t 9.6.1) No 
liss the potential source of phasphow as " U b  -off, 
other point sou- and "on-point so-" This, nlongmth 
the other information pmvided indicatsr Ulat Aliw, Creek 
should be lisied at this time. 

The Basin Plan (Water Quality Contml Plan forthe San Diego No 
Basin [9]) is slssr in its prohibition of toxicity. Soction 
303(d) ofthe Clean Water A n  requires that any water body 
for which water quality sfandads onnot be implemented be 
listed. 

Admitledlv. the I I out of 20 n r u b  reviewed were collected 
during wei-heather. It is true that all testing during the low 
flow event of September 1998 showed no toxicity. This d o s  
not chana the RWQCBISWRCB recommsndation. See also 
responsero Comment 9.19.1. 

See response to Comment 92.1. 

See reponre to Comment 9.2.2. 

9.15.1 Ssn Diego Bay mar Cmsby Stmet Park is impaired for See response to Comment 9.2.1. Yes Volumc Ill, 
sediment toxicity and should be added to the 2W2 303(d) list. Region 9 
Rsidentn swim and fish in t h e  waters. 

~ 

9.16.1 Rainbow C w k  was inappmpriately listed in 1998 for See nsponsc to Comment 9.6.1. Yes Volum Ill, 
eutmphie conditiom. lnappmpriatc for nutrients due to lack Region 9 
of data. Rainbow Creek should not be on the 303(d) list. 

9.17.1 The recommendation to list Aliso Creek for bacterial Listing Aliw Cnck for banerial indicators is appmpriate. See No 
Indicators is ques6oned beeawe: alsoresponse to Commcnt9.13.1. 

1. Use by RWQCB of USEPA criteria for Entemcoccun and E. I .  A review of the Basin Plan objective and Footnote 2 (Wge 

Responses407 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SE€TION 

mli was inappopriate. 3-6, Water Quality Conml Plan for the bn Digo  Basin 191) 
ind ia t s  Ulnt application o f h c  USEPA bacterial criteria is 

2. Listing for both f-l mlifwm and E. mli is duplicafive and still appropiate in &IS ease. 
-ssrrry. 

2. C o w l  acknowledged. Fuhus SWRCB guidanec for 
3. Relianceon the Rec-I beneficial use forthe Creek should listing and &-listing will m i n e  this issue in a m d e t a i l .  
be limited b w e  the water is shallow, limiting the likelihood 
ofingestion. 3. It ir inappmpriale to ignoreor change water quality 

standds, including the Aliso Creek REC-I use designation, 
durinethe303(d)listmrerr SctmwmetoCommmt 9.7.1. 

9.17.2 The pmposed listing for total phosphorus in Aliro C m k  See also r s p o n a  to C o m t  9.13.3. Regardless d t h e  fact No 
shouldbe removed b w e :  that ImI authorilia fail to identify deleterious mnditions 

resulting fmm bimtimulatory subatanees, thepassibility of 
I. The Region9 RWQCB used both stomwater and dry i m p a i m t  to beneficial uss~ exis& and is aviable threat 
wthher data fmm h g e  Cnnty's NPDES monitoring. 
ImpaN horn nomnvater wmtr  are limited. The Region 8 
RWQCB rnognized this. 

2. Orange County faled to lid chronic impaes fmm 
btost8mulatory subrwncu ( l i b  phosphoms) in the Creek 
This war repond in the 2050) rrpon. 

9.17.3 Dana Point Habr should not be listed far dissolvedmppw Ses W M  toCommcnt9.5.3. 
b-w: 

1. RWQCB inappropriately intsrprrtcd Orange County's 
NPDES stamnuatamnitoring data. 

2. Data reponed by RWQCB is inaccurate for the 1999-2001 
period. 

3. Rmntdatarhow mppmconmbalionr mnrirtcntly below 
the NOAA Robable Effmtr Level. 

4. Thcre is no signifieanfsedimt toxicity in Dana Point 
Harbor. 

5. S- data rrponed, mllsslsd aflcr a Jtom went in 2WO. 
are(admitkdly) monmus due to lab crmr. This data should 
not be wd 

6. other stom-related data do not shew cxcadcnccs. 
- 

Rspmsa-308 
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9.17.4 lfthspmpnanalywrmnot~anmd,thepmposedlisting SoensponvrtoCommcnu9.7.6and9.20.13. No 
for bacterial indientors in Dnna Point Harbor should be 
removed beeaussths RWQCB did not m h t c  this wer 
bady/pollutantmmbinatim relative a the Basin Plan 
objectives for fecal m l i f m  (Instsad, the listing was k e d  
on h h  cl- which use a diflcrcnt critaion.) 

9.17.5 The p r o p e d  lirting for bacterial indicators in Dana Point See nsponses to CommenIs 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. N; 
Harbarrhould be m v c d  b u s  the WQ objective is based 
an the d i r n  t&l eolifmwcentration throughout the 
watcr mlunm. Ths RWQCB has ap-Uy not carried out 
the appmpriats anslyrk to determine this. Also, shellfish 
taken fmmDana Point Harbor a n  pmhahly used for baiI, not 
h u m  mnsumplion. 

9.17.6 Prim or Segunda Dahsshr Channels should not be listed for While bacterial ohjmives may be implemented10 p m w t  No 
phosphorus because Basin Plan WQobjstives for Res-l and REC-I d REG2 beneficial uscr, w, tm should all other 
Rs-2  beneficial uss are bawd on bacterial indicston, not on objectives bawd on othsrpollutant constitusnu. As stated in 
phosphorus, so the RWQCB's listing rrcommmdation for the RWQCB Staff Report Fact S h a  (see mpollse to 
phosphorus appears inappmpriatc. Comment 9.6.1). boIh Prima and Segunda Dcshshn Channels 

were found. thmugh sampling, to have exceeded the Basin 
Plan objective for biostimlatory ~ h s t a n ~ ~ ~ .  As the Fad 
Sheet rtatcr, "These eonmtntionr of phasphonw over the 
Basin Plan objective are expected to mntributs to ex- algae 
growth that may impair the RECI, REC2, WARM and WILD 
beneficial wes thmugh the crsation ofndom, colon, increased 
turbidity and low dissolved oxygen cnvimnmcnu." 

9.17.7 Prima and Segunda Deshshs Channels should not be lirted The RWQCB Staff Report Fad S h m  (see mpollse to No 
for phosphow and turbiditybeeause both dry and wet- Comment 9.6. I)   know ledges Ulat wet weather data were 
weather data -used, insppmpriaDly (see mmmm~s on used. However, evidence from the niny wason isvalid. See 
AlisoCmk). Only dry-weather data should have been used. also responses to Commmu 9.133 and 9.17.2. 

9.17.8 Prima Dcrhscha Channel should not be listed for hlrbidily See also responses to Commenfs 9.5.2 and 9.5.5. Stvldard No 
kc-sstatistictisal pmcedurs for(the dry-weher) lognormal descriptive statistics (e.g.. means) w n s  pmvidcd for the 
data should havebeen used by the RWQCB. h e f i t  of reviewers, and are not the only basis forjudging if 

standards are exceeded 

9 17.9 Scgunda kchecha  Chnnncl should not be listcd Wr turbidity PI- refer to the response for Comment No. 9.17.8. No 
beeam "The mean dry-weather hlrbidity in Scgunda 
DcschcchaChanncl behv- 1991 and2MMwas 15.1 NTU." 

9.17.10 Primaand Segunda Dcschecha Channels should not be listed Basin Plan objmives are king sneccded and it is likely Ihat No 
for phosphorus beeausc Orangs Countydid not identify any beneficial uses are or may be impacted. B-c objectives 
algaegmwh that would "cause nuisance or adversely affect (i.c, "standards') cannot be achieved u n d e r m t  
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RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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Lmcfisirluus." Ths Charnels aremnacte-lined with conditions, there watcrMicr should be l i d .  
minimal WARM and WILD bardieial ure pobntial. 

9.18.1 Rima Dcrh& Cmek should not bc on prop& l i q s  The M l a l  wnvrr of the elevated phorphorur is not yet No 
RWQCB data indicatenatwal p h m o m n  (due to Lmwn. Ifddailed investigations during the development of 
phospbrite geologic deposits). the TMDL indicate that a m i m u m  load cannot be illoeateb 

anothacaurrcof action will be rrquirsd. While the w t e r  
M y  will -in l i d  as impaid, a TMDL may not be the 
apprqxiateunuseofanion. Thesedetailswill beclarified 
dlning thcdevelapment ofthe Stalnvide Seetion 303(d) 
Listing Guidance. Seealso responseto Commnt9.9.1. 

9.18.2 Scgunda Deshaha Cmek should not be on proposed list, as See -nr to Commnt9.9.1. No 
data indieate naolol pheaa-a(& to p h o s p h  
gmlogic deposits). 

9.19.1 h o p 4  lining forAliso Crezk fortoxicity is inappmpriate See response td Cammen1 9 . 1 3 .  These opinions are No 
h w c :  contradicted by the RWQCB StaffRrpon Fact Shect (see 

respanreto C o m t  9.6.1) which states, 'Warm wllected in 
- ZOS(j)study found no indication of low-flow toxicity. September 1998, November 1998 and January 1999 for the 
- 2056) study found that stormcondition survival oftest Aliso Creek Water Quality Planning Study s h o d  loxicity to 
organism was similar to that in headwaten affssted by juvenile fathead minnows and Ceriodaphnia dubia for the 
n a m l  backgmund toxicity. latter tM, sampling dates...ln I I of 20 toricitytats, survival 
-Data was variable. Since more data will be forthcoming, rates for b t h  spsics wcn less than 70%, with loaf  those I I 
conclusions ers pmahlrs. having sulviml rates less than 50%. The average rwival n te  - nnr is no information to definitively conclude that forjuvenile Fathead minnows was 79% with a median of 
organophosphate pssticides am the cause oftoxicity. 85%. The amage survival n te  forcniodaphnia dubia was - 7hm is w evidence that the toxicity affects 0rganism in 22%. with a d i a n  ofO%. This toxicity data is dirsct 
the Creek. evidmee d t h e  impairment to the WARM and WILD 

beneficial uses ofthis wat-." Existing data is 
convincing mough to list Aliso Cmk. If nnv databssomes 
availahls the sfallut ofthis water body for toxicity will be 
raans ided .  

920.1 Supports uss of 1998 list as basis for 2W2 list. C o m t  acknowledged. No 

9.20.2 Supports p p o s a l  to add 21 water bdia/pollutanta [in the Commmtaclmowledged. No 
Sen Diego Region] to the list However, feels that additional 
water M i s s  should be added. 

9.20.3 Stmngly supports delisting only if there is evidmce water Commmt acknowledged. No 
quality standards are achieved and beneficial uses are attained, 
not solely h u s e a  TMDL is impl-ted. 

9.20.4 Watch list should be eliminated h u e :  SccresponytoCommcnt C.lO.l. No 

Responses-310 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

I .  I I i s i I ~ l .  
2. CWA Scnion 30yb)nquim that nll water bodies be 
monitored 
3. Impaired watur should bc on the 303(Q IisI, not a wteh  
lisL 

9.20.5 The Commmteriswarried that waters will k "parked" (i.s., See to Comment G.10.6. No 
i g n d )  in the watch list. It is w ~ l e a r  whm a water bady will 
bcphcdinm the W h l i r t  A l n g p e n u g s o f  water 
bodies on thcSLatc watch list an fmm Region 9, smggested 
that it has bccn an inappmpriate suktimte for 303(d) listing 
in Region 9. 

9.20.6 The use of the itrelevant *sourn of the pollutant" and See response to Comment G.lO.9. No 
alternative sn fomdls  pmgnms" faFtom by the SWRCB in 
miswing 303(d) lisl pmpossls is inappmpriate. 

9.20.7 SWRCB should include masom farde-listing in the Staff Agree. The rrasons forthe de-listing in Region 9 were Yes Volume Ill, 
Repm (Volume I, Table 2). included in the Fan Shccu (see rcrponss to Commnt 9.6.1). Region 9 

9.20.8 Requau clarification of discussion in Volums I, page 5. on See response to Comment G.10.15. Yes Pmpwdmt ion  
the "size affcctcd' values. New data on sils values should bc 303(d) list 
~mmarired in n table far public review and eommmt. 

9.20.9 "Back-loading" completion dats, as was done with the 1998 Comment acknowledged. No 
Region 9 TMDL schedule, is insppmpriatc. 

9.20.10 ObjsN to failure by Region 9 to complete any TMDLs. Comment acknowledged. No 

9.20.1 1 Changes to benetieial designations a n  inappmpriats Agree. See also mponse to Commsnt 9.7.1. No 
within the 303(d) listing p-a. 

9.20.12 Water bodies should be listed despite a lack of "sufficient While ill data must be considered, it sams inappmpriate to No 
. evidence," as listing should bebased on "best available allow any data or information mgardless of merit to affM the 

information." ultimate decision (to list or dc-lisl). Ifthis were allowed, any 
anecdotal information or h e a ~ y  could uiggsr the 
development of a TMDL, at a potentially signifisant eastto 
pmperry+wncn, dischargers, or local and State govemmsnts 

9.20.13 Listing should -even if the cause is sewage spills since: Agree, in part. Clean Water Act seetion 303(d) states that No 
waters that cannot achieve water quality standards ars to be 

I. Isolated spills may be evidence a ehmnie problem. listed for subacqumt preparation ofTMDLs. Most San Diego 
2. Even a onctime occumnee may damage beneficial user regional bsachcs on Ihs a m n t  303(d) list niginated on the 
[and hen= justify listing]. 1998 list. However, s o m  were included garrally wifhin 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

bmad catepwies and undmdiffmt -SJ. For 2W2 
RWQCB siaffnviscd names and rpssifiod locations in order 
to more scnnately identify coastal and bay a- where 
banerial acd polhdon aff- mcrcalim and ofher 
beneficial urr~. Duringthe 2002 listingpmeess.nnv water 
bodymgmmk, includingbsashm, wsre inboduced (or 
removed) only whm n w ,  valid information was pmvidcd 
during ihc public solicitation paid. 

9.20.14 Listing is nee-even ifthereare otherpmgrams that may See respanseto C o n 1  G.IO.9. 
address Ulepmblcm bsause the CWA m a d a t a  listing and 
TMDLs q a r d l c u  ofthe presmceofother pmgams. Other 
pmgram are themfore imlcvant to the listing p m s s .  

9.20.15 Virmally the mtirs San Diego River is impaid, and should Regardingthe San Diego River, see r sponra  to Co-k No 
be listed, not placed an the Watch List Likewise, South San 9.1.1.9.7.5, and 9.10.2. 
Diego Bay needs lo be listed based on the "Deadly Power" 
report submined to the RWQCB. Regarding the south San Diego Bay, see rapow to Comment 

9.2.2. 

9.21.1 Suppons eammmk by San Disgo County 303(d) Working Comment acknowledged 
Om"" - --r 

9.21.2 Only efnucnt data emified by a DHSappmved laboratory in See respolw to Commmt G.ll.20. No 
aaordancc with ELAP pmtmls  and standa* should have 
b m  accepted in the listing pmecu. 

9.21.3 Supporn use of the "Wateh Lisp concept. 

9.22.1 Rainbow Creek was listed in 1998 due to eutmphication. 
TMDL was fornubisnk. RWQCB h a  admitted that then h 
no eutmphication. Data is indquafe. Rainbow Creek should 
be r e m o d  fmm lisi, placed an Watch Lia for nubimk. 

922.2 P m p o d  listings& b T D S  may be due in pmto dented 
levels in Colorado River water imported to San Diego 
C m f y .  Pmposed listins for TDS should be put aside. 

9.22.3 The Commmtcr is concerned with reliance on mall  data seh 
and inadequate assessment. Many p m p l r  should be on 
Watch Liauntil next m l e .  

Commmt acknowledged. No 

S n  response to Comment 9.6.1. Yes VolumeIII, 
Rsgion 9 

See response to Comments 9.7.1. It is inappmpriate to try to No 
change or eliminate water qualify standards, including Barin 
Plan objective, wsthin the contnt ofthe 303(d) posss. 

Sccresponss~toCommmb9.5.2,9.5.4,G.lI.l8,and No 
G.11.21. . 

923.1 The following bsasha sbuld be removed fmm tk 1998 See raponscs to Commcnk 4.1 1.3 and 9.94. 
303(d) lin due to insvfieimt initial (1998) data and new 
infomtion showing no impaimrent 

Yes Volume 111, 
Region 9 
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S E r n N  

- Carlrbad City Beach at Carlrbad Village Drive 
-La lolh S h m  at El PSLO O m &  
- Somh Cara at Coast B o u l d  
- W i n d a m  Beach at Vim dsl Playa 
- Windanssa &ach at Playa d5l Norts 
- Windansea Bea& at P ~ ~ I M T  Avenue 
- Pneific Beach at Grand Avenue 

9.24.1 Aqua Hedionda Lagoon shouldbe added to 303(d) list due to Agua Hedionda Lagoon (Region 9) and Huntingm Harbour No 
infslntih by Caulnp.taxifolis (invnsivc marine algae). (Rwbn 8) will not be added to he pmposedmtion 303(d) 

list due to impam by invrsivc, "on-native specisbssausc 
this organism is not a pollutant. Please referto the " p o n s  
for CbmwntNa. 8.18.1. 

9.25.1 New data onphmphow in Murricta Crak provided. S a  mponrsr to Commmh 9.3.1 h u g h  9.3.5. No 

9.26.1 Data rrs pmvided to show that there is no chmnie i m p a i m t  Scc responses to Commsnts 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. No 
in Kcllogg Smcl B m h  and Shelter Island Shorelines Park 
due to high bacterial munh. Instead, infrequent sewage spills 
arc causing the pmblm. 

9.301.1 Both Ssn Diego Bay near Cmsby Stren Park and South Bay See responses to Comments 9.2.1 and 9.2.2. Yes Volume Ill, 
Power Plant a- should be added to 303(d) list. Commsnts Region 9 
in support of this fmm three community residents are pmvided. 

- 
9.302.1 nLanLs to staff, and forthe 303(d) process, the ability to Comment acknowledged. No 

pmvide input and for the time extension. 

9.302.2 Theenlire San Diego River should be listed. Scc mpansa  to Comments 9.1.1,9.10.2,9.12.4, and 9.20.15. No 
- 

9.302.3 South Ssn Diego Bay near the hesouth Bay Power Plant should See response to Comment 9.2.2. No 
be listed. 

9.302.4 h s  nat support Watch List concept. Every State water body See responses to Comments 9.20.4,9.20.5,and G.IO.1. See No 
should, by law, be'wxtched." slw,rcsponscs toCommenta 9.5.4,9.5.8,and 9.21.3. 

9.302.5 RWQCB is behind in gstting TMDLs rhcduled and Commmt acknowledged. No 
mmpletsd. 

- 

9.303.1 List Sari Diego Bay near Cmrby S e c t  Park due to toxicity See response to Comment 9.2.1. Yes Volume Ill, 
and chemical mntamination. Region 9 

~~~p 

9.303.2 Please list South San Disgo Bay near the South Bay Pawn See respanre to Commmt 9.2.2. No 
Plant due to impash fmm hot water and chlorine. 

.. . . 

RcsponsesJI3 
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9.304.1 T k  existing designation s h d d  be mended to encompass the See -M to Comment 9.2.1. Yes VolumclR 
water next m Cmby Smt t  Puk (San P i  Bay at Comnado Rcgim 9 
Bridge), which is used by people fishing andwinning. 

9.304.2 " W l y  Pow& rrpntwas mbmiLtsd to the d RWQCB Scs nrponsc to Commnt 9.2.2. No 
ngrea that Duke P o w  is causing pmbl-: discharges of 
hat warn, chlorine, and coppsr to South San Diego Bay near 
the POW PlpnL 

9.304.3 Felicita C m k  needs to be listed [for othermnslituaitr]. Refato the 2002 RWQCB 303(d) Lisl Staff Report and Faa  No 
S h e  (see response to Comment 9.6.1). The RWQCB 
carsfully reviewed all available data pmvided. Felicita C& 
is mrrmtly pmpowd to bs listed for Total Dissolved Solids. If 
and when new data is pmvided during a futurs listing cycle for 
other pollutants of concern affscing the Creek, the Stale will 
mnsideradditional appmpriats listings. 

9.305.1 RWQCB asked that San Diego Bay Kellogg Smet Beach San See mponse to Comment 9.1 1.1. No 
Diep  Bay Shelter Island Shoreline Park, and San Diego Bay 
Comnsdo be in~rpomtsd as changs. RqussG instad, that 
these be new listings, since lhas  wss no WQ data sollsslcd on 
them in 1998. 

9.305.2 The San Diego Bay h a d o  site should be mamed to "San See response to Comment 9.1 1.2. No 
Diego Bay Comnado Tidelands F'ark." 

9.305.3 San Dicgo Bay Kcllogg S m t t  Bcach should be m v c d  fmm See mponses to Comments 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. No 
303(d) list, since impinncnt thas  is due to rewags spills, 
which ean best be remlated in other wan. 

9.306.1 RWQCB inappmprhwly and inamratsly summarized See response lo Commmt 9.13.3 
I998/99 toxicily data for Aliso Creek. First, no toxicity was 
dmollsfnted forjuvenile fathead minnows in the 2056) 
sludy. Second, nsullp ofthcCcriodaphniadata wen 
ineonelusive. ThiIhirdly, the RWQCB misrepresented what the 
2056) E N ~ Y  abu t  the organophosphate pentemde 
mmbut:on mobuned  torleny Lastly, additional data wll 
be fonheomng undnnev NPDES pemut qu8rrmmts Thlr 
water body should bcon the Watch List. 

9.307.1 Rainhow Creek has fiully designation en 303(d) list. A p e .  See response to Comment 9.6 I 
RWQCB listed Creek for suhophisation, but changed the 
impadto nutrients forthe TMDL. C m t  listing should be 
chmgd [to nutrientr?]. 

Yes Volume Ill, 
Region 9 
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9.307.2 Listing fornuhisntr in Rainbow Creek is inappmpriatc. No See mpo-to Comment 9.6.1. No 
I d  and waste load allo~stim data are avail&. Should be 
an Walch List for mhicnh. 

9.308.1 Son Luis Rcy Watmhsd rhwM not be listcd for TDS and See mpo- to Commn19.7.1. 
chlorides b e :  

-primary SO- afWchlor ides  is fmm imported water 
( h m  Colondo Rim). 
- Mdwmlitan WataDimid water sold thmughout the 
county is 467-600 ppm (saIt?/IDS?). 
- TheBasin Planobjective is only 500 ppm. 
- This liltingwill significantly affect agriculture in the 
wstashcd 

9309.1 Disagree with listing I I San D i e p  County water bodies for See m p o n x  to Commcnt 9.7.1 
TDS. Tho Basin Plan objectives (e-g., 500 mgn) are 
inappropriate. A di-ion ofthe histocy of thex objectivs, 
the inconsistency with groundwater objectives, and othn 
infomation is omvided. 

9.310.1 Gmundwatcrand surface wasr in the County are See respnss @ Comment 9.7.1 
intsrmnnccled. But the Region 9 surface water qualily 
objectives (500 m d )  for TDS are much lower Uan that for 
gmund- (1500 md).  I m p o d  water, salt water 
inmion, and agricultural p a i c e s  caws TDS in water near 
the masts to rir above 1500 m g .  Also, pmipitation (or lack 
thamf~causcs highaTDS mncentrations. The proposed 
TDS listings should be removed. 

9.311.1 There will be significant ramifications iflisting for San Diego See response to Comment 9.7.1. 
water bodies for TDS p d .  lmpl-tation of TMDLs 
for TDS will m l t  in harm, not mhancement, of beneficial 
user 

9.312.1 RWQCB'iuseof a n m l  bcach closure and advisory reports is See responss to Comnxnh 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. 
inappmpriatc. No differentiation between bcach closures due 
to sewdpspills and chmnis indicator species was made. 
Sewagespills an bst handled through other means, not the 
303(d) list pmccrs. For listing, actual bacterial indieatordata 
should be collceVd and a4Jessed. T h s s  three beaehes (San 
Mateo Creek o u U q  Bermu&Avenue/Ocean Beach, Kellqg 
Sbeb Beach) should not be listed. 

9.313.1 Conccming D i i n o n  in Agua HediondnCreek, RWQCB Agree. Agua Hedionda will be placed on t k  Monitoring List 

Rssponres-315 

Yes 
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reviewedadmittedly fiultydats (6 data points total), some fordisrinon. 
with px QAIQC (4 dam points), y)mc m M D * a b l a  
wmr below thc dsMim limit (4). and same violared USEPA 
pmtomlr One dam point war amptablg and it gave r "on- 
d-on w l L  Alro, t h m  was w Unieitydab and@. 
This wntcr bodylpallutant combinstion should be removed 
fmm the pmposed liu until further dam can bemllmed. 

9.314.1 Need farwight ofevidence w c h  for303(d) listing. Commsnt acknowledged No 

9.314.2 Need forrcimlifially-bawd analysis ofdata submitled for Commmtacknowledged. No 
303(d) listing consideration. 

9.314.3 N e d  for p- comprehmsive rssssmmt ofdata, including Commmt acknowledged. No 
application of nppmpriateQAlQC requirements and urs of 
valid statisheal protcds. 

9.3144 The RWQCB should rely on adequate s p i a l  and temporal Agree. See response to Comment 9.20.13. No 
data in an order to makc prop" decisions. It did no( do so 
with San Matm Creek outlet, Bamuda Avenue, and Kellogg 
Smet Beaches. These wns bawd ~ n c l m  due to h w n  
sewage spills, not an ehmnic indicators. 

9.314.5 SanmMargarita River and the l w e r  San Disgo River should See responses to Commmts 9.3.6 along with 9.3.1 lo 9.3.4; No 
not be listed for phosphorus. Likcwi~s Cloverdale CmA and 9.7.5; 9.1.1; and 9.10.2. 
upper Lakc Hodges were inappropriately rewmmcndcd for the 
Watch List due to phosphorus. 

9.314.6 Agua Hedionda Creek should not be listed for Diarinon. The See responses to C o m n t r  9.5.10; 9.7.10.9.12.5, and No 
Watch List, instead is mcmmmded. 9.313.1. 

9.314.7 Fuhx listing should follow Storm Water Quality Task F m  Commmt acknowledged. No 
guidelines fw putting impaired waters on a watch list, 
including omsidering WQ objectives, chnnicaVphysical 
detmninations, toxicity effects, and community alterations. 

9.314.8 The Watch List is appropriate whm weight-of-evidence has Comment acknowledged. No 
not beexicrtabiished. 

9.315.1 . Rcqucst that listing be based on monitoring data, not on See responses to Comments 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. No 
closwe oradviwactions that theCounh, bkcs. 

9.3152 Phosphorus-bad listings should be based on gwd science. Comment acknowledged. No 

9.315.3 The proposed listing for Forester C w k  for pH should not be The explanation for harmful deviations to pH levels does not No 
aaspted. Various conditions at the sits (c.g., high tanp, remove the need to list water bodies impa id  due to high or 
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RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECllON 

phobxynlhsis, concrete mnvcyanee) drive up pH. Also, fidd- low pH @lease also referto the mpmse  for Comment No. 
snrming data b subjcct tovariability and should not bethe 4.26.4). FurUlmm, theaining waterqualityobjenive for 
solo basis Torthis listing. pH a n &  and should not b e a l t e d  or removed during the 

303(d) listingpmrru. For morean this, see m p m w  to 
C o m n t  9.7.1. 

9.316.1 State should lnke an n m m l y  consemtive sppmaeh on Comment acknowledgsd. No 
listine for2W2. -~ ~ 

9.316.2 Supports Watch List Commsntxknowledged. No 

9.316.3 Bacterial standards ought to bestandardized befmnny warn See mpmse  to Comment 9.7.1. No 
bodies am listed for mlifomg ns. Aliso Creek and Dana 
Point Harbor mtioned.  

9.316.4 C o n m i n g  Aliso Creck, hima and Segunda Deshecha Sss~ponwrtoCommcna9.13.3,9.17.2,9.17.6,9.17.7, No 
watersheds (south Omnge County), reliance on total 9.17.10,9.18.l,and9.18.2. 
phosphorus numbm should be replaced with foeus on dry- 
=son data. 

9.316.5 Dana Point Harbor should not be listed for copper, as proposal Agm. See respoor to Comment 9.5.3. Yes Volume Ill, 
is based on "mbrrprsented sodimsnt data." Region 9 

- 
9.316.6 San Onofre Beach and San Matso Cresk Bsach should not be See responses to Comment 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. No 

listed dueto sewage spills. 

9.317.1 Area TDS exceedcnes are due primarily to imported See respom to Comment 9.7.1. No 
Colondo R i m  water high in dissolved salu 

9.318.1 504 mg TDS standard will significantly impan the San Diego See rsponse to Commsnt 9.7.1. No 
County Water Agency's ability to perform ill lask and supply 
the County's watsr needs, 

9.319.1 Support the pmpowd de-listing of Pacific Ocean Shoreline Comment acknowledged. No 
(Comnado Bcxh). 

- 
9.319.2 Designation should be defined specifisally for the Tidelands See r a p o w  to Commmu 9.2.1.9.8.2. and 9.1 1.2. No 

Park a m ,  rafherthan the whole of San Diego Bay Comnado. 
Only 2/10 of a mile was impaired (not the entire 4/10 mile 
shash). 

9.319.3 Thcn is no dab to support a listing for the South San Diego Agree. See mponsc to Comment 9.2.2. No 
Bay (near Power Plant). 

9.320.1 Total phosphorus listings should be removed for the% two SeersrponsstoCommcnts9.3.1 to9.3.9,9.1.1,9.10.2,snd No 
water bodia (upper Santa Margarita River, lower San Dicgo G.11.8. 
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- Alt-tive enforecable -hgy for bi&datory 
subrtsnsa (Chapm4 of Barin Plan) was i g w d  by 
SDRWQCB. 

- Ressivedadditional data h n  Rancho Califomin Water 
DishR 

9.320.2 Supparting data am wtspl6ally reprsentatiw &.ate See Mponra to Commcnfr 9.7.2 and 9.12.3. No 
Hdges, rnnpwnlly qmsmtativs(Cloverdale Creek), or 
adequate in sirc (Cloverdale m k ) .  

9.320 3 The "one sire fils all" 0.1 m e  total phosphoras standard is Scc response to C o m n t  9.7.1. No 
immmmiate. 

9.320.4 Remnmmds combimtim of techniques along with total Comment acknowledged 
phwphanrr toevaluate impairment by phqholus (e.g., 
anhophmphats, algae, DO). 

9.320.5 More n'gomus seatistical appmach should be used. Comment acknowledged. No 

9.321.1 Supparts Watch List with the following attributes: SccrerponrsstoCommmtsG.IO.1 andG.II.11. No 

- watch-listed water bodies stay on list only 2 years, and 
-if insufficient data is collccM in that period, automatic 
303(d) listinn. 

9.401.1 Maintain the San Dicgo Bay Shoreline, Lindbergh HSA The original 1998 list title identified the Lindbergh HSA, but Yes Volumclll, 
908.21 listing as it appeared in the 1998 303(d) list. not all afthat water body fails to mat water quality Region 9 

sendarb. Therefore, for 2002, the RWQCB mommmded 
that cmain 1998 titles be r e v i d  and that new titles be 
added, in order to identify thws wahr m y  s-k 
specifically affmsd by pollution. (For example, the 
Lindkrgh USA includes, among others, the "San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, Vicinity of B SVeet and Bmadway Piers.") The 
Lindbngh title has been changedto "San Dicgo Bay 
Shoreline, G Street Picr," one of the water body s m l s  
within theoriginal Lindbergh HSA water body. 

9.401.2 Maintain the San Diego Bay Shoreline, Telegraph HAS Scc =pons to Comment 9101.1 
909.1 1 listine as it a~warcd  in the 1998 303id) list 

9.401.3 Remove the p r o p 4  listing. for the San DiegoBay at B Commsnt acknowledged. The San Diego Bay, B Shca  Pisr Yes Vahunelll, 
Smct Pier and G Street P i a  (Bad=) .  They did not appear entry has been moved .  At RWQCB quest, how-, the Region 9 
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on the 1998 U S E P A a p p d  lid and no new data has h San Disgo Bay Shortline, G Slrssl PiaenQ rmuins This 
pmvided to ruppmt t h s e m  liningr. water bodysgmmt comprises one @ollutcd) portion ofthc 

miginall998 'San Diego Bay Shortline, Lindbergh HSA 
90821" lisline. 

~~ 

9401.4 Removethe listing forChula Vista Marina HAS 909.12. It 
did not appear on the 1998 USEPA-qpmved lid and no nnv 
data has b a n  pmvided to mpponthis new lisling. AIw, them 
was no 1598 listing for Hydmlogic area 909.12. 

9.401.5 The 1998 USEPA approved Sedan 303(d) List idcntifis 
Lindbergh HAS 908.21 as having an extmt ofimpaimnt 
mhingO.2 mils. The proposed 2002 
listing ... h a  ... broadened the extmt ofimpaimmt to 10 
mils." The 10-mile number should be m m t e d  to 0.2 mils  

At RWQCB rqud the San Diego Bay Shortline, Chula Vista No 
Manna entry should rmuin. Thir uaua body segment 
idcnbfie the polluted portlon ofths original 1998 'San D~ego 
Bay Shortline.Telegraph HSA 909.1 1' Itsting. 

The Lindbagh entry has been split up and renamed towater YS V o k l l I ,  
M y  wgmsnts that more ptxc i~ ly  identify Ihc specific arcas W o n  9 
sffestsd by pollution (i.e., Sin Disgo Bay Shoreline, Vicinity 
of B Shsst and Broadway Piers; S i n  Disgo Bay Shnelim. 
Domtown Anchorage; San Diego Bay Shoreline, G SVcct 
Pier). Each o f t h s e  wgmsnts is calslully identified on a GlS 
(geognphic infomation onem) &d base and the u t m t  of 
the area automatically calculated horn a digital map. For 
example, the San Diego Bay Shoreline, G S t m t  Pier is 
u n d s d  to be 0.42 mi l s  in linear extent, as derived fmm 
the GIS m y .  (Est imts  of impet for other water M i s s  
mav be in acres.) 

9.401.6 "The 1998 USEPA approved SMion 303(d) List identifis A m  in p n .  The "Megraph" mtry has betn more c o d y  YS volumcn~, 
Telegraph HAS 9G9.11 as having in extent of impiment re-identified a$ "Chula Vista Marina." The CIS data base has Region 9 
reaching 0.01 miles. The p m p e d  2tW2 calculated s linear impact areaof0.41 miles. 
listing ...has... bmadsned the extent of impinnmt to 2.4 
mils." The 2.4-mile n m k  should be comted  to 0.01 
."it- 

9.402.1 Maps on the SWRCB web site for this water body are Agree, in part. The maps on the RWWB web sib do nd Y V o l m  111: 
inaccurate. The size affected is too large and should be ncessarily d n t  the accurate extent of 303(d) lidings. The Region 9 
rsdused to mly 011s mils. The TMDL priority should bc low. listings, and accompanying CIS maps are maintained at the 

SWRCB in a system called GmWBS. Up-Mate maps for 
the 2002 listing p m s  will not bc published until the list and 
extents ofwater bcdics are finalized. 

Far Ssn Juan Cmk,  as it m w  stands the size affected has 
been automtieslly recalculated (by GIS d m  bas  mapping 
sonware) to be 1 mile. How-wp~cr, thc TMDL priority is 
cumntly identified as "medium," b&sd on cslimats ofwhm 
the TMDLean bc completed and its impomace relative to 
other TMDL oriorities. 

9.402.2 Showing Trabuu, Creek on the map is maccurate. There has As stated in the rsponse to G m m n t  9.402.1, the RWWB No 
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tea tm data ormy m n n m d a t i o n s  to place Tnbwo Cmek rvcb page mps may nol be mtixly n m t c  or x f l s t  the 
on the 303(d) list T n b m  h k  and all other unnamed w r r n t  mntcnuofthe SWRGB'r GIS-maintained 303(d) list 
Qibueriep should be removed. (wid amcmpaying GIS-bad maps). 

9.402.3 Change to the two San Juan Crssk listings (moulh & lower) This is not in enor. TMDL priorilia were changed far many No 
are nol c o v d  in d e  RWQC5BWRCB nmmmndationr. linings based on a manalpis ofTMDLprioritis and 
The TMDLpriarily was m n m u s l y  modifid fmm 'low" to wrLloads. No n w  data or information was neesaw for 

94024 Changes to the two hn Juan Crssk lnstlngs (momh & lower) 
are not c o v d  in the RWQCBBWRCB w m m n d a t i a u  
7hc mtlsag+ofSan Jw C d  uas e m m u s l y  modmfid 

9.402.5 Changes to the two San Junn Cnck listings (mouth & lower) 
are not sowred in the RWQCBBWRCB womndat ions .  
The acreage f o r d s  Sm Juan Cmek (mouth) segment was 
enonmusly modifisd f m h v o  to 88 amr. 

9 403 1 Objarons to. and reasons fornog l~rllng Pnma and Scgunda 
Deshceha C e b  for phmph- and rurbndnty were prnv~dcd 
mn a l rnn  dated Mav 14 2M2 Thew m m n u  were not ~~~ .. , . ~ ~~~~.~ .~..~.. 
a d d 4  or acknowledged in the SWRCB October 2W2 staff 

- 

9 403 2 The extent of impact for Pnma and Segunda Dnheeha Cmckn 
w a s i n c m d  in dcOetober2002 SWRCB mfi-n la 3 2 
and 5.6 mils, rqwtivcly, without explanation or 
junificaion. me extents w a e  one milc apiece in the 
RWQCB m m d a t i a n  

The GmWBS systemhas bcen M. The sxtmt will show Ya V o h  Ill, 
as I mile. Region 9 

The GmWBS system has been mrrsslsd. The sxtmt will Yep Vohunelll, 
show as 6.3 amr. Region 9 

The eommcnls pm$~dcd on May 14.2002 wcmmfully NO 
identified ( C o m m s  !Jr 9.9.1-9.9.4). n v l d  and responded 
to. 

The GmWBS (GIS) system that maintains the 303(d) List Yep Volumc Ill, 
information has automatically mmfted the atents for Prim Region 9 
and Segunda L k h s h a  C n c b  to 1.2 and 0.92 mila, 
respenive1y. 

9.403.3 The Pacific Oaon Shanlim for San Clmxnte, San Matm, Sss response to C o m n t  9.402.3. 
and San Onofm hydrologic subareas, m n m u s l y  has a 
p m p d  TMDLForityof "medium." They should bs "low" 
priorities. 

9.403.4 The a ten t  of imgadfordsPacifis Oaon Shoreline San (This listing has bccn re-tided to Pacifa Ossan Shoreline, San No 
Clemmte, San Mateo, and San Onofre-, should only be Clmxnte HA.) The cumntly calculated lincarcxtmt of 
1.2 mils, not the entire shoreline segmsnL impairment is 3.7 mils, as w o m n d d  by the RWQCB. 

The RWQCB nots  that: "Impairment located st Pock Bcach 
(large outlet), Ole Hanson Beach Club Beach at Pieo Ihain, 
San Clcments City EZach at El P o d  SL Stairs, San Clmentc 
City Beach at Mariposa St., San ClmxnteCity Bead, at 
Linda Lane, San C l m t c  City Beach at Soud Linda Lane, 
San Clemente City Beach at Lifeguard Headquarters, Under 
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San Clanale Munkipl Pier, San Clemcnte Cjty &ach at 
TmfalguCanyon Urafalgar Ln.), San Cl-te Slate Beaeh 
at R i i  Beach,  an C&~C Stale Beaeh at Cyprss 
Shaa.' 

9.403.5 A wpy of n 05114102 letter h m  William E Camemn b Craig See rssponsa to Comments 9403.1 and 99.1 to 99.4. 
J. Wilson, ineluding sevaal wmmmts about pmpxd 303(d) 
listings, is pmvided bssausethc Commnterbelicvsr the 
05/14/02 mmmcntr wennot rsvinved and nsponded to. 

9.403.6 A mpy ofa 05nOm2 1- h m  Larry McKmcy, Countyof See responses to Commnts 9.17.6 to 9.17.10. No 
Orange, to Craig 1. Wilsm, including Pages i I and 12 of lhe 
sttachmat to thatOSnM)2 letrcrduling with Prim and 
Segunda D a h n h i  Channels, is provided. 

9.404.1 Annual d i e s  fmm 1997 to 1994 have confinned that the See response to Commnt 9.2.2. No 
diversityof bmthie marine life is significantly rsduod in the 
South Bay in areas d i d y  affected by the plant's discharge 

9.404.2 Operation of the plant kills benthic marine life in the [South See response to Commsnt 9.2.2. No 
Bay Power Plantl d i s h a w  channel .... 

9.404.3 The plant's heated discharge tvareratT& thcdiruibutbn, Sesmp~se  to Commsnt 9.2.2. No 
gmwth, and rrpmdudivc chanstsrirties of. ..[two species of 
slam]. 

9.404.4 The settlement of halibut is known to dccrcare rapidly above Comment noted. No 
22 de-cm d s m  F). 

9.404.5 The Plant in-= mfoidity, water depths, and nutrients, all See response to Comment 9.2.2. No 
of which contribute to the Is& ofeel~ass in the vicinityof 
the PlanL 

, 

9.404.6 Copis  of public comments an the Cmsby Shca Park and See responses to Comments 9.2.1 and 9.2.2. No 
South Bay Power Plant siten previously received and mDred 
into the m r d  (9.2.1,9.2.2,9.14.1,9.14.2) by the SWRCg 
are amhed. 

9.404.7 111MI2 Workshop Cmmmtt: The mmmentcrpmvidcd map See m p r e  to Comment 9.2.2. No 
ofthmnal plumddischargc at South Bay area to show imp- 
to bmdicialurs. 

9.404.8 11/6/02 Workshop Comment: An advisory has b m  isrued Agree. See response to Comment 9.2.1. Yes VohmclII, 
for San Diego Bay nsar Cmsby Stmt. &noficial user are Region 9 
(obviously) affected. The 1-1 community is wncemed. 
Why cant this watnbady be listed? Has asked yearaRer year 
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for this l i ng to arm 

9 405.1 Submind at 11106/02 SWRCB Worl;shop by bun Hunla See to Commmt 9.15.1 
Copy ofprcvlouoly-meivod/morded l m n  drvd May 29, 
2002 

9.406.1 11/6/02 Workshop C m m m t  (in Spanish; translated by See = p o n s  to Comments 9.2.1 and 922 .  Y ~ J  Val- Ill, 
CelesteCanhl): The e o ~ t c r  .uams (a)Cmsby St. and @) Rsgim 9 
South Bay Po-Plant listed. At Cmsby Strrn locstian, laeal 
inhabitane cannot nvidtishdue topwings. RWQCB 
rrmmmmdcd lining SWRCB md it. Shcwsnts it on the 
mwitoring list at thc vaylean. Wmll to list Cmsby Park for 
sedimentatim. 

9.407.1 Maintain the San Diego Bay Shoreline, Lindbmgh HAS See response to Comment 9.401.1. No 
90821 lisling u it appeared in the 1998 303(d) list. 

9.407.2 Maintain the San Dicgo Bay Shoreline, Telegraph HAS See response to Comment 9.401.1. No 
909.11 listing as it appcarsdinths 1998 303Cd) list. 

9.407.3 Remove the propoxd listings far the San Diego Bay at B See response to Commsnt 9.401.3. No 
Street Pier and G Sveet P i s  (Bacteria). They did not appsar 
on the 1998 USEPA-approved list and no new data has been 
provided to suppanthese new listings. 

9.408.1 The Cmsby Street Park area of San Diego Bay should be listed A g e .  See response to Comment 9.2.1. Yes Valum Ill, 
becaw of evidence ofeontamination, p t i n g r  for fish Region 9 
mnsumption, impacts to bmcficial us=, the failure of existing 
pollution eonfmls, and effects on the laeal community. 

9.409.1 Objectato w i n g  Coronado Beach on the Monitoring Lisl A g e .  See response to Comment 9.8.1. No 
due to cnDwrdinsry e f f m  by the City to rsdueepollution at 
this beach. 

9.409.2 A Technical Memorandum by MEC Analytical S y s t m ,  Inc., A g e .  This water body is recommended for de-listing. No 
attached tothe Comcnbr ' r  lcttrrpmerxu informatiddata. 
It concludes that bacteriological eonccnbations at the 
Coronado Beach -arc below water quality objectives and 
that this water MY should be m v e d  fiom the 303Cd) list 

9.410.1 D w s  m t  s u m  listing Orange County beaches in Region 9 See responses to commenll9.410.2 and 9.410.5. 
for hash because it would be inconsistat with the RWQCB's 
listing criteria. 

Yes volume Ill, 
W o n  9 

9.410.2 D m  not support listing Orange County beaches in Region 9 The report war placed in the adminiswtive record well kfore Yes VolumclIl, 
for hash because the evidence (SCCRWP repon) was the June 2W2 deadline. R g i m  9 
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~bmi i ted  a k t h e  llnc IS, 2002 W m c  

9.410.3 Doa m t  qpxl lirting hangs Cwnty be& in Region 9 me study is the mmsptipltially rcprcwnutiveshldy wer Y a  VolumslfL 
for bash bemuse the spatial extent ofthc data is i nadv te .  p e r f d o n  the -se of bash on Califomiabeaches. Region 9 

On Fehnury 4,2003 ihe SWRCB placedthiswafsbody on 
the Monitoring List. The study used had limited 
cowrage and additional monitoring is needed. PI- also 
refer m the mpmw to m m n t  0.407.8. 

9.410.4 Dw not support listing Orange County beaches in Region 9 PI- refa to the -nrs to comment 0407.8, p a l  I. Also Y s  VchuneIII, 
far w r h  bccaurcthc fempml sxbntaf the data i r  inadw&e. mfmm the raponxm C o m t  9.410.3. Region 9 

9.410.5 Dw not support listing Orange County bsachcr in Region 9 The smrmwabpsrmit issued by the San Diego RWCB does Y e  VohuneIlL 
for t rsh because inclusion ofthcw watm on the Monitoring not contain specific language regarding Ulemtml o f  bash, Region 9 
List or Enfoxsable Pm- List is more appmpriate. except mmtioned as a pollutant. The pennit rrquires the 

pcnnittn to clean st- waterconhols oftmsh before the 
rainy -on. B a d  on these general -it pmvirionr, it can 
not be dctmnined if implnmntation of thcpcnnit will m m c l  
the bash pmblem. Please refa to fhe rsponrc lo Comment 
Nos. 9.410.3. 

9.411.1 The South San Dicgo Bay area is impacted by discharges of See response to Comment 9.2.2. No 
warm wafer, chlorine, and various mdals by the Power Plant 
This wata body should be lilted. 

9512 1 Plsccmcnt ofwatcr bodm on thc Monttonng Llrt woll place 
add~tlonal burden on already rucrsd %tomwater program 
bud@ What fundtng wtll pay for thee addtt~onal 
monitoring priorities? 

9.412.2 Descriptive statistics are nM just farthe benefit of "readers", 
they provide a lwsl  of trrn~parmsyrsgsrding how thedata 
was evaluated, how much informtion was availablg and what 
was the quality of that infomation. 

9.412.3 There should be a mnsidmble level of certainty 
that ... imosimnt armallv  win^. Whv is a binomial 

7~ ~ , ~ - ~ -  ,~~~ ~ 

dtstnbution being used as opposed to a lognoml 
dnnbution? The d n i c a l  mod4 bcing u s d  is la, simplistic 
to svaluats the complex data 

Please refer to the response for Comment No. 4.418.17. No 

Comment noted. No 

A btnomlal approach ir one approach to help dstdc how No 
many cxeeedcnccs, or lack thnmf, may be nsasary to judge 
whether a water body is achieving watsr quality standards. 
Fordeeisian-making ofthir kind, a sample -It either does 
or dos not m t  a particular water quality sfandard (i.e., a 
sample m u l l  number ir either Is$ than or equal to a sfandard, 
or it is pcaer than the nsndsrd) B~normal stat8ot~e~ are, ar 
used by otherstater. hlghly appropnatc for thts typeof 
analyr~r The SWRCB rLlfidosr not know of a slate that uwr 
a "lognormal dtrtnbuuon' to drvrmmns cmpl~ancc ~ 8 t h  



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

standads. 

9.412.4 T h c C n m n n t c r ~ p s r t o f t h e ~ t o ~ t  Tk r s p o ~ c t o  Commmt 9.5.6 did m(rsfcr to the need for No 
9.5.6: 7hm is no legal orsdminisbative - why th different levels of (statistical) dFon for listing and delisting 
level of &dace tolist s v&er body need be the samc as that water M i s  As it htmJ out, h o w e r ,  that is true. Given a 
rcquirsd to tnkea rcgulataryxtion dictated by a -ts padcularlcvel of eonfidcnn, it is statistically nes- 
P-" (under the binomial model, for asmple)that t h n s k  a grratcr 

lsvsl ofsffm q u i d  m de-list a water body, oms it is listed, 
Thc Commnter thsn states that: "It does not maLe rmsc why than that t e p i d  to l i aa  water body forths first time. 
a 1- l e d  ofevidence or m i n t y  for the RcgimVStats 
Board to list n m t o  bady is acceptable while levels thatare Instwd, the mqrme to Comment 9.5.6 wss intended to point 
rn rrringsnt are m y i d  for the local agencies to de-list or out that the lsvsl ofeffon neessary to list a body under 
pmvs thst the listing wu inappmpriate in the first place." the section 303(d) pmgramnced not be the  am a that 

needed to dsside to taLe a regulatoryactiq iuuingan 
NPDES -it for orexample, under another program. 

9.412.5 Thcpho~phowrLlndard for Murriela C ~ m k  and the Upper See rspnre  to Comment 9.7.1. No 
Santa Margarita River is inappmpriale and should not be the 
basis for listing. 

9.412.6 "...evaluating the appropriatenesr of Water Quality O b j a i v a  S n  response to Commnt 9.7.1. No 
should be integrated into the 303(d) listing process." 

9.413.1 "Region 9 dim- with the [SWRCB] staff report's Please refer to the response for Comment No. 4.41 8.1 7. Yes Volwnct 
recommendation that Regional Boadl ure Surface Water 
Ambimt Monitoring Pmgrnm (SWAMP) finds to inwtigate 
watns on the "Monitoring List". The 303(d) Monitoring List 
pmgram should remain separate f m  the SWAMP pmgram 

9.413.2 "...the pu- of monitoring waters on the "Monitoring List" Defensible listing dsisions are based on knowing whcthera No 
is to obtain the additional information needed to make water body mcctraisting water quality standards. OMaining 
defensible listing decisions. This monitoring is not intended information to make defensible listing decisions is therefore 
to asses the health ofthc Region's waters." an imponart component of asesiingthc health of a region's 

waters. Aspmenred in the 2000 repon to thclegislatwe, 
SWAMP covered bothambimt monitoring and monitoring to 
suooon 303(d) listine. 

9.413.3 A watershed approach is diffemt than 303(d) monitoring. SWRCB staff believe that 303(d)-prompted mnitoring ean No 
The SWAMP appmach pwwdul ly  avoids sits-spsifis compliment and bolster the watershed appmach to water 
monitoring of suspected impaired water M i c r .  quality contml. The key water quality tmls have traditionally 

been watsrqualilyobjsm've d&clopcd t o p t e c t  themosf 
wlnerablc andlor impatant bmcfifial uses. With emphasis 
on those components, 303(d) monitoring will appmpriatsly 
fo- attention on unlisfed waters that may yet be seriously 
i m p t e d  by pollumts. 
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9.413.4 Dirsting SWAMP m a M o n i t o r i n g  Listwteswill PI- referto rhs rssp~lse for Commmt No. 4.418.17. Yes V a b I  
drain limited funds and mayjeopsrdirs the planned 
colnprehcmiw wtashed evaluation aftk mtim W o n .  
SWAMPS limited budgdis not ~ & i c n t  toaddrrs all 
Monitoring List waters. Other regulatory iu~lhoritis and 
monitoringeffm (cg. citircn monitoring) might be bmer 
suited to investigate Monimring List wtns .  

9.413.5 SWAMP should not bediluted by the -ity to the C m m t  acknowledged. As presented in the 2WO Report to No 
lack ofdata needed to s u m  Section 303(d) listings. the Legislamn, SWAMP covers both ambimt monitoring to 

the status of all ofths State's watas and monitoring to 
suppon t h e m i o n  303(d) listingpmar. 

9.414.1 R m w  listing for (Sm Diego Bay; Chula Visfa Marina) HSA See raponsc m Comment 9401.4. No 
909.12 bsauw t h e  is no data to suppon it. 

9.414.2 Mainbin listing for San Diego Bay, Telcpph Hydrologic See n r p n s s  to Comment 9.401.2. No 
Subarea (HSA) 909.1 1 certhe 1998 3031d) list. 

G.1.1 This wsr r comment later s a t  to the Regional Boards. These Please refer to the responses for Comment Letter G.13. No 
eommenb are contained in lcner G.13 to the State Board. 

G.2.1 This was acamment lcnnrsnt to the Regional Boards. Thesc Please refer to the rsponses for Comment Lstter 0.13. No 
comments are contained in later 0.13 to the State Board. 

G.3.1 Suppat your pmposed revisions of the fedml Clean Wster Comment acknowledged. No 
Act (CWA) section 303(d) list and ask you move it along to 
the phaseof reducingpollutants reaching our waterways. 

- - 
G.4.1 Supponyour pmpoxd revisions ofthc federal Clean Water Comment acknowledged. No 

Act (CWA) seetion 303(d) list and ask you move it along to 
the ~ h s s c  of nducine mllutants reaehine our waterways. 

0.5.1 Suppon yourproposcd revisions of the federal Clean Wster Comment acknowledged. No 
A n  (CWA) section 303(d) list and ask you move it along to 
the phase of reducing pollutvlk reaching our watenvap. 

G.6.1 Applicable law and goad policy require the State Board to The solicitation of data and information to support the No 
consider all relevant information in making dsisions with development of the 2002 section 303(d) list was extended to 
respec! to the 2ZW Sexition 303(d) List of impaired waters. June IS, 2W2. All data and information submitted w n s  
The State Board should accept and reasonably consider such . considered by the SWRCB. 
information Ulat may be p m t e d  to the State Board on or 
before lhe hcublic hcarines scheduled in May 2W2. 

G.7.1 To comprehensively evaluate 'impairment" to a warn body, PI- refer to the response for Comment No. 9.7.1. No 
one should first ensure the appmpriate beneficial u c  
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designations havcbccn w i p e d  to the loution. "ha i s t ing  
basin plan b f i c i d  w designations appear m haw been 
stablirhcdin 1994. A RCMMW of the bencfd uw 
dcrignrtions h l d  -prior to considation ofwatsr 
quality data that may ultimately lend to modifications to the 
303(d) LiJt 

~~p 

G.7.2 At n minimwheaeh group andlor agency mnhibutingdata For the 2M)2 d o n  303(d) lislpmpaeals, d l  d i l y  available No 
for rhc 303(d) Linpmccu should be operating under the data and information wae analyzed on n ~ss-by-bnsis 
guidelines and pmtomls of a QAlQC Plan for their monitoring The SWRCB nvinved thedata and information wing 13 
pogram. Collmionofagnb sample as oppmcd to P diffemt categories, nine ofwhich w e t  related to types, 
mmpmite sampleand collmim of a ti-weighted or flow- amounts, and quality ofthe data "h f M a n  p-ed by the 
pmpanionsl sample should have b m  conside&, with the cornenter were considered in dewloping the list pmposals. 
data qualified accordingly. W samples should not be relied 
upon or weighted as heavily as comporitq flowpmponional . 
rnplcr .  

G.7.3 In the cas of Call- Creek R9A, I I I waterslmpbs wm Please referto the mponse fw Comment No. 0.8.3. No 
collected, I5 samples exceeded Basin Plan water quality 
objectives, and the site will now be listed as "impaid" for 
nitrate. A similarssx a i r 6  for Calleguas Creek R9B when 
foam was identified in one photograph and this sits is now 
being placedon the "watch list" and possibly conridmd for 
listing. Statcwids standardized pmtwol should be developed 
and followed for the evaluation of dataand the consideration 
for 303(d) listinp/de-listinr. 

~ -. ~-~p 
G.7.4 Suppomeffom lo impmvc water quality thmugh TMDk Comment acknowledged. No 

pmvidingwaste load allocation and implemmtation schedules 
are rralinie and achievable. 

G.8.1 Suppottastaffs recommendations to develop and placcccrtain Commmt achowlwlsdgsd. No 
water badis  on a Watch List instead of adding them to the 
303(d) list whn, then is illsyffieient data to determine a water 
badys stahls. 

G.8.2 The Task Forcestmngly rccmmmds that the State Board Plcasc n f a  to the mponseto C o m n t  No. G.8.3 
assign a high priorityto the mmplction ofthe proposed Water 
Qmlity Control Policy. 

G.8.3 The Policy should fadlitate the useof alternative mechanisms The SWRCB is required by Water Codc smion 13191.3 to No 
such as Water Qvality Attainment Smtegies that might help pnparc the Policy by July 1,2003 and to appmve the Policy 
maintain benefcial uses withoutthe time, energy and expsnw by January I, 2 W .  Staffan assigned to complnc this Policy. 
related to TMDLdcvclopmnt 
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G.84 Ths policy should addm thc -lation ofnsrrativs water Please refer m the -me fwCo-t No. 08.3. No 
quality o b j h v e s  info Mmcric rtvldardsupon *ish TMDLs . 
muldbe b d .  In this re&, theweight ofcvidence 
apprmch should be cvaluasdand guidanccpmvidrd for its 
use. 

. 
G.8.5 The Policy should pmvids guidance and criteria f w m v i n g  Please referto the response for Comment No. G.8.3. NO. 

an impaired mmbndy fmmths 303(d) list if a TMDL, 
Implementation Plan, or some other implanmtation p- 
has bem doptcd. The w a W y  could then be added m the 
Watch list or to a-le implrmatation list so Ulatpmgrm 
muld continue to be monitored. 

G.8.6 The Policy should provids fora rrajw -valuation of Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
appmpriare bsnsfisisl uses and waler quality objectives in all 
Basin Plam. 

G.8.7 The Policy should identify the data standards required to place Plcars refer to the -0% for Comment No. 0.8.3. No 
water bodies on the 303(d) list or the Watch List so Ulat 
decisions place water bodies on thee lista are based on 
consisvntdals standards statewide. 

G.8.8 The Policy should pmvids guidance Ulat water bodies listed Please nfcr to the response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
for pollution or p n m l  impairment of benefidal uses be 
placed on the Watch List until specific polluranU have bnn 
identified and sulliciat data mllectsd to cvaluate assimilation 
capacity and p-ly deMninc load allo~~tions, waslc load 
allocationr and other oaramfns needed toestablish s TMDL. 

G.8.9 The policy should pmvide for the reassessment of legacy Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
listings basuse a number ofold liaings have besn 
continuously canied f o d  (eg. organochlorine @sides, 
PCBs) even though the original ksm have changed andlor 
mpponing data are lacklng. For examplq some of the old 
watcrbodylpollutant mmbinatioru on the 1998 list might bat 
be moved to the Watch List so that the lcicntific basis and 
rationale for *ich they wen  originally l i d c a n  be re- 
confirmed. 

- 
G.9.1 Concur with the SWRCB staff rreommendations to establish a Commenls acknowledged. No 

"Watch List" ofwater bodies when the information and 
available data are insuffleient to wanant plaeemnt on the 
303(d) list or when an altcmativs pro- is in placeto 
sddms the impairment. Wcrupportthc rccornmcndations to 
place waters on the "Watch" List rather than the TMDL 
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Developmmt List when the uw of  i m p a i m <  or smssor, 
isnnloloam 

G.9.2 suppnt the &-listing ofwaters where impimrnt is due to Comment admowledged. No 
nawal condi(ions. 

G.9.3 Support de-listing when data show no i m p i m t  of Commmt aclolowledped. 
beneficial usa. In some cases, beneficial uses at not 

NO. 

impa id  even though wdtnmlumn or other m a s m t s  
show ~ d n c s  above a watsrqualitycritaion. We r u w R  
the mmcndat imls to de-list waterwhere Uic weight of 
svidcncs show m m a l  i m p i m t .  

0.9.4 S-rt &listing water w h m  Ue listings was based on Commsntaclolowlledged. No 
Elevated Data Levels. - 

G.9.5 Support the mmmmdation that waters be listed bared on Comment achowledged. No 
water-body-specific information. 

G.9.6 Support the pmpovd exclusion of listings whem no QAlQC Comment acknowledged. No 
P ~ I C I  were d. 

G.9.7 Supponthe dcvclopmnt o f  a "TMDLs Completed" List. Comcnt asknowlsdged. No 

C.9.8 Specific listings carried over fmm the 1998 List should be re- P l a t  refer to the mponrc for Comment No. G.11.12. No 
mlmted to en- eansismcy and fairness in the listing 
pmccu. Ths SWRCB should review, at a minimum, those 
1998 listings that have ban identified in the individual 
mmmcnt letters as wamnting dolisting or placement on the 
"Watch" List, and those for which dsvslopmmt ofn TMDL is 
planned in the n u t  several years. 

0.9.9 Listing should not be based on erceedaneer of drafl guidance In order to evaluate if-five water quality objeetiw were Y s  Vol-I, 
or informal miteria that M not adopted water quality attained, the RWQCBs and SWRCB d available defensible Mahodology 
objenivs. critcriata arxss quantitatively iflhns was the potential for Usd to Develop 

standards to bs exceeded. Specific evaluation values w m  thc List 
d depdingon the beneficial w, applicability o f  the 
evaluation values, prmious w of  the criteria, and other 
factors. Drafl guidance were only used incircumstances when 

I-' no other criteria were available and the scientific foundation 
and application of therritaia w m  not in question. - 

VI The assssment methodology has ban modified to bmsr 
- b explain how the evaluation values were used to interpret 

OI narrative water quality objectives. 
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G.9.10 Warn bodies should M( be inchded on the TMDL PlsarsrefntotherrspowforCo~t  No.G.ll.23. Y a  Vol- I, 
dcvclopmsnt list based upon inadequatedata. The draft 2002 M w h Y  
303(d) List still include sc-1 examplcr 0fpmpx.A listings used to Develop 
that srs b s d  rn n single sample, or an very limited data. such Ule List 
as a small number of ramp1.s. or data thatare not temponlly 
or spatially xpmsntptive This i s u s  is camba ted  bsause 
the rem no guidelinesor rsquirrmcnts fora minimum 
number of sampling events or ~~y of urcsedanes to 
dklsrs a Mm W imoaid.  

G.91 1 Watn bodas should be p l d  on the 'Watch' List where site- 
specific abjmim arr being & ~ I o p c d  

.. -. . . -. 
0 1 0 1  The Watch List and the M D L  Completed List funellon to 

dellrt water scgmsnts fmm the 303(d) hst The SWRCB staff 
repon stam that both lists "should ni t  bc considered part af 
the Section 303(d) lisr. In addition the I77 water wgmcnts 
an the Watch Li3t plus the 70 water segments being delirted 
totals 247 water segments &listed. This outweighs the 195 
additions. These =dons, on the whole, weaken efforts lo 
attain water quality standards in California. At a minimum 
the Watch list and the TMDL Completed List should be 
considered pa7 ofthe Section 303(d) List. 

Water body pollutant eombinatioru should remain on the No 
section 303(d) lisluntil aTMDL is complNd (40 CFR 
130.7(b)(1)) is good saussto mmvc it hom the lirt 
(40 CFR 130.7@)(6Xiv)). Once rite-specific Mar quality 
objectives nrr approved and it is dctennined that tho water 
quality standards ars attained, it is thmappmpriats fmthc 
watabodv mllutant combination to be m v e d  fmm the ~~~ 

Gio. 363(d) list. 

Partially agree. In the dnft staff rspon the "Watch List" was Yes Volume I, 
used for multiple purposes. The proposed additions to the list Methodology 
have been reorganized to acknowledge thc rtahls ofwater Urcd to Develop 
bodies that do not meet water quality rtmdards. It is the List 
impossible to determine if standards am not m t  ifthc 
available data and information if, in the judgement of the 
SWRCB an s case-bysasc basis, the data and information are 
equivocal or insulfieicnt to support a decision to list. W n t ~  
with insufficient data shall be place on a "Monitoring List.' 
ThsNstional Academy of Sc imsd  National R-h 
Council ("assessing the TMDL Appmaeh to Wata Quality 
Managnnent," 2001 National Academy Press, Washington, 
D.C.) snongly rrcommcndsd that a concept similar to a 
"Monitoring List" be used for303(d) listing, albeit with a limit 
seton the lmgth of time a water body should m a i n  
"preliminary." The m t m  on this list shall be the SWRCB's 
and RWWB's highest priority for monitoring. The RWWBs 
should use these priorities for implementing the rite-spssific 
monitoring ponion of the Surface Water Ambimt Monitoring 
hogmm and, to the extent possible, ure otherauthorities to 
obtain the needed data. 

Using the USEPA Integrated RrponOuidance (USEPA 
200I), the SWRCB has reorganized thc rcmmmmdations for 
waters whns standards are not mct Using this guidance and 
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f sdaa~  rsgulation~ wntcrbodis mat do tta SI~II rrquim a 
TMDL c m  be m v e d  h t h c  &on 303(d) list 

Thc TMDL Camplefed List contains only water bodis whsrs 
the TMDL hasbeen developed and an implmtationplan 
has k" approved. 

G.10.2 Placing water segmmta on a x p m t e  Watch List oraTMDL E m  Ulough the pestion 303(d) m y  be uwd to help wt NO' 
Complefed List has eollatarl impacts on rsourtc~, ruch as p r i & f o r ~ t  h&, thesetion 303(d) list is developed 
federal grants for monitoring and rstoration that are linked to todetaminc which water bodies need TMDLs, The -tion 
water -nu on the Section 303(d) list 303(d) list is intended lo identify wgmenta ofwntm badii 

that do not mest water quality standards and subacqumuy 
develop TMDLs for those segmmts wbereTMDLs are still 
q"ired. 

G.IO.3 It is not clear why the SWRCB decided to place wakr The xasms for nm listing waters are presented in the fact No 
w-ta an the Watch List whm the Regional Board s h e  foreash water body-pollutant mmbimtkn. 
pmpovd listing the waterscgmenta on the 303(d) List The 
SWRCB must artieulntca sound -n for not listing the 23 
watcr wpmcnta on the 303(d) List. 

G.I0.4 The SWRCB cannot list waters on the Watch List b w u s c  of Please refer to the rsponrs for Comment No. 0.1 1.1 1. Y a  VolumI, 
other misting "Regulatory Progmms". The decision la place Methodology 
water scgmmtaon the Watch List b w u s c  ofthe alleged Used to D ~ c l o p  
mis tass  ofother wtcr quality program, ruch as the BPTCP, thc List 
is directly conlrary to the law Section 303(d) and its 
implmmting regulations do not provide for a separate list of 
watcr segmmb whcn thcre is a regulatorypmgram in place to 
mnlml thcpollutanl but data are not available to drrnonsme 
that the pmgram is succesful. The vcrycristmcc of such a 
pmgram is p m f  of the fact that hatcfnucnt limitations through 
other regulatorypm- am not suingmt mough lo 
implement any water quality standards 

010.5. The SWRCB ttc-zpimthat -led testing and monitoring Please referto the response for Camrent G.IO.l. Yes VolumI, 
must be mnducted lo detcmine if the water w g m t  is no Methodology 
langerimpirsd. Ho-, t h m  is no diwuaion of funding U J e d t o W o p  
far monitoring and testing. The State must add- funding UKLin 
for monitoring and testing in order to assure tho hcmraey of 
the Senion 303(d) lisr 

- 
G.10.6 There a n  no guidelines an what "insufficient information" Each recommendation lo list waters or to remove w a r n  b m  Yes Vol-I, 

means when it is givm as the mason forlisting n.wter the M i o n  303(d) list was based on n --by- sssessment M W o l o p y  
segment on the Watch List. of the data and information in the adminislrativc record. U s d t o  Develop 

Many decisions to not list bceausc of inruficicnt data or the List 
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informatian was bawd on ths cdlsnivs rsvinv of the 
availabledaa For example, if only m samplsiwuwd in 
the ascsmmt  the --dation w to d l y  notto list 
UK ararer body. Gsnsnlly, if more than one umpI5 was 
available and the sample integrated mvimnmmd mnditionr 
(such as ehanical mncsnhdtions in edible fish tisue) thm the 
samples would be usd as suppon for s r s a d t i o n  to lisL 

The aswrsmmt methodology h u  bssn modified to rsquirs thal 
the reason forplacansnt on the MeniMng List must be 
aniculsted. 

G.10.7 TheTMDL Completed List is contnryto the CWA. There is The basis far removing w a r n  afleraTMDL is compls(ed is Yes VolumL 
no baris in theCWA far delisting a water body simply contained in lhe USEPA Intsgrated Repon Guidance. Please M d h o d o l ~  
beeawe a TMDL has b a n  written. S a i o n  303(d) of the A a  also refer the response for Commmt No. G.10.4. ~d to ~ e w l o p  
-&s that inqraiired Mter scgmmts be listed; it does not the List 
grant EPA authority to allow m e n  to remove water segmcns 
f m  the list while impaimxnt is continuing. It is thsnfon 
improper to p l a e  watnrcgmsntr on the CampleIcd TMDL 
Listunlsn the Regional B e d ,  the State Board and U.S.EPA 
deerminethat the water wgmmts are attaining water quality 
standards. 

-- 
G.10.8 Volume I, Table 2 contains a list afpmposed deletions from Agree. The table has been modified as recommended. Ysr Volume I, Table 

the 1998 303(d) list, however, the table docs not provide the 2 
basis for these deletions. We request that the SWRCB add a 
column to the table that briefly dsrcribu the nasan for 
delisting; these m n s  should be made readily available to the 
concerned public 

G.10.9 Volume 1, P a p 4  lista factors that SWRCB s~affconsidcred in It- 12 and 13 are not need to detmnine if standards an Yw Volume I, 
making listingldelistingeonridcmtions. Included on this list met. The information presmed in l e m  12 and 13 is needed Msthodology 
a n  "so- of pollutants" (#IZ) and "availability of an to sswss which administrative or regulatory nsponsc could U d t o  Develop 
altrmativeenforceablc pmpm"(#13). Such variables may bc possibly address the problem. Once it is determined that the List 
intasrting as backgmund dsta, buf cannot be usd to decide standards are not me, the decision needs to be made on what 
whether (o list a water body, s i n e  they are completely is the bcst general appmach far addressing the pmblcm. For 
imlevant to whuhether abodyis impaired. example, TMDLs should only be developed in those 

circumstsnas where it ir the best tool to atrain the overall goal 
ofelsan water(i.c.. when a pollutant potmtially causes the 
problem and then is not an enfo-ble program that can 
address the problem). The assessment mcthodology has bccn 
modified to bener explain how these factors were wed. 

The goal should be cffcstive water quality conbol by the bsst 
means possible. Listing a water body for ewnml  
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dwel-t of a TMoL when an a&qmIe replamy 
pmgrnm is alrrady available M alleviateUte pmblrm is 
uMeassarily expmrive, duplicatiy md avastcaflimited 
rrwurra. SWRCB Policy m 30Yd) listing will addrers thcrs 
concern m fully b e f m  the next 303(d) listine cycle bepins. 

0.10.10 If isunckar ifthe d e l i s f i n g o f w a t e r s ~ t s  bad m EDLr PI- r e h a  themponse for Commmt No. 0.IO.I 1. No 
only eliminates the TMDL r e g u i m n t  as it relates to asswing 
healthy f i  ti- in t h c s e g r r q  or if thsdslisting applis 
mors bmadly and diminats thcTMDL quirematt  forthe 
pollutant in the entire water segment. Specifically, we are 
urnamed about 36 wata segments p m p d  for ddirting 
based on E D k  in Region 4. 

G.IO.11 Wcdo not bslisve it is pmper in theeontat of Ssstion 303(d) 
to delist waterrgmsnta that wr. originally listed based on 
EDLr un1s.r affirmative information is pmffsrsd to show @t 
the waterrgmmt is not, in fact, impaired. Dslisting water 
segments bared on new or informal pcrspsstive on the utility 
of EDL information, alone, and without considrring athcr data 
and information regarding that water segment, is improper 
under the CWA. 

0.10.12 We are mnssmed that delistings hxd on outdated NAS 
guideline, no guideline, or nodsfmsible guideline are 
impmpsrdslistings considering the CWA and its 
implementing regulation. Similarly, the delisting fad sheets 
do not pmvids a statanent of 'gmd cause' for not including 
these watersegments on the Scstion 303(d). Nor is there any 
other infomation or dafa that may mea l  whetha the water 
sgmenta -in impaired. 

0.10.13 his not clear why there are no guidelines for wata segments 
delisted for no euidclines or euidelines no lonea defensible. 

T h e  wntnr are pmpoxd to be removed hom thesection No 
303(d) list b u s s  the original listing war bad a, faulty 
guideline valusr. EDLs are calmlatiom of the cmmvation 
of chnnicals in fish tissue. Thac values provide e way to 
compare the observed mneentrarian to -tile rank ofall 
nmmmmmta for the chemical. The EDL is notrelated in any 
way to measuring impact on beneficial uses such as fish 
consumption or aquatic life pmtectim. EDLs do not provide 
any indication of the safe lwcl and should not be uJcd in any 
way to -S impacts on bmsficial uses or attainment of 
water quality standards. 

If water body-pollutant combinations are listed because the No 
inlapraation guideline is not suppottable then it seems thne 
tr no basis on which to put or keep the water body segment a, 
the list. if thc basis for lisung is nor defensible then the 
d s i s ~ o n  lo mainwin the listing n n a  defensible 

NAS guidelines were published in theUSEPA dmumnt: 
Water Quality Criteria 1972 ("Blue Book") To SWRCB 
s t a m  lolowledge, these values an valid an4 until rrplaecd by 
other interpretive guidelines, shouldbeused to help intcrpnt 
namtivs water quality standards. 

Please refer to the response for Comrmt No. G.10.12. No 

G.10.14 It is unclearwhy NAS guidelines are outdated. If the NAS Please refa to the response for C o r n  No. G.10.12. No 
guidelines are outdated, it is unclsar ifthen an olhcr 
guidelines or data available regarding the impairment of the 
water segments. 
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G.IO.15 We r r q u a  elnrifieation ofthcdisussion in Volume I, page 5 The roqusrrsd i n f o d o n  bas bem included in the pmpassd Y Ropmcdssstim 
regatding how (he "rim a f f d ' v a l u s r  forthe 1998 303(d) &on 303(d) list The list will be attached to UK dmfl 303(d) lin 
list may bechanged inthe2002 lirt bssauw of new G m W S  mlu t ion  considered by me SWRCB. 
data. There is no a ~ m a r y a f l h s w  changes in the public 
d-ntr. We -1 that in orderto in- transparency 
in the pmcr$ thse  changes be ~ h r s d  in r table in 
order to haw ~ s n i n g f u l  public review and commmt. 

G.10.16 We are s o n s d  a b u t  the SWRCB proposed actions a list PI- referto the response for G m m a t  0.10.1 and 0.1 1.1 I. No 
impaired wptosse-b m thrss Jspsrnts lists the Watch 
List, (he Section 303(d) List, and the TMDL Completed List. 
Theuse of three lists m contrary to the CWA and , 
i m l m t i n e  madation. 

G.II.1 We suppon the Stale's p m p e d  q p m c h  of ~ontinuing part Comment acknowledged. 
listings identified in the fina1'1998 Sation 303(d) list unless 
new data or infomtion provides nn analytical basis for 
moving  or d i f y i n g  a listing. 

0.11.2 We appreciate the Stale's sommitmsnt to pmvids multiple Comment acknowledged. 
oppomnities for public palticipation in the listing pmeess, 
including the data and infomtion solicitation prwesr and 
public comment and henringpmess to invite feedback on the 
~ m w s e d  list and mioriw rankinas. 

G.11.3 We suppon the Stale's efforts to as- unconvsntional data Comment ashowledged 
and infonnarion types, includingsediment, fish tissue and 
rarestional aduisaricr, ar panof the assessment p-s. 

G.II.4 Doeurnentation ofthe basis for listing decisions must be All existing mdily available data and information war Yes Volumcr ll and 
improved Some listings provide insufiieient information conridsred in developing the recommmdationr for the section 111 
describing the data and i n f m t i o n  considered and the basis 303(d) list. In mast eases the RWQCB and SWRCB 
for the listing decision. dwumnted the miew by developing fact she& for water 

bodies even if listing or delisting war not recommended. 
B a d  on preliminary a s e s m m t  of the data and infwmation, 
fan she& for some data rsts were not prrparod i fa  listing or 
delisting ncommendation war not made. 

The SWRCB and RWQCBs assembled and considered data 
and infomtion fmm numerous sou- including: the 
information in the section 305W repon; worn ofwater 
quality problem fmm individuals and pupa;  data hom 
federal p m g r m  (including U.S. EPA's E n v i m m t a l  
Monitoringand Asssrmmt Pmgraq U.S. BUM" of 
Reclamation, U.S. Forst Snviee, USGS, N.); available data 
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from Soulhem California Bight Pmjea ( S m ) ,  dam fmm 
SWRCB and RWQCB monimring d l a  (including BFTCP, 
SWAMP, Division of Watcr Rigus, tXAMP,TSMP, SMWP, 
CFCP, str.); data fmm SFEI Regional Monitoring Ro- 
data fmm other Swc agcnda  (&cludinp ~ q a & t  i f  
P k i d c  Rgulation. DFG. OEHHA, DWR, ecs.), County 
hulth dsp.rtmcnt mmitming data; NPDES monitoring data, 
watsrrhed sanitary surveys; published rep*  ofwatm&lity 
conditions; d m  fmmcitirm monitoring effom; and oUlcr 
wnum ofdata). 

The SWRCB and RWQCBs w a s  unable to obtain, and did 
nc4 rely upon drinking water SO- asrsruncntsbecausc: 
I .  No drinking water source assssments were located during 
staIFs m h  afdata and information SO- within their 
offices, 
2. The drinking water source assesmats  have not besn 
publicly released by the Depamnent of Health S a v i e s  and 
arc therefore not mdily availableto the Boards at this time; 
and 
3 Staffundsntand that these s sesmena  are oat based on 
analyrir dwats r  quality data and are instead based on 
assessments ofwater intake vulnerability to pol lurn 
contamination b a d  on the existence ofpotential pollutant 
sources adjacent to upsmarn water bodies. As a r s u r  the 
assessments are unlikely to be very useful for the purpose of 
identifying watm that do not m a t  water quality standards. 

The SWRCB and R W W s  considered but did not d y  upon 
data in the Taxis Release Inventory P I )  b u s e  thcTRl 
include data on toxic pollutant rrlcascs U, the cnvimnment, 
not the concentrations ofthese pollutants in individual 
receiving watcn. Therefore, the data contained in TRI are 
unlikely to directly assist in determining whahers wata  body 
currently meets or exceeds applicable water quality standards. 

Many ofthe pmpmed listing mmmendationr have been 
cx~anded to include more detailed ex~lanationr. 

G.11.5 Watsn impa id  due to naturally oeeumng pollutant sources Most Basin plans add- natwally occurring pollutant No 
need to be listed. The cind language fmm the Basin Plans concentrations. For example, the Nonh Coast Basin Plan 
doss not appear to pmvide a natural sources exclusion. The states: "Contmllablc water quality fanon shall conform to the 
State needs to pmvide a more substantial rationale far not water quality objectives contained herein. When other fanan 
listing these waters or include them on the 303(d) list. result in the degradation ofwater quality beyond the levels or 
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l i m i t r d l i s h d  h a d n  as water quality objectives, h 
mnlmllable fidors shall not cause hufhcr degradation of 
wstaquality.' 7heBssin Plan g a r  on to dsfine mnmllable 
s o w :  'CmrmUablewler quality fscbm am mmS &tion% 
conditions, orei-Wm d t i n g  fmm m ' s  sclivitis 
that may innwnce be quality of be w a m  of the State and 
that m y  be -nably sontmllsd." 

In developingthe pmposals for thcZW2 d o n  303(d) list, if 
it w.s &mmated that M& EMditiO(. eaYIXd cxclusivcly 
a segment o f r  water body to be mnriderod a W e r  quality 
limited segmmt Ulnr the segment was not listed. 

Generally the doeurntation must addrss the natural 
SUMS) ofthe chemical and explain why vhyhvmaneauses can 
be rulehout as the c a w  of the water d i t y  limited segment. 
Human*aused rowcss ( I  s . 'mu's  defined in Warn Ccde 
S ~ l l o n  IJOSO(d) or 'palluson' a~ dcfrnsd in Water G d c  
sectton 130SWI) and 40  CFR 130 2(c)J can gcnwlly be mlcd 
out whne Ulc cxeursions b a n d  standards would occw in the 
absence of the humancaused soun's. 

For example, the densities of feed and teal ealiform in urban 
mnoffean mme fmm natural and h n  sources. It is not 
pouiblc to dctsrmins a priority without sih-specific study if 
the source is not a m l t  of human activity. Consequently, it is 
appropriate for thcx w s m  to be l i e d  and the vrtion of the 
mnrarnination due to natural JO- be dctsrmined during the 
development of the TMDL. 

Another example is meal concentrations in m e  saline and 
geothermal waters. Bssuse of its gmlogical history, the 
Lahontan Region has a number of water bodies with 
eonecntrntions of sale andlor toxic trace elsments such as 
a m i e  which exceed drinking water standards or sritaia for 
protection of freshwater aquatic life and wildlife. T h s e  
waten include inland saline (dsen playa) lakes and 
geothermal springs. Past sfate and fcdrml guidance led to 
listing o fa  number of Lahontan Region waters which srs 
"impaired" only by narural sources. A scientific litcrahlrs 
review by the RWQCB staffon saline and gcothmal ws tm 
shows that these waters are unique ecmplems with their own 
degree of physical, chemical, and biological i n t e t y ,  and 
suppert aquatic life and wildlife adapted to arfmne 
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mvimnmntal conditions. nKJe wales should mt bejudged 
to be nol mming water quality Mndardr m the basis of 
h h w a t e r  aguatic life nitair 

USEPA (1997) guidance for the dsMlopmtof  rite Jpesific 
aquatic life s r i h  ssknowledgcr that: "For qmtk life mer, 
where thsna~ra l  baskpund soncsnhation fwa~pesif ic  
paramem is docummted, by dcfinitimUlnt mmahation is 
wfkient to suppon rhe level ofaquatic life upccDd to arur 
nablrally at the site absent any i n t e r I u a a  by humans." 

The Lahontan Basin Plan (page 3-2. "Rohibited D i s c h a r " )  
w g n i m  that not all fanors nffming water quality may be 
mtmllablc. It stales: "Akapplication of ~ b l e c o n t m l  
~ C B S U ~ ,  ambient waterquality shall eonfonn tothe narntivc 
and numerical warnquality objmivsr includsd in this Basin 
Plan. Whm nhcr fnnom -11 in degradation ofwater quality 
beyond the limits established by these water qualify 
objbjsstivsr, contmllabls human activities shall not c a s e  
funher degradation ofugter quality in either surface or -d 
watm." 

For the above reasons, sevnal water body-pollurn 
mmbinations are proposed to be removed fmmthe sation 
303(d) list because theexcursions beyond stands* -a in 
the absence ofany humansnuwd s o w .  Also, several 
waters a n  -mmndcd for l is t ingcm though a @on of 
the identified pollutant(s) are probably of naNral origin 
because t h m  is a high potmhl for human& s o w  to 
contribute to the excursion a h v e  srandards. 

G.11.6 The Stale mustdocumsnt how it consideredand listed California considered all data and informstion in developing No 
"threatmed wars". Fednal regulations require the listing of lhe pmpased list. At p m m t  the Slats has no specific 
threatened waters, and WA's 1997 and 2001 listing guidance appmaeh for listing w a r n  bared on thmta to water quality. 
documents dc~cribe how this nquimrrnt should be a d d d .  All ofthe rreammendatians made for listing vcbased on 

either imp& on bmsfrcial uses or W s r  qualify standards 
not being attained. Establishing aconsislcnt value or 
a p p m h  to trigger listing b a d  on threatsned atam is 
diflicult. We gmnally equate t b t s n e d  watm with 
declining t m d s  in water quality. Trends an difficult to 
invrpret in any case. At pexnc no listings an ppoaed on 
h d  data whne standards are mL In 2002, all of the new 
listing rreommdations are based on data exceding 
standards a pmmfage ofthe tirneor on the weight of 
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available infwmtion. 

Predidm of hmdr is Lridcy bccausc of lhc influ- of 
changing annlytical msthods dstoaian limits, mehod 
a w c y  and precision, data mluation, rpatial and temporal 
variability, ete. 

The State's policy for addraring t m d s  and thrcatmed waters 
will bedeveloped u partoflhc lirtingldclhtingpoliiy. 
Sevml faefws should be considad whsn dsvslopingthir 
policy on intapming mnds in wrtcrquality including: 

o Mini- numbaof sampling paiods (days, months, yeam, 
ctc.) for mnds 
o Spccific conditions for using Vend analysis 
o S t a t i h l  appmacha for evaluating uend data 
o Mahods for mnridcring: S-nnl effects, Interannual 
effees, changes in monitoring methods, changes in analysis of 
sam~les. nc. 

G.11.7 The rationales for excluding many waters (including many A p e .  The staff repon has besn changed in many sections to Yes Volumesll and 
waters on Ibe "watch" list) fmm the Smion 303(d) list must explain why waters wne  placed on the various lists. I11 
be explained. Plsass pmvids a clearer explanation of how 
Ulse warn- asses4 and the State\ rationale for not 
including thcmon the 303(d) list. 

G.11.8 Decisions not to list watsrs baed on the p-ncs of other Many existing water quality control program have the same Ysr Volume I, 
control pmgram must bcjurtifisd. T lx  State must dcwribc goal as aTMDL: to reduce pollutant loadings to levels where Methodology 
how these ~Ihercontml pmgrams will -It in attainment of water quality standads are met. These programs will likely used to ~ c v e l o p  
standards in a reasonable period oftime, or list these waters if allow for theattainmmt ofwsta  quality standards before a the Ust 
this description cannot bepmvided. TMDL is established or becaw the program are the only 

m h a n i r m  for implementing controls nsessaty to meet 
wasteload and load allocations (hat would be contained in a 
TMDL. Dcvcloping a TMDL in addition to the altanate 
program -r to be a duplication ofeffon and should be 
avoided whenever possible. 

In order for a watcr quality control effonto serve as a 
substitute for a TMDL it is necessary for the sfin to be 
cnforaable now (without modification), funded, required, a 
dcmonstratsd rnord ofvoluntary compliance, or ineluded in a 
basin plan, statnvidc plan, or water quality eantml policy. 
The pmgram must also show demonsfrated implementation of 
mfasurss to correct the watcr quality problem. 
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Several c o m n t e r s  disagrred withthcusc afvariaus existing 
pm- in lieu a f a  TMDL. Fw sash of the p m p m  chat 
have been mommended i d  ofn TMDL, the SWRCB 
staff has pmvided the rationnlo. The orplanation for using 
altanste mforceable p m p m h s s  been included in Ule 
mnhadology for developing the l i n  The pmgnms addressed 
are (I) Ulc BPTCP Consalidated Cleanup P l q  (2) stom 
water pami4 and (3) Enforcement. 

G.11.9 nK basis for prioritymkingand targeting decisions must be The qualitative pmess for msigning prioritis is p m t e d  in No 
described. The final listing m p r t  must explain in mns dstail the staff rrport. The decision to srtnblish priwity is based on 
how these decisions were made a c-by- -mat of the factan listed. 

G.11.10 We areconcerned that the pmpowd 2002 listing decisions do The p m p e d  &ion 303(d) list contains ranking far all water No 
not snslude Echedula for dcvdoptng TMDLs for 811 nu husd body-pollutant combnmttonr and ndcnufia rhms watm 
waters The Slale Boerd should adopt firm vhedula for all targeted for TMDL dcvclopmsnt m the next two yurs  @dore 
listed w a r n  m ordam 8no- he level ofaeeountabmltry at 2CCdJas rsqulFsd by 40 CFR I307@)(4) Pm)eeoansof 
the State Board level for TMDL pmgram paformenq and to TMDLcomplstion beyond two y m  are speculative and 
pmvide a clearer indication to the public w h a  TMDLs will be s u b j a  change between listing cycles. 
legally adopted by the State. 

C.II.II The state should follow EPA's 2M)I Integrated Report Agm. California's section 303(d) list pmposal has been Yep V0lwne 1, 
Guidancceonceming assessmat rrpaning categories for all revised using much ofthe EPA Integrate Report Guidance. Metholology 
waters, and assaeiated scheduling of follow-up monitoring. The p r o p 1  has been reorganized into four lists as follows: Uwd to Denlop 

thc List 
Monitoring List: W a r n  with insufficient misting and readily 
available data and information to defermineifwafer quality 
standards are attained or beneficial usep are met. 

TMDL Compl*ed List: Waters where beneficial w a r e  not 
attained and wafer quality standards are not met but TMDYs) 
are appmvsd for the water body and have appmved 
implcmcntation plans. 

Enforceable Pmgrams List: Waters where bmeficial uses are 
not attained or water quality standards are not met but an 
enforceable program exists that ewrently addnrrss the water 
quality problem in a nasonable time frame. 

The Safion 303(d) List: Watm when bmeficial u s a  are not 
attained or wafer quality standards are not mct and the 
problem is eauwd by a pollutant or pollutants. A TMDL is 
necessary to address the problem and is scheduled for 
completion. 
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A pmposal fordsvelqmmt of a Clan W n m  List (Category 
I) is notpmpsed becawe oarhoftheszdion 305(b) water 
qunlityasesmcnf has besn completed md thm is nat t i m o r  
mumr  to revise w pmposal. The kinds of information 
that would be included in the Categcq I lin will be included 
in the section 305@) rrpnt 

G.11.12 The Stale should describe more dearly the basis fwthe Sfale's As stsled in Val- I, the 1998 -ion 303(d) list (Volwnc I, No 
pmpod  m carryover mast listings hom the 1998 seetion Appendix) f o m  the basis for the 2W2 list submittsl. 'Ibis 
303(d) list absent new data and information. amrmption is based on the following: The 1998 a m e n d m u  

to the lkl wnc appmvsd by the SWRCB in 1998 and by U.S. 
EPA in 1999. At that time, the SWRCB and U.S. EPA 
evaluaed all then-existing and rsadily available water quality- 
relateddata and information to make the listing decisions. 
S o w  i n k w e d  partico disagreed with someofthe 1998 
listingdccisiong and sinee that time, they had some years@ 
develop additional d m  or information with which m 
challenge the conclusions. In many instances, however, the 
SWRCB and RWQCBs w i v e d  no new dataor information 
a b u t  many ofthose watas. Ao such the SWRCB has no new 
evidence with which to mamine  the 1998 mnclusions. In 
the abaencc of widenee that calls the 1998 list decisians into 
question, the previous decisions, based on the preview m o d ,  
should not bs reopened. For the w m n t  mbmiml, therefwe, 
where no new dataor information has been w i v e d  about a 
water's W. no chance is ~ m m c d  f m  the 1998 list. 

G.11.13 The St& should mordinss with neighbon'ng states wid 
respsa to a~rcumcnu of watm which emss jurisdictional 
h n d u i e s .  

G.11.14 The State should mordinale with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Senrice, U.S. National Marine Fishnia Snvice, and Stale 
Department of Fish and Game m ensure that listitingdeeisions 
add- the need m pmmt  listed species. 

G.II.15 The majority of fad sheets pmvids insuflicicnt information 
concerning the data and information considered, the 
applicable standard(s) conside&, and the basis for 
concluding that the water should or should not be listed for a 
particular pollutant. The fact sheeu for many watsa in 
Regions 5 and 9 pmvide an appmptiatdy delailed level of 
information for this purpose. We recommend that the other 

The RWQCBr sent solicitation lettea m a wide varietyof No 
interned parties. All d l y  existing data and infomation 
about w a m  that border or flow into neighboring s tam were 

Thcx agencies wcn infomvd a b u t  the proposed revisions of No 
the seetion 303(d) list and at I& the U.S. National Marine 
Fishcries Smricc and the DFG have submitfed mmmenu. 

Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.lO.6. No 
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fad  shostr bc nvired to provide this level of defail. 

G.11.16 'Se decision doanrans mustmmclearly dacribe all the PI- refa to the -nw far C a w n n t  No. G.11.4. No 
datannd information compiled and consided by U If 
the data and infnma(an SO- identifiedam existing and 
readily available, they must be considered. If- that 
-1 information SO- identified in the ref-- were 
not w n s i d d .  Ifany data md information is excluded, WA 
ex- k State m povide a mom detailed rationale for the 
decisions to excludeany dataand information sou-. 

G.11.17 Wcundeatand thalthc Slate now intends to pmvidc e limited Plsass refer to the rspanw for Comwnt No. G.6.1. No 
appomily forthe public to submit data and information 
which wersuruvailabls prim to May 2001 for State 
c o n s i d d o n  in the 2002 listing pmesn. S m  rtlffshould 
gather and consider data and iinf-tionlhat became 
availablebewen May 2001 and Spring 2002. At a 
m i n i m q  thestate must d s a i b e  why it is m n a b l c  to 
exclude hwn considmion, in wholeor in pan, more renntly 
available data and infomation. 

G.1 1.18 If the State's assessment methodologypmvidcr that a 
minimum number of &ta points am needed to arms a water. 
themrhodologymst identify that mmnimm numba and 
pmvidc s rrasonabls technncal rationale for the different 
expectations. If there is no minimum dataquantity 
nquinmnt, the waters for which data quantity was cited as a 
basis for not listing shouldbcreevaluated consistent with a 
mon clearly stated -unrnt mcthod. 

At present, the State's methodology does not W a m i n i m  YS Volumel, 
number of sampla. In dnclaping their pmposnlr to the Methodology 
SWRCB. -1 RWQCBn selected a minimum numberof Ured lo Develop 
samplss dspmding on the parameter. Ofcourrc, large the List 
numben ofsampla w n r  always pmfmcd in orderto 
minimize hlsc negative conclwim (not listing when in fact 
the wata body should be lated) If srandards were n m d e d  
in a large psrsentags of the samples svm i f k  total m b c r  of 
samples low, we accepted the higherpassibilily for falsk 
negative ma. This approach pmvidcr an envimnmtal 
conservative appmaeh for pmteeting beneficial wrr 

For example, for measuremmw that integrate environmental 
conditions (like measu~mentsafmntaminants in fish tissue) 
at leal  two samples w a s  -ally sufficient. For other 
paramam that a n  mn variable (such as dissolved oxygen or 
bactaial m u n m t s )  generally 10 samples wae m s i d d  
the minimum needed; but there ace w m l  siblations where 
fnver samples were sumeient and when mom samples were 
not suklicimt. For the 2002 seaion 303(d) list proposal eaeh 
case was different and consequently each proposal was 
developed on a ease-bysase basis. 

The methodology far developing the list has been modified to 
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0.11.19 The slateshould wnsidalidtingwatas in whns generic 
d m  quantitycnpsta&m are not M l y  mst but thedata 
indieatea reasonable likelihmd ofstandads m&es (e.g. 
very high magnituds ucerdencs, high uccedence rats. 
w i d e m  fmm media which intgrate Mterq~ality e f f a  
such as sedimnt and ti- data, and corroborating evidence 
fmm independent linesofevidence). 

bmaerphin the appmash. 

A vide rangeofdm ha. b m  submitted for2002 d m  No 
303(d) list p-. Knowinwing the quality ofthac data is 
ssmtial induemining the m g t h  ofthe rommmendationm 
list ordc-list a water body. 

The quality o f  the &la used in the developrmt o f  the senion 
303(d) list pmpmals wnegenanlly ofdticicnUy high 
quality a make deeminations ofwater quality stsndards 

In many of the pmpased listings the Slate hassonsided and 
urxd: high cxceedanee rates, the magnituds of -11y (when 
appmpriate or necessary), and tissue and sedimmt &la in the 

GI120 Thcmsnncr in which the Slats~nridncd dataquality is not 
crplsined in suficicnt detail. Thcrtatcshould consider the 
mhabll~ty ofdata and uhethathe data is rep-tauve of 
watnqualnty mnd~l~onr in the water body Thestale-hould 
cxpla~n how 11 evaluated data quality and mpmmtatt$cnar 
Sales should not ercMe data fmm the assessment pmerr 
unlcrr 81 nodmonsrrated hkcly to k unmllablc The rtatc'r 
methodology should pmvldc for l~rtnng in cam u hnc data 
quahty expeetartons am not f i l ly mn but the data lndlcatc a 
mswnahlc l#kel#hmd of ?randad- rirccdcnca 

0.11.21 The methodology and individual fact sheca do not clearly 
describe how the staffmnsidcrcd the 14 factors and applied s 
weight ofevidence appmich. Thar is no basis in State 
standards or federal regulations to q u i r e  multiple l ins  o f  

Data quality was one ofths factors used to determine if data Ys 
and ~nformatlon wc wabls in thsdsvclopmcnt ofthc M a o n  
303(d) 1091 proporalr The Slate dnd not establish a eorulstcnt 
ut of m,n,mum data oua1,tv mou,mnmu kuuv rr var our -~~ ~~ ,--~~~, ~ ~ 7 - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -  ~~~~~~~~ ~~ 

intent to include as much mliahle data in the o m s s  as ~~ ~~~ ~ - - ~  -~ -~ ~~ -~ ~ -~ ~ 7 ~~~~~~~ 

possible The review on the dab quality was complctcd on a 
cars-by-cau basis by RWQCB and SWRCB s t a r  

The staffreport has been modified to better explain the data 
quality srxrsment. 

The factors presented in the fact sheets is presented to show Yes 
the kin& and amounts of data and information Ihat were 
available to make a recommendation to list or delist a water 
body on the wction 303(d) list. At praent, the State does not 

evidence to suppan a detmnination that s watt; is impa id  or havi a formal wcight&fcvidence approach for 
threatened. I f a  single line ofevidence is sufficient to developing the wction 303(d) list. The factors represent the 
determine that an individual clment of the shndads is foundation and documentation of the eollaivc staff 
exceeded, the water should normally k listed. In addition, judgement to p m p c  a water body to be listed or not listed. 
instances may arise where no single line ofevidence is 
sufficient a wppn a listing decision, yet information from In mking these judgcmcnts, there were certain conditions that 
wnal lines ofcvidence mmbines to provide a basis to list a w a r  sufficient by themelves to demonmats that water 
water body. EPA stmngly cnmmgcs California to adopt this quality standards a n  not attained. Other conditions wid 
pcrspcaivc to impletxenting ia pmposed weight o f  evidence evaluation o f  multiple typa ofdalaor piecs o f  infomtiqn in 
approach. order to anivc at a rca~onablc detmnination of whether 

standards are attained. In some i ru tanq  the availabledata 
and infomtion may yield conflicting information a~ to 
whether or not water quality standards a n  met or bsnsfisial 
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usa an attained. Therefore, thejudgarnts grnsnlly 
sddrrsed U I ~  Y B ~ ~ O U S  fanom to - d t e  the nuiq of 
data thar might bccnmunted. 

In general the SWRCB staff-ed the avaihhle data and 
in fomion  and any RWQCB dommntatim to damninsths 
adequacy of thedata. This sneming wu daumsntedby 
-ding their findings ofdataquality, ruftidnryofrpatial 
and temporal coverage, basficid -potentially impacted, 
the type ofwater quality sland.rd, data typS usc of standard 
methods, and other water body-or site-ific information 
includingthe effeerJ ofs-"and age afthedata. 

Once the data were s m n e d ,  an -1 of the n u h e r  of 
samples and, in many eases, the magnihde ofthc srandards 
uee+dsna was determind. Thc data -that wns 
sufficient by thnnselvcr to dnmnrhalc rtudmk attlinmsnt 
am: (I) Numeric data srm& numais water quality 
ohjeetiver, m i m u m  contaminant lsvels. or 
CalifomiaNalional Toxies W e  water quality aiteria; and (2) 
Use ofnumeric evaluation values focused on promin ,  of 
cansumption of aquatic species. 

The data typss that r equ id  multiple lines ofevidence he used 
for listing and de-listing. The listing faMm Uut required 
multiple lines ofevidsnccwerc: (I) Toxicity; (2) Health 
Advisories; (3) Nuisance, (4) Adverse Biological Response, 
and (5) Degradation ofAquatic Life PopuWions or 
Cornunitis. Each of t h e  lines ofevidence needed 
gmernlly the pollutant(s) that cawed or contributed tothe 
advmc condition. 

To determine which lid to place the waterbody, the rtaff 
cansidered the p""n ofa  pollutant, the potential pollutant 
or pollution so- and the existence ofan altrmate 
cnfomhle program Uut could a h  the pmhlm. 

SWRCB stlffrrmmmendations were based on all the 
' 

information provided in the fact s h e  and in the 
administrative record. The m*hodologyuxdto develop the 
list recommendations has bssn changed to betfndeserihe to 
eenml aoomch ts*cn. 

G.11.22 The fan sheets pmvide inadsquats dsrsription~ of the Narrative and numeric water quality standards us contained No 
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analytical basis for -ing whetha individual waten in slatewide and regional waterqualityeontml plans, water 
mined  -tic or -6veobjStive0. The State must qualitymtml policiq the CTR California Code of 
provider specif= rstionalcsuppaningthe wlened a r redmcc  Regulatians, snd other plsnssnd policies. 
mqs),  suppwtsd by t t fmme  to Stso wBta quality 
standards. The r a t i d e  s h l d  clearly explain which PI- rdm to the response far C o m m t  N;. G.Il.23 forthc 
namtivemd ndornwvrie standardsan being applied far each rapow on the xlmion ofthe u&ce rate. 
water body. 

G.11.23 EPA is s o n c d  s h t  xven l  sne-ts which appear to 
be b a d  on application of a 10./. ucecdcncc rate for toxic 
pollutmts. EPA's 1997 guidance for Ssstion 305@) water 
quality anssmmta r d c n  to s 10% urredmee ratc only for 
conventional pollutants. A listing decision that applies a 10% 
uceedmce rare for toxic pollutants appears to be inconsiJtcnt 
with applicable water quality stand&. Existing water 
quality standards are brrsd on the assumption Ihat the allowed 
pollutant mnccnbatian will be exceeded no mrs f w s n t l y  
that once in any three year period. The State must provide a 
rationale for its chosen allowable e x d e n c e  rate or rate  for 
all pollutans, and for toxic pollutants in particular. 

With eompkte understilnding of a water body, my aceedancc Yes V o h I .  
of* warnquality standard would indicate thata water body Mehodology 
d a r  not men water quality standards. H o w w ,  n complete Uacd to D ~ c l o p  
understanding ofour watm is not possible because decisions the Lirt 
are mads with limited data that are greatly affssted by 
variability in natural or backgmund conditions (including 
seasonal variation) and in human activity. Giha sou- of 
variability include mcssumcnt cnor in the analysis of 
samples (typically for mcaruremcnts of msgls and organic 
chemicals, data quality rsquiremens for amracy and 
precision range fmm 10 to 30 percent). 

The U.S. EPA has recognized thae factors and at least for the 
section 305@) rcquimcnts, has allowed that ifgreater than 
10 p s m t  of the samples for any acute or chmnic toxic 
pollutant criterion does not support beneficial w r  (assuming 
at least 10 samples over a thres year period). For conventional 
pollutants the allowable sxcssdance rate recommended is 25 
percmt should be classified as not supporting beneficial uxs. 
This greater value recognizes the inherent variability ofthe 
data assaeiafed with these parameten. 

The 305@) guidance also says that to detmnine ifbmefieial 
uxs are fully supported that I sxc&dancs is allowed in 3 year 
period (assuming at least 10 samples are collected averthe 3- 
ycar period). Ifthere are more than 10 samples, a strict 
reading ofths 305@) guidance would indicate that the 
allowable ar&es rate would dec- as sampling 
increased. It does not s a m  appropriate or fair to d u c e  the 
allowable urrsdance ratc just h a w  more than 10 samples 
arc available. With r e s p a  to conventional pollutants, a 10 
percent srceedance percentage is recommmded. 

For the purpose of listing California waters, we are interested 
in determining when beneficial uss are not supported and 
when standards are not attained. The allowable erceedancc 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

rate is not linked m any standard; rather it is an i n d i d o n  of 
the strength of thejudgamnt&ad stadds a l t s i m  As 
theprentar&ce~cerrshny in theasesmat  
o f s t a d d s  a t r a i m t  in- Foreumpk, m f f u e  mae 
osmin that mndards am na attained if 50 -1 ofthe 
samples a rced  standards ratherthan ifonly I -1 ofthe 
rampls~sxced rtandards Unfotmtalely, in chmaing a high 
exmdnnce f i u n r y  it is more likely thatbmefial uos of 
thewlur body ue imptcd.  Whilc a spcci6carcedarse rate 
cannot bc expected to apply mall vvntsrquatity simtions or 
pollutants, selsting asingtcvalw in the absence of a rite- 
specific value, is pragmatic, fair, and within the limits of the 
water quality rrgulato'y pmces. 

Given the variability in California's watcrqualitymnditions, 
wing the U.S. EPA section 305(b) g u i d a n c e ~ l v a  the 
greatest allowable excssdanos pacmtags used was 25 
percent. Smaller m e e d a m  frequencies wae used depending 
on the typs ofpaparame, mpeetcd variability in various 
oaramelas and the availabiliw of allemate valuc~. 

0.11.24 W c  note that in different Regions and for diffmnt waters, Each assessment was developed onacasc-by- basis in No 
widely varying screening aiteria were applied fordiffmot consideration d a l l  the misting available data and 
pollutants and media. (This comments refers specifically to information. The staffused its judgment in assessing which 
contaminated wdiment and animal t i m e  data). The State arserrmsnt value to use. The assesmatt methodology has 
should nnalyrc the different approaches used and determine been moditid to include the types ofevaluation values used. 
which scrreningapproaches are acceptable for listing 
~ e n t s .  When the SWRCB develops its policy for listing and delisting 

waters on the s t i o n  303(d) list consistent appmacha and 
consistent assessment guidelines will be -id&. 

G.11.25 SeMnl listing dmidonr appear to bc inconsistent with each 
atherbvcd on application ofdiffasnt rsvinu aifaia  with 
respm m the following: . 

- minimwnnumbers ofsamples needed to support listing; 

-minimum nwnbers or percentages of nceedmeesof 
applicable standadsneeded m support listings; 

-evaluation ofs-ing aitcria for fish time and aquatic 
sediment contamination; and 

- uw of altrmativc enforceable p m p m a s  basis for not listing 

Panislly agm.  The Stltedaes not have a mnsisrmS gmnally Y a  V o l m  1, 
applicable p- fordeveloping theseaion 303(d) lisL The Mechodalo~y 
R W Q a  and SWRCB staff developed their recommendations UaedtoDevelap 
for each water body and pollutant based on the data and the List 
information available, c i~mstanecr  present in the water 
body, and the pmfessional judgment ofthe staff. 

For discussion of the various listing mridcmtinu, please 
referto the response for Comment Nos. G.11.8,G.11.18, 
G.11.23,andG.11.24. 

In some cases, inconsistencies have been m i d  or removed 
For example, the inconsislent approach for evaluating 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

impaid warn. bacterial water quality standards, beach pmting., and k h  
closurs has bem changed to be more consistent 

The final subndrral-t documt that daision rules applied 
lo lin waters wm applied comis(mtly orthat thns are 
reawnable barsr for inmnsistmeies. 

G.11.26 Several waters arc p m p d  fwdelisling bwd on the P lwe  refer to the -n% for Commnt No. 0.1 1.5. No 
~pgumttt that the ~II&IS come t i rmia tura l~~ murring 
sou-. Un lm the applicable State water quality s l m u  
pmvids an usmption f m  eowragc ofwaters i m p i d  due to 
naturally d n g  so- impa id  ordmatmed water musl 
be listed regardla of the source. In the case of a water that 
n e c c d s r t s n ~ s o l e l y  due to naturally muming sources, 
EPA rrmmmmds that the State lid the water pursuant lo 
Section 303(d)asa low priority for TMDL development and 
fosus instsadon anions to modify the applicable slmdnrd(s). 

G.11.27 . U.S. EPA has almdv a ~ ~ m v e d  modificatians ofuse - - -~ ~~ ~ , ., ~- ~- ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ 

datgnatlonr bared on Sratc Use Amtnob~lity Analyses 
(UAA) It is themfom appropriate tade.list hose watcr 
bodla. assuming thal nmaintng appltcablc smdards an 
attained If State rtandardr contam an exclusion due to natural 
caw- them wmld have bcen m -wn for n U M .  .--. ~ . , - ~  ~ ~ - -  - ~~~~ -~ 

Thcnfom, appamtly the inurp-tion that the Bnrin Plan 
pmvtdsr a naarral rourrer exclusion is a recent one. 

W e  reviewed the Lahontsn RWQCB Basin Plan and the 
panieularrntions sited by State and Regional Board staffas 
pmviding an exemption for waters that excad standards due 
to nahlnlly accurring causes. We d i s a p  that the sited 
d o n s  m t e  such an exemption. Even if them were a 
nshlral SDUTS~E exclusion in applicable water quality 
standards, waters that at impaid or threatened due wm in 
p m  to hummsaused sources must be l~rted vnlss the runow 
clicmpl8w idmnlicd m 40 CFR l30.7(hnl) apply We noted 
thal several warn  in Reglon6 u c n  notpmposed for llnlng 

Some of the water quality objectives in the Lahontan Basin No 
Plan w m  established in 1975 b e d  an very limited 
monitoring data or on older published watcr quality mileticria. 
These objectives may not r e f l a  the natural background 
conditions of the affected water bodies, or mmnt scientific 
criteria for pmtectbn of beneficial urcr. UAAr am an 
appmpn'ate mechanism for addressing situations where it is 
suspected that the beneficial use for a water body was 
established inappmpriately. 

It mak- lbttk mrc to l~rt~ngand xheduleTMDL 
developmmt for warm whcrrs TMDL w l l  not rnolvc ihc 
~dmtnfied M potmoal water qual~ry problem Thc Rc.ml 
Board may pursue changer m standards. mhcr than T M D h  
for thcu waters. 

Also, please ncfer to rho -me for Commmt No. G.II.5. 

Please refer to the respon~c~ for Commmt Nos. G.11.5 and No 
G.11.27. 





COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

without su f f i s imt~f ic l t im.  No information is provided m 
d-i how the Slab mrujdered dm and inf-tim 
c o n m i n g  vat- tha( uac not on the Na 303(d) list and 
which the State is not pqcsing falnclupian on Ur 303(d) 
list or watch lbrL N Reginral Board staffrrpom contained 
w n l  WM pmpoeed m be plneed on Ulc waDh list rhnt 
ap+ to me* Smion 303(d) lining rrquinmnts. 

G.11.34 The fansheets & wc pmvids suffiient i n f m t i o n  and 
analysis to s u p r t  thcpmpmed deeisionr notto l i swatm 
bawd upon theaideneeof an alternative af-ble 
program. Additional dmmmtation is neeesrary if Ihe State 
decides to finalin l h a s  "ofiamoinc" decisions. 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENI 
SECTION 

various lists h a  bcsn pmvided. Vohnr r  IS and 
111: "aim Fab 

PI- refer to the response for Comment No. G. 11.4. Ycr Vohmcl, 
Mcthdology 
Used to Develop 
the List 

G.11.35 Neither the msth&logynw the fact she% explain how the Plsass refer to the response for Commnt No. G.11.9. No 
ranking snvcia vm appl~ed for individual walcn. nor docs 
the pmpaasl identify wntm mgcted for TMDL dsvslopment 
tn the n a t  two yean as q u i d  by 40 CFR 130.7(b)(4). The 
final liaing decisions must describe how priority ranking and 
targeting decisions were mad+ and clarify which watm are 
targeted for TMDL development in the next two years. 

G.11.36 Per the U.S. EPA Integrated R-R Guidmcc and its national Please refer to the responrcr for Comment No. G.11.11. It is No 
listing policy, a Statsxhedule for TMDL implnmntation not mandatory that the SWRCB use the U.S. EPA guidance. 
should be formally sdoplcd and submitlcd to U.S. EPA. The SWRCB schedule eamplia with the qui-ts of 

federal regulation (40 CFR 130.7@)(4)) and pmvida a 
xhsduls for TMDL cornoletion within existina rssou-. 

G.11.37 US. EPA raommmds @ut does not w i r e )  Ulst in 2M)2 the Please refer to the responses for Commsnt No. 0.1 1.1 1. No 
State submit an i n m l c d  305@) and 303(d) list report. 
Making this fesk easier, several catsgoria ofwater badia 
raommcnded in the national Integrated ReponGuidanee 
a p p r  loco-nd to t h w  in the StatCtCs drsfl2002 list 
(c.<, the Watch List to Categories 213; ssrtain waters 
pmpased notto be l i i d o r  for delisting to Cahgoria 4 8  end' 
4C; and ~ t a s  on the propxed 303(d) list to Category 5). 
lls State should uplain the relationship bmvan its 2002 
303(d) and 305@) pmessa. 

0.1138 U.S. EPA rtmngly suppots the State's approach to usc the Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.11.12. No 
1998 303(d) list sr a basis for its 2002 list. However, the 
Sratc should omvids additional rational for whv it is doine so. 

G.11.39 For waters that flow ~ C W E S  st* boundaries, the State should Please refer to the response for Commmt No. G.11.13. No 
provide evidence of having conferred with its neighbors on 

Raponss-347 
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how B lisf thos watsrr Any s t a ~ d i s n ~ t s  
+re US. EPA invo lvmVmnci l i a t im.  

G.II.40 The Staleshould omfez with the U.S. Fish a d  Wildlife PI-refefertotheraponsc forCommntNos. 0.1 1.14 
S s r v i a , N a t i d  Marine Fisheries Scrviss,md Qlifomia 
Dspuhnat  of Fish and G a m  in pnparing i b  303(d) list. 
Any cotmnmb bythsw agmciesshouM be carcfully 
rnnddercd. 

G.II.41 Watet &dies @y Region) Plear;c nfer to the -nws for C m n t  N s .  G.1 I A. Yes Various 
Wheresppopriate, the bases for thepl-at on one of lhe 

I. Gualalq Bi&Ten Mile, Mad. Russian Rivets; Rdwaad lists hss ken  rrvirsd. The d o d o l o g y  for developing the 
C m k  lin has been modified B beMupla in  the lining appmach. 

2. Csnhal BasmrSlege Marsh, South Bay BasilJlslais Creek 
South Bay BasinMission Creek Suirun BasinlPeytm Slough 

4. Ballona Creek; Callcguar CreekiRsvolon Slough; Malibu 
and Cold Creeks; San C h i e l  River Esh~ary: Los Angela 
Harbor Comsolidatsd Slip 

5. Lower and Upper Putah Creek 

6. Hcavcnly Vallsy Creek unnamed creek; Mohave River; 
Uppex, Middle, and Lava AlLalai Lake; Top Spring; Granf 
Lake; Big Springs; Cmwley Lske; Tinemaha Rewlwir, 
Owms River; Hot Crsek 

8. Buck Gully Creek bs Trancas Creek; Muddy Creek; 
Bolsn Chii; Huntington Harbor 

B a d  an data and infomation dcsmid,  the water 
bdylpllufant combination a p p n  to meel federal listing 
rsquinmmb. The Stale should review i b  assssment in light 
of EPA's c o m b  and consider including the water b d y  on 
the final list, or moreclearly explain the basis for i b  d s i s i m  
not to list the water b d y  (see40 CFR 130.7(bX6Xiv)). 

- 

0.11.42 Wnter M i e s  @y Region) Where appropriate, the bass  for the plaeemmt on one ofths Yes Various 
lists has bccn m i d .  

2. Tomales Bay, San Pablo BasiwF'ctlluma Rim;  Walker 
Creek 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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3. Chnm Creek Estcro BaylLos Osos C n e k  Maim Creek 
Monmey Bay at Aquarium; Pacific Ocean (various); Santa 
B d r a  Channel: w l W s i m  in Mmtcrry Bay; U w  
al inas  ~iwr/uiLmia; b t a  ~ n c 5  Snn Antonio, Santa 
Maria; Capmtsria; City College Bcash; Mission Otek 
Be&; Amyo B- Bcph; San Luis Obi? Otek mouth 

~ w o l o n  Slough Main B d ;  Callcguas ~ & k  Armyo Simi; 
CalleguasCrrd; R10; W l c g u a  Otek uuslhcd, Malibu 
CrekCold Clerk: Mnlibu W; Marina dcl Rcy Bsck 
b i n ;  Malibu Lake; Mugu Lagoon; Swta Clara ~ i v s r  
Ermary; Domingun Chsnnsl; Domingum Channel Esh~ary 

6 Mohovs Rnvsr, Uppn, Mtddl+ and Lower Alkalat Laks, 
Top Spnng. EF CaMn Rlrer. Mom M e .  Grant Lake. B D ~  
S ~ n n g ,  Cmwlcy Me. Tmemaha Rcwrvolr. O w n s  Rwn. 

7. N w  Rivcr 

8. Canyon Lake, East Bay; Anaheim Bay; Bolsa Chica; 
Huntington Harbor; N-nBay; Little Comna Beach: 
Ocean Watcn; Cueamonp Creek ; Chino C-k; Mill Creck 
(Prado Am); Santa AM River R 4,s; Tcmc~cal Creek; San 
Jacinto R. Nonh and South Forks, Strawberry Creek 

9. Lake Hodga; Lake Suthcrland; Ssn Dicgo Bay (Switlcr 
Creek) 

The basis for the pmpaacd dsirion is not dessrikd clearly or 
with ~ f f i e i m t  detail. The State should review its assssmsa 
and pmvids additional description of the basis for its decision. 

- -- ~ 

G.11.43 Water Bcdicr (by Region) Pleas referto the general response for Comment Nos. No 
G.11.18. 

4. Ballona Wetland 

8 Bolra C h ~ q  Iiunltnglon Harbor, Neuport Bay, L8ltls 
Corm Bcach. Oswn Waters, Cueamonga Creek, Chmo 
Creek Mtll Creek IPrado A m )  Snnta Ana RnverR 4 5 ~~ .~~ . . 
Trmeseal Creek San Jacinto R. Nonh and South Forks; 
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Commmt 

The minimum m i r e d  sample size thmhold applied for this 
~ ~ 

-mat a p p m  inappropriately high, or a mini- 
samplesire qu i r rmmt  was infmed but not explaid.  The 
S m  should review i u  asemnmf -ids modifying i b  
mnclusiong andlor pmvids r rwrc specific rationale 
supporting t h e w  ofthi.swplc s i n  cutoff. 

G.11.44 Water Bodies @y Region) Where appropriate the base for the placement on one of the Yes Vari.3"~ 
lisu has besn r e v i d .  

4. Call- C e k  RIO; Lor Angsles River Es- 
(Quemmy b y )  

8. N-n Bay 

Comment 

The minimum water quality objmive exeeodcncc rats 
required to support a listing decision a p p m  inappmpriately 
high or a minimum nceedencc rate threshold was inferred 
but not explained. The Stale should review its asssumsnt, 
eotsider modifying ita conclusions, andlor pmvide a more 
specific rationale supponing the uw ofthis minimum 
cxcccdcncs n t c  

G.II.45 Water Bodia (by Region) Please refer to the responses for Comment Nos. G.11.5, No 
G.II.27,and 0.1 1.30. 

6. Heavmly Valley Cndr, unnamed creek; Upper, Middlq 
and Lower AlWai Lake; Top Spring; Grant Lake; Big 
Springs; h w l e y  Lake; Tincmaha Rservoir, Owms Rim; 
Owsnr Lake; Hot Creek 

The pmpored decision is based on the conclusion that the 
water mceedssmandards but thaf the pollutant m m a  fmm 
n a h l  so-. The Basin Plan does not appear to contlin a 
n a h l  so- exclusion; therefore, the water should be 
l i d .  It maybe sppmpiatsto =via the applicable 
objectivfls), modify the designatedusc~, or adopt a n a h l  
sou- exclusion h g h  the water quality standards 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 
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pro- The wata muld U m  be delisted if the p o l h u t  
sou- nrs shown to be mtirsly natural in origin. 

C.II.46 Waar Bodis @y Re&) Whns q p p ~ t e ,  the bass for lhe p l a m n r t  on ws of ths Y s  Variaus 
lira has been r e v i d .  

1. Gualda, Big, Tcn Mils, Mad, Russian Rivers; Redwmd 
Creek 

2. Central Basin/Stcgc Marrh; South Bay Basiddais Creek; 
South Bay BarinlMiJJion Creek; Suirun BasinlPeytm Slough 

3. Majom Creek; Montmy Bay at Aquarium; Pacific Oaan 
( v i m ) ;  Santa BsrboaChannel; sslatsd sites in Montmy 
Bay; UppaSalinas Riverlhibutaris; Santa Y n q  San 
Antonio, Santa M a r i ~  Carpent&+ Cily College B-h; 
Mission Creek Beach; Anoyo Buno Beach; San Luis Obispa 
Cnek mouth 

4. Concjo Cnsk R9A; C a l l s p a  k k  Amy0 Simi, 
Callsguas Creek RIO; Dwninguez Channel 

6. Mahave River; E.F. Carson River; Mono Lake 

8. Anaheim Bay; Bolsa Chica; Huntington Harbor, Little 
Comna Beaeh; Oaan Watm; Cucamonga Crwk ; Chino 
C w k ;  Mill C r e k  (Rada h a ) ;  Santa Ana River R 4.5; 
T m w l  Crek San lacinto R. North and South Forks; 
Strawbeny Creek 

The fansheapmvides m inadsquatsly detailed rationals for 
the decision not to list or todelist the water body. The Statc 
should review its asscsmsnt, consider modifying its 
mncbions, andlor p v i d s  a more spesific rationals 
nrppofiing the proposed decision not to list or delist. 

C.11.47 Water W i e s  (by Region) When appropriate, the b- for the placement on one of the Yes Various 
lists and the explanation for the listing or delisting has been 

2. Csnbal BasinlStspMsrsh; South Bay Basidslais Creek revised. 
South Bay BasirJMission Creek; Suisun Bssif lsytm Slough; 

4. Ballana Creek, Calleguas C m k  watershed; Malibu Lake; 
Mugu Lagoon; Conejo Creek Reach I 
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Comment 

The proporsd dceisian appe~ns to be inconsistent with one ar 
moreothaliJling dsisionr forother waters with similar 
factual c i M n s l m x s  Tho Stats r h d d  w n c i l c  
inconrirosncies in is -Band mist its 
w m m n d a k w o  i f w m t c d .  Ata minimum the State mun 
explain why iinonsistencies in a s e w n m t  rppoachcrars 
reasonable and in accadanec with federal listing + m t P  

0.11.48 Water Bodies (by Region) Comments ackwwledged. With resped to alternate m i n g  No 
"alum or evaluation guideline, in nearly sveryeaseonly one 

4. Ballona Creek; Armyo Simi R1; Callsguas Creek, Callsguas value wv ~clcctcd to be uwd. 
Creek RI. Rsvolon Sloueh: Rcvolon Sloueh Main Branch: 
Marina d d  Rsy ~ a c k  62;; Malibou ~ak;; Los Angsles 
Consolidated Slip; Los Angeles River W, Coyote Crssk; Lake 
Calakar:  Colorado Laemn: Conno Creek Vcnhlra River - .  . 
RI; Westlake h k e  

Commmt 

The decision not to nly upon the cited screening levels 
appears m n a b l +  bufths State should en- that available 
data are evaluated in comparison with other credible, readily 
available screening lsvelo for the pollutant and media of 
concsm and explain how it conducted this comparison to 
a l tmt ive  screming valuer if they are available. If 
appmbriate, walm should be consided for listing if 
alternative wrefning levels are ufetded. 

0.11.49 Water Bodies (by Region) Where appmpriats, the wplplanation for theuse of the Yes Var im 
x-ing value is provided 

3. Estem B a y b s  Oms Cmk; San Luis Obispo Creek mouth 

4. Bsllona C* Rsvolon Slough Main Branch; Mugu 
Lagoon; Santa Clara River estuary; Los Angeles Rive W 
Duck Pond Agricultural hain;  Harbor Park Lake; Lake 

Comment 

The application ofscreening criteria is not adequately 
explained. The Stale should clarify how it selected screening 



p~ - 
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critnia and, where relevant, r j d  screening criteria in the 
BJSCIJmt p-. 

0.1 1.50 Water Bodies (by RegWn) PI- refer to (he -me for C o m t  No. 0.1 1.8. Ye0 Various 

2. Central BashJStegeMmh; South Bay Basifl~lair Creek; 
South Bay BasinMission Crak; Suisun BasinmCytm Slough 

4. Mffinth L.Lc -, San Gabnsl River ~stuaty; LO$ 
Angels HarbnComolidatcd Slnp 

Comment 

The Slate's pmposll not to listthe water based on nlianse an 
another mforacabls pmgram is w t  b r i b e d  in enough detail 
for EPA toconclude it is an wpropriate basis on which to 
excludcwatsrs homthc Sstion 303(d) lirt under40 CFR 
130.76). The State should cr~lain how the water and ~-~ \ ~ ,  ~ 

referenced program meet the t a t s  identified in the cover icnsr. 

G.11.51 WataBodies (by Region) Where appropriate, the bases for the placement on one of the Yes Various 
lists and the explanation for the listing or de-listing has bssn 

2. Cenaal BasimBtcgs Manh; South Bay Basidlrlais Creek; revised. When pollutants are not identified man information 
South Bay BasinlMinion CraL; Suisun BasidPeytan Slough is n a d  to determine ifa TMDL is the comct rcsFame. In 

these sasa  the water body was placed on the Monitoring L i a  
4. C a l l c p  Creek Amyo Simi; Malibu Creek-Cold Creek 

Comment 

Then appsarm be suffieienfdata and information to conclude 
the water is impaired o r b t e n d  and the analysis pmvidcs 
an iluufficimt basis for concluding pollutanl(s) do not c a w  
or contribute tothc water quality Iimifation. The State should 
consider listingthe wateror more clearly dsmomtrate why it 
doss not meet federal listing ingirsments. In cam where the 
individual pallutams we listed, it is generally unneeesslry to 
lirt effects of those pollutana (c.g., algae anociated with 
nuhientldings). 

-A~---. 

0.11.52 Water Bodies (by Region) We have reviewed each ofthe proporals made changes where Ysr Var iw 
a clearer description is needed. SSVMI ofthe pmposll a n  

2. Ccnhal BasimBtep Marsh; South Bay Bariflrlnis Cmk;  adequately documented. 
South Bay BasinMission Creek; Suisun Basifleyton Slough 

Responses-353 
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3. Sari Luis O b ' i  h k  mouth 

4. Conjo Creeli R9A; IWlonaClEtli; (hlkguas Creek 
Calleguas Cndr Arroyo Simi; Wl- Creek RIO; Malibu 
Creek-Cold Cre* Malibou Lake; Mugu Lagmn; San G a b d  
River ESnmy; Lor A n g d s  Harbor Consolidated Slip; Lm 
Angela River R5; Lor Angela RiverEsNary(Queenway 
Bay); Domingua Channel; Domingua Channsl Estuary; 
Duck Pond Ag hain; Harbor Pa* L a b  LaLe Linden; 
Conejo C m k  Reach I 

6. Heavenly Valley Creek; unnamed e m k  

8. Buck Gully h k ;  LosTnncas Creek; Muddy Creek 
Canyon Lake, EasI Bay 

Comment 

The basis for reversing the Regional Board rccommmdation is 
unclear and should be clarified. 

0.11.53 Gualala River No technical analysis provided to counter Plcax refer to the responx far Comment No. 1.3.1. Yep 
Regional staff recommendation lo list. Regional staff 
recommended listing; Regional Board iself decided not to list 
this and olheruratea for tempenlure, witbut a technical basis. 

G.11.54 Big River No technical analysis pmvided to counter Regional Please refer to the responx for Comment No. 1.3.1. Yep 
staff mmmndat ion  to lisL 

G.1155 Ten Mile River: No technical analysispmndcd to sou?ter Please refer to the response for Commmt No. 1.3.1. Y a  
Regional staffnmmmendation to list. 

G.11.56 Mad River: No technical analpis provided to counter Please &r to the response for Comment Na. 1.3.1. Yes 
Regional staffrecommsndation to list. 

G.11.57 Rcdwwd Creek: No technical analysis pmvided to counter Please refer to the response for Comment No. 1.3.1. Y a  
Regional staffrecommendation to I*. 

G.11.58 Stemplc Cmk:  We suppon the listing but note nTMDL was Comment acknowledged. No 
never formally adopted by the State nor submitted for EPA 
approval, as implied by the fad sheet. 



-~ ~ 

COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

G.11.59 Runian R i m  Notechnical mlysisprovidal to counter PI- refer tothe response for Co-t No. 1.3.1. Y s  
Regional staffmmmmdalion to lia. 

0.11.60 Central BminlSlege- Both scdimcnt toxicity and PI- rsfsr to the m p o w  for Corrmxnt No. 0.1 1.8. No 
benthic&& data q p n l i a i n g  decision. 

-- 
G.11.61 TomnksBay: We& not objsetto t h c p m p o s e d c l a r i f i ~ ~ t i ~ ~  Commmt aeblowldged. No. 

bul note the f inshee tdaa  not describe the basis for the 
change. 

G.11.62 South Bay Basinlfslnir C& BMh sediment toxicity and Please referto the rsrponse f a G m m m t  No. G.1 1.8. No 
benthic cffccB data e lirting decision. 

G.11.63 South Bay BasiMMiaion k k :  Both wdimea toxicity and Please refer to the -"re for C m m n t  No. G.11.8. No 
benthic cffecb data Nppwt listing decision. 

G.11.64 Sui- BasidPeyton Slough: Boa  sediment toxicity and Please referto the -nr for Comment No. G.11.8. No 
benthicsffcctr data support listing decision. 

G.11.65 San Pablo BasiNPetaluma River: The salsulationr used to Plsax referto the response forCommcntNo. 2.1.1. No 
apply the WER approach should be provided for public review. 

G.11.66 Walker Cmk: We do not abject to the pmposed clarification, Comment acknowledged. No 
but note the fnct sheet d o n  not describe the basis far the 
change. 

G.11.67 S& Fnncirm Bay segments: EPA supporu the proposal to Comment acknowledged. No 
mntims listiting%of thsx wgmmts for these pollutan(s. If the 
Stats later decides to m ~ l u a t e  these lirtingr, we m m m m d  
that the State mnsider wdimmt and fish tissue data which are 
m-tly being analyzed for these pollutants as pan of it3 
a s w s s m t  

G.11.68 Chom Creek: The analysis of more recent data should be All d i l y  available data and in fomt iw were analyzed. No 
dsscribsd. 

- 
G.11.69 Major. Creek: Faet she* does not describe how infomation The fact rhsst has been modified to better explain how the Yes Volume Il 

provided by City was considcrrd. data wnc considered. 

0.1 1.70 Montmy Bay at Aquarium: No analysis provided. The fact sheet was modified to Ma explain how thedata Yes VohunslI 
wen evaluated. 

- p~~ ~ ~. -. 

G.11.71 Pacific Ocean (various): No analysis pmvidcd. Sevnal new fact s h e s  have bcm provided to bmsr explain Yes Volum ll 
theanalysis ofdata from coasLll bssches. 

- ~~ 

G.11.72 Selected sites in Montmy Bay: No analysis provided. Please refer to the m p o n a  for Commnt No. G.11.70. No 
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G.11.73 City CollegcBeaeh: Basis fa-luionr WY~W-~OCI V i m  am c o v e 4  to the extent that he total and f a 1  No 
existing listing mvsr vbses? m l i f m  indietar represent thep-noc afmterk v i m .  

G.11.74 Miuion Cral; Beach: Baris faroonelushm -kar--dm Vi- am c o v d  to the cxtsnt that the total and f d  No 
existing listing mvnvirusa? mlifmm indinon rep-t the -na of& vinua. 

G.11.75 Armyo Bum Beach: Banis foreonciusionrunclear-don Vi- amcovexed to the extent that the and fcu l  No. 
aistina l*tina cover vinws? m l i f m  indicton rcprs~mt the p r s c n c r o f m h  vim. 

G.11.76 Reference oeetion no v q  vague and does not ltsl specific The refnence scnionr list thore docwmnu in the 
documnu unuidned. R e f m n m t o  people and agencies are administrative m r d .  The pluscnnd a g n r i s  It& e 
~w~rl-r those m u o n  in conla, with the RWOCB shffdurinc lhs -. . ~~~~ - ~ - - Y ~  ~~~ - 

solicitation for readily available data and information. 

G.11.77 Callcguas C m k  Rcvolon Slough: EPATMDLs did not mvm A p .  The sation has bcsn modified. Yes Volume Ill, 
Revlon Slough. Rsliana on TMDLs in p r o a n  not a valid Region 4 
basis to not l i s  iftuarcrathmvise mom listing rcquireme~u. 

G.11.78 Calleguas Cnek watershed: Compan to Malibu Cnck Commcnl acknowledged. No 
sedimentation, p4-59 

G.11.79 M a l i h  Lake: Compare with Mugu Lagoon, 4-76 Comment acknowledged. No -- 
G.11.80 Mugu Lagwn: Compsn with 4-76,4-143 Commnt acknowledged. No 

0.11.81 Ability of BPTCP actions to address pollutants ofmnsem is Please refer Lo the response for Commnt No. G.Il.8. No 
not dosumented. 

G.11.82 bminguachannel-toxicity: It a p p n  morevalid to base a Comment acknowledged. No 
decision no( to list on theageand m l l  numberofslmples, 
n a t h e  inue hat the pollufanl(s) areunhorun. 

G.11.83 bminguez Channel-++: It appears mom valid to base a Comment acknawledged. No 
dnirion not to list on the age and small number of samples, 
not the issue +t the poIIumt(s) areunknown. 

0.11.84 Domingua Chamel EshLaty-chlordanc: It appars more Comment achowlsdged. No 
valid to basea decision not to lisl on the age and d l  number 
ofsamples, not the isue that the pallutant(s) are unknown. 

0.11.85 Domingvn Channel Eshlary-PCBs: It appean more valid to Comment acknowledged. No 
base a decision not to list on the age and small nwnbcr of 
samples, not the issue that the polluCant(s) are unknown. 

G.11.86 Concjo C m k  Reach I-shladsnc: Clarify application of Plsax refer to the msponse to mmmcnt No. 4.1.6 No 
m 
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G 11.87 Cow$ C& R s h  I-dkldtin. Clarify applicaion of MTRLr PI- mfcr lo the rrsponw to Cmunmt No 4.1.6. No 
- - 

G.11.88 Canjo Cmk Rcnd, I-HCH: Clarify application of W PI- refcr to the rspome to C a m a t  No. 4.1.6. No 

G.11.89 Concjo Creek Reach I-PCBs: Clarify application of W PI- refer to the rapom to Commnt No. 4.1.6. No 

G.11.90 Faelsheets for Region 5 water. pmvide mvch more detail Ulan CoMmnt admowledgsd. NO. 
mat on d a t a a d  i n f o e i o n  considered, comparisans with 
slmdards &s for deckions The fact Jhms nlsagenmlly 
pmvidc clc~~crmnclupi~nsabout which w t e r  body - are 
listed for which pollutants, and based on accedsncu of 
whish standards. Se+ c.g., American River, p. 5-54. 
Alao, we support man p e k e  delineations ofwata body 
listing lacations and Jirs. 

0.11.91 Heavenlv Vallev Crrdrshlorids: Source rurtallv Please refer rn the rum- for Commsnf Nos. 0.1 1.5. Y s  Volume Ill, . . 
anmrOpogsnk. G I  1.27,andG.11.3~ Region 6 

G.11.92 Heavenly Valley Cmk-phorphonc;: Source partially Please refer to the responss for Commml Nor. G.11.5, No 
anthmpogenic 0.11.27, andG.11.30. 

G.11.93 Unnamed Cmk-chlorids: Source partially anthmpogcnis Please refer to the responses for C o m n t  Nos. G.1 1.5, No 
G.l1.27,andG.11.30. 

G.1194 Unnamed Creek-phaophonrs: Source partially anthmpgmic Pleas refer to therapowes for Commnt Nos. 0.1 1.5, No 
G.11.27,andG.11.30. 

G.11.95 We sup* these deli sting^, based an the assumption that Commsnt achowledgcd. No 
EPA will appmw the revised Buin Plan amndmcnl 
standards prior to the lining dscisions. We expcct the State to 
dacument the basis far its findings that the s o u r n  a n  entirely 
natwal in origin, and we believe the staff q w r t  suppaning the 
Basin Plan ~ m d m e n l  pmbably pmvidcr that information. 

G.11.96 Snow C d ,  It is not clsar whctherthedclirting is based on The dc-listing is based on a combination of#s I and 2. The No 
(1)s findingthat the water now mcea standards following uwr o f ~ t e r t o  support aquatic life in Snow Creek have been 
momtioh  (2) othsrmtmlr  will -It in atlainmmt of impmved because ofhabitat restoration sffom and will 
standards in the fuhrre, or (3) the warn is not r equ id  to be impmve funher u time pmg-s. 
listed because no pollutant is involved. PI- clarify the 
b s i s  for thedelisting, keeping in mind u ~ m e n t s  10 m d  I I 
con-ing, r u p d v e l y ,  reliance on other required mntmls or 
absence of pollutants as bases for not listing impa id  waters. 

G.11.97 I% ForkofCarson R i m  Unclear whslhcrddisting is based The Earl Forkofthe Car- River b recommended fordc- No 
on pmblemr with prior listing basis or conclusion that lining because (a) the original &la, supposedly showing 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION ~ ~ 

standuds M now attained. The State should remnsider impscis to bmeficial urs, was faulty and, m m t i ~ U y ,  
argument that slight deviations fmm standards M @)new data shows that benefxial urxr are not being b n p t d  
insignificant a d  that w t m  mssl standuds dspite these 
e x c d m c s .  

G.11.98 Grant lakc State should wnsider whsthsrthc nccedencer lmpcts to Grant Lake fmm arwnic are due to na-l causes. No 
are solsly dueto natwallyormning c a w  g i v a  Ulat Funhnmore, bicaccumlation (TSMP) data show no 
rservoirnake wnsrmclion and mansgancntcan alter exeecdencss of fsh m u m p i o n  criteria This waterbady is 
pollutant m i d a c e  6% rsidart aquatic life, and an appmpn'ate d i d a t e  for delisling. 
oraunulation in animal tissue. Argumsnt that drinking water 
is mated is pmbbly imlwant i f k  applicable water quality 
standard is exceeded. 

G.1 1.99 Big Springr: State shouldmnsidcr whether the cxerrdensss Scc rss- to Commmt G.ll.98. No 
M solely due to naturally ormrringcauser given that 
mavoirAake wnsrmftion md managcmmt can aim 
pollutantrsidence time, resident aquatic life, and 
aceumulatian in animal tissue. A'gumnt that drinking water 
is mated is legally irrelevant ifthe applicable water quality 
standard is exceeded. 

- 
G.11.100 Crowley Lake: Srats should wnsidsr whether the sxceedencu See msponrc to Comment G.Il.98. No 

are solely due to naturally occurring causer given that 
reserwirhke mnrtrudbn and managnnmt can alter 
pollutant rsgidmcc time, mident aquatic life, and 
accumulation in animal tissue. Argumnt that drinking water 
is treated is legally irrelevant ifthe applicable water quality 
standard isexcceded. 

G.ll.lOl Tinemaha Reservoir: State should consider whether the Scc re rpw~e  to Comment G.11.98. No 
exeeedcnser are solely due to naNrally 041rringcausc~ given 
that resavoirnakcmnmion and management ean alter 
pallutantmidarce timg m i d a t  aquatic life, and 
accumulation in animal tissue. A'gumnt that drinking water 
is treated is legally irrelevant ifthe applicable water quality 
standard is exceeded. 

G.II.102 Owas Rivn: A'gument that drinking water is treated h See m p w r e  to Comment G.11.98. No 
legally imlcvant ifthe applicable water quality standard is 
exceeded. 

G.11.103 Colorado River: Plcass provide State's analysis ofwafer The Colorado River was notprrviausly listed (i.s., on the No 
quality wnditiotu in the Colorado River and basis for decision 1998 List). The RWQCB received no new infomtion to 
not to list under Scclion 303(d), sowidering listing decisions indicate that water quality rtandards far the River cannot be 
by Arizona in 1998 and e x W  in 2002 (we implemted. Thehsreforc, the decision was made m t  to 
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h a p ~ h a d c q . r t a ( e . ~ . u s l m v i r n n l ~ ~ t a I ~ . h t m I # 3 0 3  
d )  

G.11.104 Buck Gully Creek: The pmpmcd h i s  for m t  listing this 
water- to bs ineonsistmtwith the Basin Plan and Clssn 
Water Act. me Basin Plan slat6 that "Specific wiltem whish 
an not listed (in the Beneficial UseTabla) haw the same 
bendcia1 useofthe smnms lakes or-oirs to which 
they am m i r y "  (p. 3-5). In addition, the Clan  Water Act 
d a i w a o  Ur pmsunp6u. usestbat w a r n  of Ur U.S. amto 
bsf i shaMcd swimmable. Finally, to the extent t h e s u s s  
are existing, they should bs pmtsted. Therefore, the water 
armam to mcst lirtine muiremnts. 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

rrmmmnd listing ihe River in 2002. 

Thc srsek is uihdaty m the ocean and not to any mcnm lake Ycr 
or-rvoir. Ths phrsw "prsumptive ux" is not defined in 
f e w  law, rcdsnl r e p l a t i q o r  U.S. EPA guidance; 
thacfom, it is notclcar how to apply or determine ifthc use 
applis to the wntnbody. 

With rrrpca to misting use in the crssk, pl- refer to ths 
nrponseforCommnt Nos. 8.4.1 and 8.16.1. 

-- 

G.II.105 LmTlancmCmk The pmpsed h i s  for not listing this Please nfer to the nrpnsa for Comment Nor. G.II.104 and No 
uamappssn m be lmnrlRent wth the Saran Pbn and Clon 8 4 1 
WatcrAct The Bartn Plan slate that Jpecttie u a t m  uhnch 
arc not l~slsd (8" the Beneficsal Ur Tabla) havc the ramc 
beneficial usa of the sm- lakes, or resnvoirs to which 
they am nibutary ..." (p. 3-5). In addition, the Clean Water 
Act designates the presumptive that walea oflhc U.S. are 
to be fishable and swimmable. Finally, to the citent these user 
are misting, they should be pmteetsd. Thmfore, the water 
appears to meet lirting q i rements .  

- 
0.11.106 Muddy Clak: The p p s d  basis for not listing thb water Please refer to the responses forComm6nt Nos. G.tl.104 and No 

appesrrto be inmnsism with the Basin Plan and Clean 8.4.1. 
Watn Act. The Basin Plan slatcs that "Specific waters which 
a n  not listed (in the Bmcfisial Usc Tables) havc the Jams 
bmeficiel oscs ofthc s m  lakeg or r e w o i n  to whish 
they aretnbulary..." (p. 3-5). In addition, the Clean Water 
Act dsignates the presumptive uses that watm of the U.S. are 
to be f h b l c  and swirrrmable. Finally, to the ufent these uses 
are mistink they s h o u l d b s p m t d .  Therefore, the water 
a- to m& lirtinemuiremnts. 

0.11.107 Canyon Lake, East Bay: Neither the basis for the Regional Comment acknowledged. No 
Board northe Slate Board recommendations am clear. 

G.11.108 Bola Chica: Sseeonnvntr in lcmr on minimum sample Please nfer to the r s p n s c  for Comment No. 0.1 1.23. No 
s i z s  and nssedence rates 

0.11.109 Huntington Harbor: See comments in letter on minimum Please referto the response for Commmt No. 0.1 1.23. No 
sample r i m  and excssdmec a s  



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

G I 1  110 See ~ ~ n n r n t s  in lctm on minimum sample S I ~  and Comment acknowledged No 
creeedcnc= Rtes. Gmclusian m f l i n  4 t h  EPA findings in 
pmposed to%is plhlant  TMDLv. April 2002. Final TMDk 
vlll b c d l i s h d  b) June 2002: t h m h  hate will have 
d i m t i a n  lo delis on basis that ThlDLs have b m  completed 
for wtsn of c o r n  in this aszmmnt 

G.II.III Should explain why data for amin YI- and waten referr 
to wet only ordvonly. Docr this mean Ulat for pRicuIar 
watcrs data w s e  d y  available for a p a t h k  or that 
data wen excluded far a pan idar  season? PI- explain or 
define these labels 

0.11.112 LakcHodga, Lake Sutherland: We do not object to the 
listing, but please explain basis for defining color unit 
thresholds applied. 

0.11.113 San Diego Bay (SwimrCreck): Clarify for what smsar(s) 
andlor pllutant(s) the water is being listed. 

The p h n x  m a r  that data were available for apaRidar  No 
searan. 

The Region 9 RWQCB Basin Plan objective for color in lake No 
water is IS color unirr (e.g., see Table 3-3, Page 3-31, Water 
Quality Conhol Plan for the Snn Dicgo Basin (9)). This 
objective is not to be acceded more than 10% ofthe time 
during any oneyear periad. Thiscritaion originated with 
standad visual comparative msthodolasy for water in which 
platinudmblt salt solutions (with lo~own yellowhmwn 
colorations) are used as reference matedsls in judging the 
color ofwater samplcr. See Page 2-2 of Eaton, CI-ri, and 
Grrenberg (ed.1, "Standard Methods for the Examination of 
Water and Wastewater." 19th edition (1995). 

The San Diego region Basin Plan staler that "all watm shall YS volume Ill, 
be maintained frcs oftoxic substances in concsnwtionsthat Region 9 
are toxic to, or that pmduee dmimental physiological 
responses in human, plant, animal or aquatic life. Compliance 
with this objective will bedetamined by uw of indicator 
organisms, analyss of speeis divmity, population density, 
growth anomalta, bnoauayr of appropnstc duranon or other 
appmpnatc methods as rpcctlied by the Rcg!ona. Board ' and 
'all wmm shall be mtnta~md free oftoblc SU- m 
concentrations that are toxic to, or that pmduce dmimental 
physiological r e s p m  in human, plant, animal or aquatic 
life. Compliance with this objective will be delemined by we 
of indicator organism, analyses of speeis d imi ty ,  
population density, gmwth anomalies, bioassays of 
app&priats duration or othaappmpriats d o d s  as specified 
by the Regional Board." Thea o b j a i v a  wereviolated. 

The exact substances w i n g  impacts to biological 
eammuu~iticr and w i n g  sedimmt toxicity BR LM1 entirely 
known. However, concentrations of shlordsnq lindane, p l y  
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ammatie hyharbons @'AH$), and polychlorinated biphcnyk 
(PCB) in  sd imne  -Id bethecause. The so- forthese 
mntnials wae possibly p t a n d  present shipyard activityand 
the historic u s s a f t h e m  as PAH wastedump sits (fora San 
Diego Gas& Elsshic ma1 efisideatian plant) and as oncof the 
original Sm Diego city garbagedumps. Urban lunoff, other 
point sourno, and no"-point soumen may conm%uts toxic 
m;brrialstoths-. 

G.11.114 Lagun* dc Santa R-: I t  is not clear that the data m u l e  wuc The RWQCB rrmmmcndcd fhDt this warnbody bcplnoed an No 
compared with CTR standards. Data should be mparsd the Monitoring List, so that mote infomtion can be gathered 
with ClX valuer and the water listed ifCTR objcelivs were befon malingadeckian ta Iisl. 
exceeded. 

G.11.115 Lake Sonoma: The water appears to mcet listing rrquimails This monitoring is "ceded in order to evaluate the need for a No 
bawd on thevery high srdenee  rates for mnsuny in fish Health Advisry for m m r y  contamination of fish ti- in 
tissuebased on multiple composite samplencollsted over Lake Sonoma. RWQCB reeomnds deferring Mion until 
~ v s r a l  yean. If currently available data suppon listing, i t  is this investigation is complaed. 
invalid to defer listing pending funher sampling -Its. If 
available the 2001 sampling results discussed in the report 
shouldbe conridered. 

0.11.116 Lake Mmdooino: The water appears to mKf listing This monitoring is needed in order to evaluate the need for a No 
quiremmtsbnsed on the very high uscedenee rates for Health Advisory for mercury contamination of fish tissue in 
msmury in fish ti- b a d  on multiplecompositesamplss Lalre Mendo~ino. Staff recommends deferring actionuntil this 
collaed ovswveral yeas. I f ~ m n t l y  available data investigation is eomplacd. 

. suppmt listing, i t  is invalid to defer listing p d i n g  further 
sampling results. Ifavailable the 2W1 sampling -Its 
diwused in  the nport should be considered. 

G.11.117 Alder Creek: The brief description of svailabls data and Additional information on the temporal and spatial extent of No 
analysis provide an insuffiimt explanation for the decision elevated tempaarures, including MWATs, arc required to 
not to list fortempram. Although the Regional Board has determine the extent ofstnam tmpadhlrc impairment 
uxd MWATstatistics to ass- tcmpenfure condition$ there 
is no requimncntthat they be calculated and uxd. Actual Staff mommends conducting additional insmm sediment 
available data should be prssntsd and analyzed in pater  and tempsrahre arscrsmmls afAldsr Creek to determine 
detail todemmmate that insufficient data are available to whetherspawning and rearing habitat of cold water fisheries 
dEVnnine whaherthrcrhold levels ofconeern an exceeded. and other beneficial uws are impaired due to sedimentation 

andlor elevated tmpcrarures. 

G.11.118 co118ne~ Creek: The briefanalysis pmvider insuficient Information regarding sediment loading, insueam conditions, No 
descriptions of available data and the analysis supputingthc and sediment trannpm capcity of these streamsis imf ic ient  
conclusion that the data insuffrfisnt to supporta listing to determine whether beneficial uss arc impaired. Staff 
aswssmt recommends conducting instream sediment and temperaNre 

arsersmmls o f  thew northern Mcndocino Coast s h m s  to 
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dasrmins whnhnbensfieial uss are impaired due to 
sedimmb 

G11.119 Dehwn h k ,  Wnga Cmb: The bncf analysis provides 
~nsuffieient desniptions of available data and thc analysis 
supporting the unelltrion that the dm insufficient to support 
a Insling auss~msnL The data pmcnlsd may suppon a 
finding Uut habitat coodnianr us inpaired due to wdtmnt 
losdmgr. It is ml necarary m show fish populatmon dcclma 
ifsubslmts d i m 1  dau .rc suffincnt m dmom,trslc lkely 
habitat impaimrnt 

-- 
G.11.120 Ural Crcsk: The briefanalysis provides insufficient 

descriptions of availabledata and theanalysis supporting the 
concbmn Ihst the daa insufficient to support a listing 
a ~ ~ e ~ y n e n t  The data p-led may suppon a finding that 
habitat conditions an impaired due to sediment loadings. It is 
not nccssary to show fish population declines ifsubstrate 
sediment dataare d c i e n t  to demonshats likely habitat 
i m a i m t .  

Fish population data and timber harvert h i d e s  wns not No 
available for these watersheds. Dus to lack of f i  population 
data, i t  isdifficult to M n s  whethathe inmeam sedimnt 
conditions in Dehavm iud Wages C& have impaired the 
sold water fishay d ndthnbenef~ial uss Slaffrrcommmds 
additional mcarchto chmamkze historicfishsries 
conditions, as well as obtPining idomdm on hawest 
histories d iinsmam mnditions naesssly for making a 
beneficial usr impairmmtddcrmination. 

The available data suggest that i nea rn  sedi-t conditions No 
may contribute to adeeline in the salmmid f s h q .  Staff 
rcmrnmmds conducting additional insbeam monitaing and 
fish population mmys  to detmnine whethaspwning and 
rearing habitat ofcold water fisheries and othsrbensfisial uwr 
arc i m w i d  due to sedimentation. 

G.11.121 Hwnboldt Bay: The briefanalysis provides inruffieimt I t  is not clear bawd on the available infomation whether No 
demiptions ofavailablc data and the analysis supporting the water quality objectives arc being c x d e d  =nd beneficial 
conclusion that the data insufficient to ruppon a listing uses impaired in Humboldt Bay. Staff rreommndn additional 
asscssmt. The data pnrented may suppon a finding that study to d e h i n s  whsthn beneficial urrr are threatened due 
that is water body impainnenL tosedimentahon in Humboldt Bay. 

G.11.122 Mad River Slough: The briefanalysis pmvides insufficient Given that the SMWP results a n  consided preliminary and No 
desnipions ofavailable data and the analysis ~pport ing the t h e  is little supporting infomatiem, sla8rocammends 
conclusian that the data iMlfficimt to support s listing conducting additional monitoring ofMad RivnSlough for 
aswss-L The dataprssmted mayruppxta finding that Total PCBs through theslate M-I Watch Program. 
them is water body impairment Additional shrdy may be conducted Uuough the Surface Wahr 

Ambient Monitorinp. Rop.mm, 

G.11.123 Klamath Rivm Please sunnnarin available data end Insufficient infomation ir availableat this time to make a No 
information to helpconfirm that there is i~ l f f ie ien t  listing determination. Staff rsammmds fonusd stodyof the 
information available to support an as-mmt. i n r t m  sediment conditions to asses beneficial usr 

impairmmt o f  the mainstem and tribularisr. 

G.11.124 East ForL Trinity Rivsc Please summarire available data and A USGS monitoring program, to he completed in 2W2, will No 
infomation to help -firm that then is insufficimt evaluats the impact of abandoned mines such as the Altoona 
information available to support a findingthat standards an mine on federal lands in the Trinity River watershed. Staff 
being exceeded. rscommsnds assessing the -Its of the study when available 

to dstmnins whether hencfisinl uss a n  i m ~ a i d  bv m-. 
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G.11.125 Sharta River Plcasc explain in greater detail why available RWQCB staff -& additimal a s s m m t  ofins- No 
data are insufficient to s u p p l  a listing decision. The sedimcnlmnditims, toevalomts whethsbemfrial usrare 
sediment information, in particular, may support a listing currsotly impa id  as a result ofcxeasivs adinmu. 
debmination. 

G l l  126 Tulc Lake 7hs nvanlable data appear to support a lhsnng 
deanon PI- cxpliun in grsatndmtl why avalsblc data 
are t ~ f f i i ~ t e n t  to s u p *  a ItRmpdeesmn 

- 

G.11.127 Lake Memilt Please explain in greater detail why available 
data are insufficient to support a listing decision. In general, 
the State is proposing to continue listings fmm 1998 unless 
new data and i"for&tion are sufficilcim<to suppon the 
mnclusion that the waterkdy now mceb standards. Wc note 
that no fact sheetwpnpa& far this w a t s  body listing 
although a ddisting is pmporad. It appears them is either 
sufficient evidence to conclude that standards are not being 
metar that available data an inmnclurive. To bemnsis&t 
with its gmsrnl listing appmach, the water should remain 
l i d  for DO until r u f f i t  data art ~vailabk to w n  a 
new assessmnt EPA guidancedoe. not specify minimum 
quslityandqusntity rsquirsmentsas indisald in the staff 
n p o n  Therefore, we -1 r more thomugh analysis of 
available data and infomtion than is prswntcd in ths ddi 
report. .. 

Thsavnilabls data are insufficient to support a listing for No 
numetic objective ueeedansc RWQCB staff rrmmmsnds 
mtinued monitoring of DO lsvcls in h n  Last Rivsr and 
Tulc Lake. Bawd on the information availableduring the 
303(d) Lia updntc p a i d ,  thne uc n a  sufficient d.ta b list 
thea d a c e  waters form-ionized ammonia. Thee surface 
waters should, howtyer. bepriwit i redf~~ additimal un- 
ionized ammonia tatin& includingpH and walertmpsrnhue. 
Additional work is suggested to evaluate the toxicity ofun- 
i o n i d  ammonia and the pmtection of the beneficial uss of 
these water b d i s .  In addition, the rcasonal shhtsafun- 
ionized ammonia concentrations should be examined. 

Dissolved oxygen in Lake Memitt n d r  to be monitored at the No 
surface and at depth to a s s .  whether there is adequate DO to 
support beneficial ures. Surface values should be m s s r u d  
early in the morning @re-dawn ifpossible) to doeument worst- 
case conditions. 

Because of mmmunity conem, and anecdotal evidence of 
continued water quality pmblcms, RWQCB staff docs not 
m m m m d  dolisting al this time, but mmmendr  that DO 
be monitod systnnatieelly by a public agencysuch as the 
ACFCD,Ci of OOaand, Alameda County Public Works 
Agsncy, or other stakeholder. This monitoring should be 
condusted at a minimum at the same sites as studies submitted 
by the Lake Mmin Institote, but mom fquently than before 
to asses wkthsr the Iakt buly impacted due to lack dm. 
This water kdyfpollutant combination is different than all 
othersbceause it is proposed for "watch" list to confirm an 
earlierlisting decision by U.S. EPA that mayor may not be 
supported by cumnt water quality information. 

G.11.128 Lake Mnred: Please explain in greaterdctail why available In the next listing cycle the RWQCB will reevaluate DO and No 
data arc insufficient to support a listing h i s ion .  It appears pH infomtion, including the 1997-2000 dam, and either 
smdards are violated in a substantial percentage of the aeapt  or rejest a listing determination for DO and pH. 
available samples; themfore, it is  pmbably unnecessary to 
have a wom-cess analysis ar suggested in the staff report in 
order to reash a decision to list in this situation. 
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G.11.129 Redwood Crcek PI- explain why available data are The tsmparal m m g 5  ofUis shrdy is mnddacd inadequate No 
i rn f f i imt  tomsoaus p!mtill e x m d m e s  of bacteria for8 3@(Q listing. RWQCB staffrrmnnrnds ~ b a c ~  
objectives @nRieu!& single sample maximum standads, if l m k  b M  w a b r p l i t y i n  this wafabdy, and will 
applicable) evaluate Sm Ma- County data in Be  m t  Iinh,g cyd5 to 

dctrrmine if it shauld be added to the 303(d) I*t 

G.11.130 No* (Icek: The staffreport analysis misstates Clean WIta  S e d i m t  m y  b t m  water p l i t y  i n N w  Creek. In NO. 
A* requirements with rrspest to the p m  for considering the next listing cycle, the RWQCB will cvalvle the planned 
Mtas for which a ~ i l ~ b k  gchndogy based sontmk have not d m e n t ~ g m a n  and =!manid habitat identification 
been fully implansnled. !mplemsntation of lcshnologybssed efforts m d  an impairmmt lid- eitheramptrdor ncjsdsd. If 
Wntmls fdrdthspointswrcs or non point so- is not a the sedimnt wntml plan is not implanented, then the listing 
p-ndition for listing impaired wetas an the 303(d) list. If m y  k triggered. 
the SLltc is poporing to nM list this Water bawd on the 
provisions of 40 CFR 130.7@KI), the specific infotmation 
identified in the mver l e e r  oaul k provided to show Ihal 
oIherrcsuired mnholswill m l t  in sminmmtofstandards. 

G.11.131 Nanto  Cmk: It is not ns- to d e m o n m e  bcnefieial uw 
imp& or provide the sophisticated analysis of the 
relationship between sedimmt sources and instream cffm if 
other elements ofthe applicable standards are violated. 

G.11.132 Pilartitos Cnck: The stated rationales for not listing Pilarsilos 
Creek do not appear to be wnsincnt with federal listing 
qu imnene ,  and the State should review its analysis and 
either list the warn body or pmvidc a sunder rationale for not 
lining the water body. 

Turbidity monitoring has not bcsn conducted in Pilarcitos No 
Creek so it is not ps ib le ,  at this time, lo determine w M a  
such n nroblem exists in Pilarcitor C r e k  Pilsrsitos &k 
shou~dbc o l d  on the Monitorine List be~ause: I\ there is a " ~~~~~ 

~ ~~ 

c l a r  l~nkags bcrwccn wd~mcnt and d+non ofhabitat for 
rtulhead inthis watershed, 2) it m l n s t o  bcdctem~ned 
whethu humanadviticnarc an irnmlrant fador. and 31 Ihn. . ~~~~. ~,~~~ 
is an aefive waershed mtoration program, the Pilarcitos 
Creek Watershed Advisow Commiw mCWACI that has ~ ~~ ~~~ . ~ -  ~ ,, ~~ 

bmad &=holder pvdcipation and s u p p a  The sou- of 
fins scdimmt are not adep te ly  charafterid to suppon a 
3031dl listine at this time. ~ ~- ~-, ~ ~ ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ 

G.11.133 San Francism Bay: PI- explain why available data arr Please referto the nsponsc to commmt G.11.134. No 
insuffieimt to mcampotmtial exceedsnw of applicable 
standards. 

G.11.134 T m h  AssssmsnL. Pleas explain mare clearly why avsilablc Gmcrally, vaJh -smmts were foeused on the observance No 
data and information are insuffieimt to measurs potential of a nuisance (as defined in Wabr Code Section 1305qm)) 
e x c e d m c s  of applicable staodards. Pleas  rsoncilc measured in water within the scgmmt. mhis factor was used 
dcn'sions to wt list uash in San Fransirco Bay region with to translate appropriate narrative water quality objectives and 
decisions to list wales in other California regionr in the2002 finding of nuisance. Both numeric data and non-numeric 
and prior listing decisions. data (visual a-sments) were ass%d.  

Respmss-364 
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V i d  &sxsmmt is a technique to d a ~ ~ n t  waterway and 
~ tsrshcd  mnditionsand rrss. It q i r a  minimal fashnid 
equipmsnt or mining ind relier primarilyon the mnitw's 
smsory abilities and cornman scnw. Therearc two p n d  
appmsshs. to visual ~ m ~ .  7hs narrative approach 
involves t h e w  of standardid f m  to i n t c r p m v i d  (and 
other m r y )  obwrvations into wed or numaic 
dcscriptinu. T h m  is also aphotognphicappmch. 
-ic m~it&'.s, ,Is0 ~ f m e d  t0 as "w 
documlltion," provides a p a ~ n s n t  visual dwumenlltion 
ofspecific waterway andlor watershed conditions. 

Visual asmmcnts wen used to daeumentsonditionr fmm 
the vi-intof the individual ob-, and are themfore 
usually qualitative or, at kt, wmi-quantirative. This 
m e n 1  ean be ussd as a baseline for - problem 
identification, or for tracking gmss changcr over time. It is 
assumed that, based on the visual results, a more indepth 
monitoring pmgram will be designed to evaluate specific wash 
p<oblnns. 

For a water body to bs placed on the W i o n  303(d) list, it was 
n-~ary to have information doewmnling visual assesmen* 
of t m h  or some a s m m n t  ofnumerical data auoeiated with 
litter or mJh. A reasonable amount of spatial and t a n p a l  
coverage was also necessary. 

If an alternate program is available to a d d m  vash problems 
now (without any strengthening of its q u i m c n k )  then the 
water body-pollutant combinat i~ was placed on the 
"Enforecable Pmpm List" ~ O T  f W h r  8sssn-t and action 
to c o m t  the problem. Ofhcnuirg the water body was placed 
on the sest'on 303(d) list. 

G.11.135 As rtnned inour i n t a t o  the Regional Board dated Oslo& Agm. TheCmml Corn RWQCB data has bcnr reevaluated Y VoIum 11, 
22,201, the 50% mcssdcnce rate ~tof fe i t ed  in the rtaff to address this comment About I00 new fact sheets were Region 3 
p a r t  as abasis farmironsndinglistingr is inconsistent added to the shff report. Many new 303(d) listings are based 
with appliiablc water quality Jtmdards and federal listing on this rraswumsnt. 
quirsmsnts. Application afthis cutoffprobably has resulted 
in uslusion of several watar hom the list that should be 
listed. Far every water body in Region 3 which is not listed 
but for whish d a ~  an availabkwc request that the State 
submit data &w which decr&e the nu& of 
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available -1s. the number dsxsssdencs ofany 
appl idlc  standard, d the specific rationals f a  not lining 
than under d o n  303(d). Thb y s r t  is made punrant to 
40 CFR 130.7@)(6Xiv). 

G.11.136 Majors Ckek A party Ulat submits data is n n  required to Please refer to the response to C m t  No. 3.3.1. No 
show fhaf standad3 are exceeded in order for the data a be 
considered in a listing a~wument; it is the S w ' s  
responsibility evaluate available data and in fomion  and 
daumine whethsrrtvldardrancxcded. Did thc State 
follow up on its y s t  for fwtherclnrifying information, and 
how did it wduate Ulat information ifit was received? What 
analysis did the Suts pnfom to compare available data to the 
turbidity and xdimsnt -"dads (including standards 
mncemedwith bMMnd-its)? Plcase explain more clearly 
why available data and inf-tion an  insufficient to masure 
potential cnceedences of applicable standards. For example, 
turbidity data should be compared to available data and 
information tmm available studies and litsnhlrs which 
identify turbidity levels assofiated with advass impacts on 
quatic life. 

G.11.137 Montasy Bay Aquarium: Pbesc show data analysis to Changes were made to the fad sheet. No Volume 11, 
dsmonrlntc basis for not listing this water based on the Region 3 
available data and information. 

G.11.138 Santa Barbara County Creeks: Please show data analysis to Thcx fact sheets were reviewed and rhs assessment was No 
demonstrate basis for not listing this water based on the sufficient to suppon the recommendations. 
available & t a d  information, 

G.11.139 Santa B a r b  County Beaches: Please show data analysis to Many n w  fad sheets wneadded to the staffrepon to a d h s  Y s  Volum ll, 
d m m h e t e  basis for not listing this water bawd on the thsse beaches. Region 3 
amilabls data and informaion. 

G.11.140 San Loreiva River The 'sport infern that the submimd repon The fact s h e  contains a b r i c f w i w o f  the information. Yes V o h l l ,  
provides no n w  information that provides abasis for Region 3 
asxssingmtaquality orpdlutant conditions PI- explain 
how the contmts ofthis repon were considend. 

G.11.141 Montemy Bay: Please cite the BPTCP pmtaeol refmed to in This change has been made. 
the rrpan as a basis for not listing based on mmparimns with 
TEL -ing values. Also, please mneilethis  appmch to 
assess the metals data with the approaches usad to as- 
contaminated xdimsnt dsta in other locations. 

Yes V0lumc ll, 
Region 3 
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G.11.142 Santa Y n q  N. w a l m h d x  PI- dswribsths analysis of In miew o f d l  &dam, we added a new fan sheel for Salinss Yes Vol- ll, 
USGS data which led to ths s b t e d c ~ ~ b i ~ m .  R i m  near Chular. The fan shed for Santa Ynu, efP Region 3 

watmhed has bem deleted. 

G.11.143 L a  Andes Region: 'Thcdssription of dads used to C o m m w  aelmmledged. 
ausu d i f f m t  types of s l d a d s  b a d  on d i h t  typsr of 
dataand information is d l  mganiled and t h m g h  in 
particular, lhe dims&w of mdhods usd to evaluate 
sedjmslt and ti- darn is pmimlarly thomugh and well- 
lhought OUL In h e  fid Smte submittal, ve rrmmmcnd 
inclurion of n similarly detailed dcocriptlon of memods used 
to evaluate different dataand infomation typs, and of 
p r c f d  melhDds forevaluating sediment and tissue 
ehemisny dam for different pollutaow, This kind ofmethods 
dssription is badly needed to pmvidc an adequately detailed 
dssription of methods wed and decision rules applied. 

G.11.144 It wasunclear fmm ths Lor Angsles Regional Board staff All sxirting data and information was reviewed and No 
report whelhvthen were wafm for which data and dosumented by the RWQCBs. Thedata and information 
infarmatien - existing and readily availabk buf which reviewed is included in the administrative mod. 
were not included an the 303(d) list. PI- dercribe any dam 
and information considered which did not w l t  in a listing 
m a m n d a t i o n ,  and the rationale for thcdeci~ion not to list 
based on the nvailnbls data and infomtion. 

0.11.145 Central Valley Region: The rationals for not listing waters Plcarc refer to the responses for Commml Nos. G.1I.I I, No 
bared on a nssd far huthv -men1 should be dseribed G.11.12,G.11.23,G.II.ZI,G.11.8,andG.11.7. 
more clsarly and in greaterdctail. The application ofthese 
sritaia for caeh water eonsidemi should be described in 
sufficient detail to enable ruders to fully understand the baris 
for the conelusion that the waters need not be lided. In 
addition, it is not clear that some of the suggested conditions 
unda which waters need not be listed an consistent with 
fedsral listing quimnmfs.  Firs$ we ex@ to seen more 
da i l ed  technical and legal rationale to Npporta decision not 
to list waters bsausc there are insufficient dam or that the 
rtandards sxc~sdencs are not shown to be "recurring". 
Second, the State should explain how it considered 
assessments ofwaters when data are not directly comparable, 
or where more m t  data conflict with olderdata. Third, 
please see disfussion incover lmer ofdecisions not to list 
waters based on reliance onother control measures, and 
pmvide sufficient donunentation to add- our commas. 

G.11.146 Central Valley Rcgiw: Concerning schedules, we are All the Central Valley RWQCB recommendations for No 
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- mnamed (hatthspopmed &la inthcCenlml Valley schedulasnd priorities wers mnsidersd by the SWRCB and 
staffrrpan, inchdings p p c d  to schedule low priorities for modified based on the considsrntions in the SWRCB staff 
c~npla ion  a&rU)IS, are u c s s i w l y  lmg and nrr rrpwL 
inconsimt wiUl -A's natimal policy mrreming TMDL 
completion. This schedule appsarr to be based on an invalid 
assumption Ulat K of TMDL staff funds un be rpent on 
TMDLimpl-tatim after2004. l h i s  typeof -me 
redkction is highly unlikely to occur in the near future; 
W o r e ,  this is not s valid amMption for planning 
p-. Asdiscused in the cover IeDcr, the State should 
pmvide more ag-ive sshedula conristsntwith national 
policy u~xetations. 

G.11.147 Ccnml Valley Region: Waters Needing Funher Ascummt: The rationale for placing waters in the Monitoring List has Yes Volume 111. 
Purmsnt to 40 CFR 130.7@)(6Xiv), please pmvidc a watu bssn pmvided. Regim 5 
body by water body -mat that d o a m m u  the Statc's 
analysis of all existing and readily aMilabls dataand 
information and provides the State's specific rationales for not 
listing the watm. 

G.11.148 Centnl Valley Region: T n n p m r e  A s s s s m m :  We are Tempsrahve was addressed on a ease-by- basis No 
canermed that the Regional Board did not provide a valid considering the hydrologic and other environrncntal conditions 
rationale for declining to consider IxmpnNre standards in the various Regions. The Csnml Valley RWQCB did not 
cxrredmcss. Scvml other Regional Boards have listed address potential t e m p m  problems b e c a w  they did not 
multiilt w a r n  for necedence of temperam objectives have the data and infomtian nsccrisxy to adequately 
which arc nearly identical to the nmtivcobjectivs in Region evaluate standards attainment. Plsaw refer to the r a p s  for 
5's barin plan, without conducting the dcfailed analysis Comment No. 5.18.3. 
described in the commsnt response. The Regional Board 
should evaluate the data in comparison with Ismperamre 
impaa asKEsment mahads used by other Regional Boards, 
provided in academic litware, andlor d - i  in o @ s  
State TMDL and listing methodologies addressing tempamre 
impairment. 

- 
G.11.149 C o n m i n g  the Ccnlml Valley RWQCB comment responsa: Comment acknowledged. No 

We appnciate ihc cf fM to respond to commenIs buf believe 
dfional detail is needed to explain mom d y l y  the basis for 
the recmmendations not to list waters identified by 
E0mm"tfeK 

G.11.150 Lahonlan Region: Review of Submitted Data and In p n m l ,  all existing readily available data and information No 
Information: Please provide a mxedctailed description of the was considered in developing the mommendations for the 
Slstt's analysis of data provided by commenters Bishop section 303(d) list In some caws the RWQCB nod SWRCB 
Paiute Tribe. Lsaeue to Save LaksTahoc. USGS. and Pat d ~ ~ m m t s d  the review bv develaoinr fabshmc for wtu ~ e ~ ~ ~ - ~ -  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ . ~  .. 
Etkert ~ h e ~ s t a f f - ~ r t  provides inruficientor~lanations of bodies even if listing or delisting was not w m m n d e d .  
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how t h e d a t a  ta iinfomtion SOW wcreeons idd  in the Based on prelimimyarsssmmt ofthe data and infomtiw,  
asssmentpmoJ.  f s f  s h e  fwmany data Jcte were not prrpand if a listing or 

delisting rrmmmendation war nor made. 

In panieular, the Bishop Paiute Tribe pmvidedwata 
chcmistrydata for Bishop Creek. The RWQCB earcfully 
reviewed this information but chmw not to rrsammmdanw 
lining bsause the data indicated that water qualily abjectiva 
were not being violaled or bcMae violatiom, whm they 
m m Q  luae not freqtmt cmghtowpmnt  lining. 

The League to Save Lake Tahoe sent a lmeridsntifying data 
sources and questing that LaksTahae and s s m l  fributaria 
be listed. The RWQCB Etaflaeted appmpriatcly on this 
infomtioh formample by mmmmding that several 
tributaries to Ole Lake k listed for various pollutants. 

Thc USGS pmvtdrd rlccmn~c data film, pnmanly forthe 
Walker Rave warmhcd Apaln, the RWQCB staffs ar t ful  
mew afthis mfmatmn rcsulled m rsvcral new i~rtlng 

Pat &ken rcm informalon about MTBE m Lake Mary As a 
rrrul\ ihs RWQCB staffrccomndcd that LaheMary bc 
placedon the-Watch Llst.' vhcmln it  wll m n v c  greater 
monitoring scrutiny in wming yean. 

G.11.151 Lahontan Region: Antidegradation analysis: Please provide a Please refer to the mpanse for Comment No. G.11.6. No 
moredetailed rationale farthe decision not to list certain 
watsnunlas "sample nwnbers are large mough to provide 
someconfidewe h t  lhq are rep-tative." This appmach 
may be valid, but nesds tobe dasribcd in m t s r  derail both 
in orinci~al and in soolieation. 

G.11.152 Lahonm Region: TSMP RsultslSedimmt and Fish T i m e  
Data: The approach ofnot wnsidsring listing waters based 
solely onTSMP &tan& to be clarified and justified in 
greater detail. Thsdscirion not to recornend listings bawd 
on fish t i m e  and d i m t  data also needs to bejuJtified. 
Aetual data results should k m m r i n d  and rationales 
provided on a water body-ific basis to explain why he 
data do not ruppoil listings. Mo5 other Regional Boa* did 
consider listings W e d  on relatively limitsd fish tissue and 
sediment data; pleass reconcile this apparent inconsistency in 

The RWQCB Etaffcarefully rsviwed all data and infomtioo No 
available before momending  water bodies for 303(d) 
listing. Included was bioaecumulstionprogram tissuc data. 
However, for Ihis patlieulsr region, staff felt that TSMP 
samples were nccsssariiy qrrpnfat ivt  of local wild fish 
populationr. Unlike other areas, the Lahontan region does not 
tend to beas impacted by organic compounds and scvml key 
metnls. The Region's more tmublsy)mc metals, such as silver 
and cadmium, do not have valid hsslth criteria, making TSMP 
data less valuable. As the RWQCB saffrcport *led, the 
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mabnsnt of fish risJw and r s d i m t  data -g Regions. Region will uaTSMP data pmvided that additional data or an 
a&ate advisow b available. 

G.11.153 Lahontan Region: @lily Assurance Snnn:  Pleawaplain Please referto the rssponw for Ca-t No. 0.1 1.20. No 
in g~tsrdeLzil  me dscidm not to eomidn data for listing 
purpaacr unlas thas  wsn documented QA/QC procedurss. 
Did the Regional Board seek out QAIQCinformation on 
availabledata ifthis information was not provided? As 
d i d  in the l a m ,  data wilh unknown or limited QMQC 
infomation ean be d to help confirm information provided 
by other lines of evidence for individual waten or otherwise 
assist in the - m n t  p e p s .  

G.11.154 Lahontan Region: Data quality: Please explain whether a PI- referto the response forCammmt No. G.Il.18. No 
spocific minimum data sample sirs was requ id  in order to 
mnsider listing waters and, ifso, provide a rationale for its 
sdsstion and application. 

0.11.155 Lahontan Region: Watch List Please pmvide a waterbody- Please refa  to them- for Cnnmmt No. G.11.6. No 
spscific discusion of the data and analysis available for each 
watapmposed for inclwion on the watch list. As discussed 
in the letter, note that threatened waten, as defined in federal 
guidance, must be consided for listing an the 303(d) list 

G.11.156 Lahontan Region: Scheduler: The priority rankings may need All the Lahontan RWQCB recommendations for schedules No 
to beadjusted to account for the differmt interpretations d and priorities wm camidnrd by the SWRCB a n d d i f i e d  
high priority articulitcd by the Region and the Slate Board. based on the considerations in the SWRCB sfaff report. 
The mommmdalion to schedule a very large number of 
watsn for TMDL dedopment after 2015 is inmminsnt with 
EPA's national oalisv c o n m i n e  TMDL schedules. . . - 
Santa Ana Region: Minimum Sample Sire: Please provide a Please refer to the reponre for Commmt No. G.11.18. No 
more detailed rationale for thsspproach ofrequiring I0 or 
more ssmplcs to mnsida including s water on the 303(d) list. 
m i s  appmach may be tmm.mnably exclusive, especially for 
toxiepolhtants and asssument of toxicity, Csh tissue, and 
sediment data which have m y  inlegrate thccffeets of longer 
term chemical exporurrs. A water body-specific rationale for 
the decisions not to list waters with significant numbnr of 
exmdences (e.g., >2 c x m d m c s r  for toxic pollutants or 
ponuranb with standards expmed as not to besxcccdcd 
valuer), regardlem of sample sbc, should be pmvided. 

G.11.158 Santa Ana Region: Wcight of Evidence: We support the Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.II.21 
proposal to consider data sets smaller than 10 in numbn 
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thmugh an a p p m t  wsight of evidence qpmach dafribed in 
#S. Thearmal application ofthis idea r h d d  be explained 
m r e d a r l y  and in grerta dMil. This 60x1 appears 
i m v l l e a  in the draft M m i m e d .  

G.11.159 Smta Ana Region: Monitoring LiN: PI- pmvidc a water Please referto the mponse far C o m t  No. 0.1 1.1 I. No 
body-spcifis disnmim dthe basis for the docisiorrr to place 
thee watm w the monitoring tin. The attxhed fad sheet3 
do not pmvidsn clearbapis for t h w  judgments 

G.11.160 Banerial Objective ~ m s n ~  It appears waters were not PI- refer to the -nw to Commmt No. 4.1 1.3. No 
conddcmd for listing b a d  on ufeedenses ofnot-tebe- 
exceeded bacteria objectives, but instcad were svalualed only 
for ehmnic bactsriaeraedmccs. Both fyps ofbaneria 
&jec¶ivts must be appliedto &dm whether standards are 
sxseededandwatas ue required to be lirled. Pleas clarify 
wh&w ssutc baneria standards were applied. 

C l l  161 San Dlcgo Repon Comtmmts of Concern Pleare pmv~dc a 
more rpecllic dcrnpnon ofand mttonale for ihc dcctrlons no! 
ra lhrr the idmt~lied~mllumna of oatcntaal concern- whmch ~~ ~ - ~~ ~- - -  -- -- ~ 

r~~ -~ ..... ~ 

nm listd in thit table. The text d o n  not appear 19 providca 
s ~ ~ e i e n t l y  Wikd sn of explanotiw. 

G.12.1 T h s ~ m n t  liatingpmcesr is cumbcrsoms, lack sufticimt 
data and is not timely. I p m p c  an alternativsappmaeh that 
wmld help focusamtion to the most pmblmatic sub- 
watersheds and muld be implmsnted wiihin 12 months or 
less. Since then is a smng correlation betwen the % 
impervious cover in a watershed and s h a m  condition, we 
should be able to predict s e a m  condition fmm estimates of% 
impervious w c r  mods in cadi wafmhed and subwatershed 
along t h e m a  

Please refer to h e  response for Comment No. G.II.1 I .  No 

The SWRCB staffknow of no precise relationship between No 
standards attainment and p-t impsrvious cover and, 
therefor% do not recommend taking !he alternate approach 
p m p o d .  SWRCB staffwill mntinue to use direct 
rncarummnts of standards attainment in thexm'm 303(d) 
list dsvslopment. 

Q12.2 Pnwnce of inwive n d c  plant specia should be wed sr an lnvasivc s p i e s  can be a cause of impacts on waterqualily No 
indicator of impaired water bodies. Rocommad that the resulting in standards not being attained. However, inviaive 
dishbution, abundance, s p i e s  eomporition, and impacts of s p i c s  are not "polManb" but should be addressed as 
invasivs plants associated with riparian habitats be "pollution". 
aggrsnivcly iDcluded as an additional a i t sMn in the 
SWRCB'I pmtoml for arscurnent of impaired water bodies. 

0.13.1 The State Deeds to develop a standard that is uniformly Plca~c refer to the response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
applied thmughout the state for placing +m rcgmcnfr on 
303(d) lisk. This uniformily would minimin the potential for 
litigation fhaf would d t  from the Regional Boards' 
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dirastionarv and ~rofssional jud~smsnt-based decisions. 

G.13.2 A statewide Technical Adviray Gmmitree should be PI- &lo lhc mponse forCommsn1 No. G.8.3 
arwmbled in ader to minimize arbitrary or discretionary 
jud-t whm making Iisli&klidi"g decisMN in Un 
listing p-. 

G.13.3 The Polify should be Imnsparmq prcdictnblg and PI- refer to the -nx for C o m t  No. G.8.3 
qmduc ib lc  The envimnmsntal goups and the ngulated 
mmunityshauld be able to aucss the same dataand anive 
st lhc same listingldslistingdecisions as lhc RQWCB or the 
SWRCB. 

G.13.4 More time nssds to be build into lhe listing systrm lo allow for PI- refer lo the rssponse for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
substantivemmnts and -me. Thns are mneems for 
the potential Ulsl some mmmnts will not be addnued. 

0.13.5 The smpc of the policy should include: guidancc for lisling, Please refer to the response for Comment No. 0.8.3. 
guidance for delisting, analysis of beneficial use 
desig~tioddc-designation that would flag incamct bcnefieial 
use designations, then trigger a Use Attainability Analysis 
(UAA) and allow n wasr body in question be placed on a 
Watch List until lhe UAA issompleted, examination and 
recommendation ofwater quality standards for 
appropriateness and whether or not the standards wen legally 
ommuleatsd. 

0.13.6 The Policy should d b l h h  mre principles including decision- Pleare referto lhe response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
making @- assimilative *dies, arsssr-t of 
beneficial uss, review ofcriteria for each beneficial use, and 
site specificity. 

G.13.7 The Policy should establish guidance on staffing el the Slate PI- refer lo the -rise for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
and Regional Iwd,  to add- dimmlfltic~ and delays in 
reviewing data, disseminating reports and infomtian in a 
timely matter due to staffing deficiencies. 

G.13.8 The list approval should bc by the RWQCB with the final Please refer to the response for Comment No. 0.8.3. No 
appmval of s state wide list by the SWRCB. However, ifthe 
SWRCB q u e s t  changes tothc list, they should bc allowed to 
do so wilhout consulting or remanding back lo lhc Regional 
Boanl. 

G.13.9 The State should give higher priority to the 305@) asse-nt, Please referto the response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
since it sets the stage forthe 303(d) list and the 'IMDL 
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pmgramThs 305(b) wessment insludcr such items ss 
envimnmntd impan ~nerrmsnt, wriocmnomie benefit 
a~smmene ,  anda dsraipbon ofthe nahm and cxtmt of 
nonpointso~mrofpollutMt9, with rrmmmmdations of 
mntml programn 

- 

G.13.10 Tho Watch List would be used for cases where thcre are Please refer to the r s rpow for Connun1 No. 08.3. No. 
i w f f i c i a t  or inadequate data indisating impairment, thereby 
identifying Ulataddition data needs to bemllened to warnnt 
placing i lon the 303(d) list 

G.13.11 . More d d l s  on the urc of the watch list should be described Please refer to the raponsc for Cornmull No. 0.8.3. No 
in the Policy. Thsw detail include information on the 
pmadureutiliztd to get w t a  bodisr on or off the li% 
duration of the watch list and Cfc. 

G.13.12 The us. of a two list p- [preliminary (wnuh list) and an PI- refer to the responw for Comment No. G.8.3. NO 
action list (303(d)) list] will give us an o~pormnily to perform 
a fill ss-men1 on water quality and watcrbody health. The 
p- will also allow a miew ofany mnssrns about 
knsficial u ~ e s  andlor water quality objectives, various options 
such as urc attainability analysis and sits-specific objectives. 

G.13.13 The SLltc Board should d n w  from other stater sxpcriences Please refer lo the response for Commnt No. G.8.3. No 
and apprmhcr and not reinvent the process. The watch list 
allows us lo f a  on tw impaimme of highest priority, 
rather than spend time and waurtsr on questionable 
impaimme, so that positive mulls a n  not measurable. 

G.13.14 The management of 1472 listings with 800 TMDLs should be Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
a d d 4  in IheCaiifomiaListing Pdicy, sothat concerns 
fmm both the regulated and cnvimnmenfal gmup a n  fakcn in 
considemtion. ThcPolisy should lead lo a more focused, 
scientifically defensible list. 

G.13.15 The usage of "on-pmmulgated or improperly promulgated Pleaw refer to the response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
standards are not pmpn because it allows for inappropriate or 
inconsistent application ofthese standards for i m p a i m  
deeidms and ~prrsrntsu~dngmund regulations. 

G.13.16 The S t a t e n d s  IO quires periodic review of the water Pleass refer to the response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
quality standards and ctifaio wcd for listing and delisting. 
SWRCB needs to inform stakehaldm that legitimate 
standards issues will be a d d m  Us  pmccdures or 
sonsidemlions that will beused to addms in a timely matter. 
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0.13.17 There should be mileria for eu(mphic, msobophic and PkasC refer to the rapom for Cmmmt  No. G.83. No 
ol ip l r@k~mMia .  Mom disussion and -h is 
q u i d  to define which  MU^ go under which 
category. 

G.13.18 Standards should include but nM limited to: the minimum Please refer to the response for C o m n t  No. G.8.3. No 
number of samples q u i d  for an i m p a d  &ision, 
number of allowable rides per numbas, scdimmt and 
ti- rampla-scientifically and statistically-what is an 
acceptable number of sampla for decision-making, 
calibration ofmodeled data, pmperselmtion oftoxicity 
organisms, snsanalifyandampwal m i d a t i o n g  spatial 
and hydrologic variations and QNQC data should have 
rigomus nquirrments. 

G.13.19 Listings should not be bawd on symptoms e.&, algae. Please refer to he response for Comment No. 0.8.3. No 
Symptom are usually subjstiw, especially the amount which 
defines impaimnt. Listings should not be dons until 
pollutant has brm identified. For example, if abundant algae 
erisl with low nutrient content, the major cause ofgrowth 
might be sunlight (dueto the datruetion of riparian vegclation 
along strrambanks), lack ofscour f low and tmpaahlre. 
Malibu Crrrk watershed ineluds listing fw wtriaU, rlgae, 
and eutmphidon, all of which have more to do with the 
dc.rmetionofthe riparian campy and the resultant loss of 
shade than rising nuhien& levels. 

0.13.20 Since water M i s s  in past and ~ m n t  303(d) listings were Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.8.3. No 
listed without a standard listing or delisling p r o d w e ,  the 
entire existing list needs to be m i w e d  for cornmess a h  
the dclisting pmcedun has bem appmved and pmmulgated. 

G.13.21 Delidng is politically sensitive, therefore we m o m e n d  PI- refer to the responx for Commcnt No. 0.8.3. No 
moving it away fmm the political p m s w  by establishing 
standardized statnuideaiteria a@ p m x d u m  

G.1322 Su* lhe following clement for adclidngpocedurs, PI- refer to the response far Comment No. G.8.3. No 
delisting should mar when new data showsattainmcnt of 
critais. 

0.13.23 Suggest the following e lmmt  for a delisting pmedure; PI- refer to the response for Comment No. 0.8.3. No 
dclisting should mnu when there an incorrect listings, or 
incornst beneficial use designations. 

G.13.24 Suggest the followingclmrmt for a delisting pmadure; Please refer to the response for Comnvnt No. G.8.3. No 
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delistin. should occur if Lhac is insufficient or baddata. 
~~p 

G.13.25 Sugg+rtthc following el-t fora dslistingproadw; kssp ' PI- referto the response for C o m t  No. G.8.3. No 
watm m the list until WataQuality Smdard or Beneficial 
Useare rrrtcnd. However on a - b y a s  basis, it may be 
ampfabk to &list or placean s watch lirt when mntml 
meawe are already in place, or whm a TMDL is developed. 

G.13.26 S u m  the following slancnt for a delisting pmeedurs; PI- ref" to the -me for Commmt No. G.8.3. No 
desiing should oeeur when a wats!~ffeftr htio is 
developed that indicate that the watnbody segment is n~ 
impaired for agivnr pollutant. 

G.13.27 Suggestthe following el-t for a delisting pmeedurs; delis1 Please refer to the mponsc for C o m t  No. 0.8.3. No 
or do not list when the w k W y  fully suppork the beneficial 
use, but is threatwed. 

G.14.1 Support Ur Water Bod's  pmpo~al to create a "Watch List" Comment acknowledged. No 
for several water Wa. 

G.14.2 To fvRherensurs s f d  rgulatory p m w ,  we recommend Comment acknowledged. No 
that the Wata Boardnlso yo* towards mmplaion of a 
pmposed Water Quality Contml Policy prior to development 
of future 303(d) lists. 

0.15.1 Support the "Watch List." Commmt acknowledged. No 

G.15.2 Suppaathe idca ofdclisxing waters where the source of CMIment ~kmwledgod. No 
pollution is naturally d n g .  

0.15.3 Support the con+ ofdelisting wata where Quality cornmint acknowledged. No 
ContmVquality Ar~uranec standards w m  inadequate or non- 
sristmt 

0.15.4 Support the TMDlsComplaed" List C o m n t  acknowledged. No 

G.IS.5 Conamed that many of the listings arc there simply beaux  Please mfer to the response for C o m t  No. 0.1 1.12. No 
they wne on the 1998 list. 

0.15.6 Conermed that the B d  will list waters that have violated Please refer to the response for Comment No. 0.8.3. No 
infnmsl advisory criteria instead of adopted water quality 
obje*iw. 

-- 
G.15.7 Listing a water body bared upon a single sample, or very Plat refer to the response for Comment No. 0.10.6. No 

limifed dab, jumps to a consluion that may or may not be 
valid. We are aware o fa  listing thnt is b a d u p o n  the -It 
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ofa lid tisuesample taken on a singleday, and a Wing 
M upon five Fampls taken during one moth  in 1998. 

G.16.1 The Departmsnt of Pstidds Regulation (DPR)pvided Cornmoll lclolowldged. No 
i n f m t i m  to the individual Regional Water Quality Conml 
Bosrds dwing L c  initial solicifatiw in April 2001. DPR has 
not idcntifid any additional d m  w information that can ssrvc 
to idmtiry impaired uatsrbodie. 

G.17.1 Thepmporod three-list uhmx miss wncans. Acmrding to Plcax refer a Ule rcrponsc for C o m t  No. 13.1 1.1 1. Ycs 
the haft R W  waterbodis will be plrced on a Watch 
List' if thas is insutlicimt data and informstion to lirt them 
on the 303(d) list and placed on a "IMDLs Completed List" 
to show pro- in developing TMDLs. Thepmposcd 
"Watch List" a d  "TMDLs CompIdd List" are not part ofthe 
CWA StaMoly rhemc. Stater ere required to identify wstm 
that do not m a  WaterqwlityatandakaAer lhe application 
of tschnology-based emuent limits. and submit one list of 
these waters to USEPA for appmval. CslPlRG a m s  with 
membnr of the AB 982 PAG that the State Board should stick 
clmsly to the federal rrgvlations and submit only one list, rhc 
303(d) List. 

G.17.2 Con~rrned that the "watch Lirt"uill be s waiting list for non- Plare refer to the response for Comment No. 0.10.1. No 
netiw. lfthcre is sncfdnal, minimal orconmdimry 
informa6on for a watsr king consided for listing, it is in the 
public interest lo list lhc vata on the 303(6)liR pahapaas 
low priority. Theappmpriats ncn slep would he to conduct 
assasmcnt work aspanof the TMDL dcMlopmat p m e s s  

G.17.3 The "IMDL Completed List" is not conVmplatcd by the PI- refer to ihe respome for Comment No. G.lI.11. n s  No 
CWA. Them ir no basis in the CW& fardelistinga water federal rcgulstions presented us not in effedand, therefom, 
body simply becaure a TMDL has besn pnparsd. 40 CFR the SWRCB is not rsguired to follow the propowd mandate. 
130.29@) (cffenive 2003)slala that State Boards "mun krrp 
each impr id  water body on you  lirt for= particularpollutanf 
until it is attaining and maintaining the applisablc wztsr 
w l i t y  standard fw that pollutant: avisting fmm the 
slaflltory mandates and cmting additional lists that are 
wntradictoy to the ngulatiom suggests that the State Bard  
is engaging in decision making b d o n  elf-in- and 
m t s  an app-M thatlhewa(CI bodies' rawminai~on 
pmhlsm have bnn remedid. Many TMDLs have vcly 
IengUly implcmcntation paiods and the effective delisting of 
thac  is perhaps m a n y p A  in advance of any notiscable 
impmvnwtr in wntaquality. The "TMDL Completed List" 
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is un-"able, misleading and unncauary. 

G.18.0 Supports medelising of all the wata segments and pollutants Comment acbowledgd. No 
propmed in Table 2 of the dmll staff rrpott 

G.18.1 Suppats and endo- aafR reeolnnmdntion for a "watch" C e m e n t  achowledged. No 
list forwaDr -a whas there is insuRicient informstion 
to suppona 303(d) listing, or if a rrgulamryprogram is in 
place to mntml pollutana and there is rn yet suff~sisnt data 
to drmmmlmle succar. Supparts the independent assessment 
ofwatrrsegmena on the *watch" list so that they am 
individuallyjudged bawd on the data and the ssisnss for each 
particular wam%gmnt. In addition to the "watch" list, 
raommnds the SWRCB mnn'derdeveloping a shtnvids 
proms t o e m  thar water segments recommended for the 
"watch" list sn done in a mmirtsnt manner. We would urge 
the Board to make cvayeffort to conduct an analysis of the 
1998 list to d n m i n s  which water segments should bs placed 
on the "watch" list 

G.18.2 Supports the 13 cascby-~aw f a d m  that wereused to Comment acknowledged. No 
cvnluats regional board mcommcndstions. However, we have 
f w d  that the application ofthe f a d m  by each of the 
rcgianal bards is inconsistent Further the stale rtaff 
mommendations did not attempt to rcmnsile the differences 
intoanc mnsislent state mnhadology for listing. 

0.18.3 Commmtaqustionr whether it is appropriate to use "fish Fish advisories arc an aeknowledgemmt that bsnsfisial uses of No 
advisories" as the measurement for impairment. There an no a water body a n  impacted. It is appropriate to uscthess 
scientific critrria for when an advisory is issued. advisories as long as there is some indication t b t  the 

pollutant(s) are p m t  in the wata body. Precautionary 
advisories should be wiewed carsfully to detmnine if thew 
is alikslihood of standards and bmeficial -not being 
attained. 

G.18.4 eest ion the listing ofwater bodis for "unknown" pollutants Please referto Ule responses for Commmt No. 0.10.6. No 
or for generic "beach clmms". Thse water bodies, at a 
minimum, should bs moved to the "watch" list until spaific 
pollutants can be identified and vanslated into numeric 
impairments that can be addressed. 

--- 
G.18.5 Supports the use of all d i b l e  data to makc impairment Comment acknowledged. No 

detmninations, as is required by federal mls .  It is important 
to use minimum rrquimmts to determine ifdata is credible 
and rimtifileally defensible. Data should meet reasonable 
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qualityarmrsnec and quality m m l  q u i r r m m  forsnmplc 
collcclio~ fidd and Iabomto~amlysir, data mamgcmmtand 
samplaand data are m l l d  by trained-noel. Valid, 
d i b l c d a t a  muR meel the wpril (s EPA, USOS.ASTM 
or A&- Public Health I\rroei&ion Standard Mdh&. 

G.18.6 Sup* lheNRC rspon rsgmmendntion that a mtistiml Commsnt acknowledged. NO. 
"weight ofevidence" cval&onbeuwd a interpretdata. 

G.18.7 Suppmis a high-medium-lowpriority ranking ryrtnn for Commentacknowlsdgcd. No 
303(d) listed wafersegmmta. Commmter has con- with 
how the mta ia  m u s e d  m m k  watersegmmb. 
Comwnferklieves that it is moreawmptiate to rank water 
bodies based on tho impomna ofthc wata ssgmcntand on 
the reverily ofths impaimat. Commnter reeammmdr Bat 
the priority d i n g  also i m v  criteria that nddnss water 
segment significance and dgrre of impairment. 

G.18.8 The same criteria for delisting and/or placing water bodia on Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.11.12. No 
the "watch" list should also be applied to water segments on 
the 1998 list. 

G.18.9 Sari Pa&basin (PMI- River>-Nickel. Moveto Watch Comment acknowledged. NO 
List. Then is a lack of consistent data for this water body. 

0.18.10 Ballona Crrek Watershed: Supporn placing water body Comment acknowledged. No 
listing. for Selenium, Lsad, Zinc, and pH on the Watch Lirt. 

G.18.11 Consjo Creek-HCWPCBs: Move m Watch List bsaw hvo The samples collected showed bioaccumulation ofthese No 
samples ar not sufficimt svpport the listing. pollutanb in fish tissue. As dcxribed in the response for 

CommeotNo.G.11.18,armallnumbc1ofthegetypnof 
samples war considered sufficient to suppmt a listing decision, 

G.18.12 Los Angela River Eshlaly-Lead: Should be on the Watch Please mfer to the response for Commmt No. 0.1 1.12. No 
List because an mfomable pmgram is in place (the BPTCP). 

0.18.13 Los Angsles River Reach I, San Gabriel River Watmhcd: All Comment acknowledged. No 
dara for the listings essasiated with this wafer body wen 
derived fmm one site. Place this water body on the Watch 
List. 

G.18.14 Region 2 and Region 4 Beach slosuns and pasting. a n  not Please mfn to the responses for Comment Nos. 4.1 1.3 and No 
pollutanbandshouldkpl~onrhcWatchListpdingths G.11.12. 
collenian of data on the rsponsiblspollutants. 

G.18.15 Suppon ihe plasrmmt ofmany water bodies on the Watch Comment acknowledged. No 
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Liabecaw thas is insufficient infomation to Npportn 
303(d) lining or w h e  Ulere is s regulatory pm- in place 

G.18.16 l k  Commenter supporn several rersmmmmdations of the Comment ndmowledged 
SWRCB ~ R t o  place watas on the Watch Lisl whsn the 
SWRCB rtaffdi~agmd with the RWQCB'smnnnsndations. 

G.18.17 South San Fmdsco Bay-Coppzx Thee~mmsntasupports PI- refer to the rupona for C o m n t  No. 2.1.1. No 
the RWQCB remmmndstion to rsmw the wata body and 
pollutant fmm the list. 

G.19.1 Supports the developma ofa "watch list" as m o m n d c d  Commmt acknowledged. No 
by SMe Board staff. 

0.19.2 Suppam the concept ofnot listing wntsm on the 303(d) List Comment achowlcdged. No 
where thoe is on alternative, enforceable program in place to 
achieve wata quality standards. 

G.19.3 Co-nter believes that the State Board must re-sxsminc all Pleare refa t the rspona for Comment No. G.I 1.12. No 
waters that w m  placed on the 1998 S d o n  303(d) List under 
the same pmtocols and standards used by staff in reviewing 
the 2002 Regional Bond rmmmnrdations. 

G.19.4 The State and Regional Boar& an required to comply with The State ofCalifornia was not a party to the canant d e c m  No 
Conant D- Ulat w i r e  the dcvclopmentaf dmns of in question, which etablish timelines relating to TMDL 
TMDLs throughout the state on an expedited, y d  wholly development. Whcths or not the State should ask USEPA to 
unreasonable timeschedule. Request the State Board to petition for a moditieation of the decreer is not before the 
formally motan US EPA Region 9 AdminisIrator and ask SWRCB st this time. The mana before the SWRCB is not 
Region 9 to return to Federal District Couq %eking a the ability or inability to mcet the rshedules set fonh in the 
modification ofthc Consent h e m s  in order forths state to decree$, but a detmnination ofwhieh watm within California 
pcrform ib rr~pnciibilitisr in en onkrly and appropriate are not *Mining standards. Section 303(d)'r requimnsnt to 
fashion, without the spscvr of the short time scheduler develop TMDLs is a distinct requirement and subject to a 
Contained in thecwmt Consmt Dee- forcing potentially different schedule than development ofthe 303(d) liru. 
inappmpriatc decisions. 

G.lO1.l Supportthe s~le's approach of carrying ovapass listings Commmt acknowledged 
unless there was new data or information to support a change. 
Believe that this has bscnupheld in other state and in past 
listing decisions. A shltnvidelisting policy will pmvide a 
basis for a moresystematic analysis ofall watm in the state 
when the state next mi- a 303(d) listing decision. 

G.101.2 T h e  is a need for improved dwumsntation ofthe basis for Please refer to responses to Comment No. G.II.4 
decisionr an m i n  waten. The a p w h  of doing it water 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
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body by water body Uvough the fact shsst rppmssh makes 
smse. We believe that #me is enough time and RXWGZS to 
pmvide sppmpriate docwncn(ation forthms water whsrs the 
e r i s t i n g m s s d  dcammmion is tm thin. 

0.101.3 Remmmnd Ulat the State b a d  m c i l c  or explain the Please referto m p o n s s  to Comment Nm. 0.1 1.24. No 
inmnsisteneis Collcemed Ulat t k  lirtingnquirements for 
same w a r n  wsspmbably tm stringent and exclusive. . 
Cowcmed about the assesnmts that w n e  done ponibly in 
Region 3. the CenM &art Region, and Region 8, the Santa 
Ana Region. It maybe a matter ofunderstanding how watm 
wns  avased in tho% regions to help figure m whe(hathe 
waters wne as& inmnsirtent with haw water quality 
*"da.dr are vvri"em 

G.101.4 Support the watch IistmnccpL Request that additional PI- rcfcr to responses to Commnt Nos. G.11.4 
explanation is provided than in the proposed report. Them are 
some waters that didn't md up on any ti% for which data was 
pmvided. It is very i m p a n t  to show how the data and 
supporting infomatian were m n r i d s d  and why thow water 
don? belone, an the 303fd) list or the watch list. 

0.101.5 There are a number of watas that are impaid,  but were Plcasc refn to mponws to Comment Nos. 0.1 1.8 
pmposed m t  be listed because athn control pmgram may be 
in planor  planned. This mweptcan work, but it is very 
important to show thatthose o t h e r p m g r a ~  arc armally in 
place and waking or will be warking very soon. Thm are 20 
listings in that category amund the state, and we will be 
Working with your staffto take a very hard look at the basis 
for not lining those kind of waters. 

G.101.6 Believe that the stale is doing the things that are the q u i d  Plsass referto m p o n s  to Canmcnt Nor G.ll.10 and No 
minimums. Note that our national policy is the state should G.11.19. 
update their sn6reTMDL rchcdula eitherwith their 303(d) 
lining decisinu or about the slmc tim. We hope that the 
State Board &sup the developmnt ofmore comprehsnrivc 
schedules for all the watm on this list very soon after the final 
list is established. It is very important to provide the 
arsuranss to the community, to the Legislalure and to all the 
eoncmed parties about whm individual TMDLs will mme up 
and to show that the state iscarrying out this pmgram in 
aecndanec with the law. 

C.102.1 Expressed appreciation for finding an extension for submittal Comment acknowledged. 
ofmmnmts. 
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G.1022 Support and adarw thestaffs mw~lsnda t ion  fora wateh Commmt acknowledged. No 
list and rmmpanyingcritcri~ Ihat has bsen p p a a e d  by ths 
%taC whm* is a sihlatnn with insufiicimt i n f d n ,  
ona water -en1 to rum a 303(d) listing, and ifthere is= 
rrguIalorypmgnm in placc to m n m l  pollutants, but there not 
mflicinrt data to dem~nsh le  s u a e s .  

G.102.3 Support the p p c d  -by- factor that have bcen Comment acknowledged. No 
proposed by the staff. Believe that the minimum data quality, 
dala sunpks, data tic h.mlations and nMtivc crilecri. arc all 
important factors and mppon all thms 13 factors that are 
being included. 

G.102.3 Remmmend Ulat more -.fie standards be added to the 13 Comment acknowledged. No 
coss-bysase fact- r o m  additional specificity would be 
helpful for each of the factom, and it would result in more 
accurate infomation pmvided. 

G.102.4 Support the priority ranking system for the 303(d) list watn Comment acknowledged. No 
segments. The top priority ranking is impsntivs in order for 
California to add- the over 1,500 water ssgmnts in an 
orderly and scientific fashion.. Them needs to be m r e  of a 
~ n l i s t c n t  rwiewof all water segments. 

G.102.5 Urge the Board to do more comprehensive w i n v  ofthe 1998 Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.11.12. No 
list, specially givcn the fad that there has bcm a 
dcvelopmt of 13 -by- factors. 

G.102.6 Enu)umge the "ad qf a statewide policy and rseognirc and Comment acknowledged. No 
apprssiate t h e e f f m  ofthe Sate  Board staff on the 
developmnt o fa  statewide policy. Believe that there is an 
imptiant need forswh apolicy and certainly our asmiation 
YS prepad  to assist in w h v e r  way we a n  to pmmotc a 
typeofpolicy is ncessaq for fuhlm listin@. 

- 
G.103.1 A p i a t e  the effort by the Srafe and Regional Board staff in Comment acknowledged. No 

pulling together the information and rwinving a very 
substantial amount ofdata in r relatively short pniod oftimc. 
Appreciate the cxtmsion on the mmmmt period for the 
submission additional informstion far the listing p m e s .  

G.103.2 Support the watch list concept This hiage or priority Comment scknowlcdgcd. No 
approach is the b a t  way to deal with all water bodis in the 
pmpaacd listing pmcss. 

- ~~ ~ -- 
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0.103.3 Suppnt the wneep( of mt listing w e n  vvhm t h m  is an Commmt aeLnowledged. No 
a l t c m s t i v c r n f o ~ l s p g r s m  in placeto achieve water 
quality standards. 

G.103.4 Support the nscdta mamine watnr that wm previously on Comment acknowledged. No 
the 9 8  list. The usation o fa  watch l a  o rp lming  list, net lo 
list fornaavll caurrrofpollutian orpollutants orpollution 
that are not relatsd specifically topollumm and nor list where 
there are mixing mna or site-spssific objectives or criteria 
that are appliublc. 

G.103.5 Since money for TMDLs is limiiedthm is ,need  for a mare Please refer lo thcrrsponse for CommnfNo. 0.1 1.12. No 
scmtinind approach lo listing as well as ths going fanvard 
and m m i n c t h s  9 8  list Besaw ofthe 23 billion dollar 
dcBciS the slate is mapped for money togst these TMDLF 
done and further listings ULat ml ly  don't wamnt it really donl 
s m  to put the Regional Boards orthe State Board in a very 
good position. 

0.1M.1 ' 'The listing proms is much clearer, much more open and there Comment acknowledged. No 
is a lot more information in the staff rspom for someone 
interested in apartieular listing decision to be about to take a 
Iwk at it and evaluate it. 

G.lM.3 Many ofthe conceptsthat are proposed in the staffrsport an Commenm aehowlsdgcd. No 
very similar to lhose that the USEPA is considering in its 
wised watershed rule which is m w  called the TMDL Rule. 
USEPA is proposing to not to put water bodies on the TMDL 
list where t h e  is an sttentative program. TMDL are a tml in 
the twlbor that we nssd to w, but we nccd to keep in mind 
that they nn not thsall and lo md all in crafling the 303(d) 
list 

G.104.4 Support ihe stablishment of a watch list and ~ p p o n  many of Comments acknowledged. No 
the factors that the staff has applied in delemining ifthey 
should go on =watch list Dthsr than the TMDL development 
list. These faclonconsist of insufficient data, altmative 
mforceable program in place and unknown strssson. 

- 
G.104.4 Suppoit the need to m a m i n e  w a r n  that were previously on Please refer to the response for Comment No. I I .IZ. No 

the I998 list 
.- - 

G.104.5 Support delistings where impairment is due to naolral Comment acknowledged. No 
conditionsand where they an based an informal criteria such 
as elevated data levels. 

- 
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GJ04.6 Believe there an a number of listings on the 9 8  list that suffer PI- refer to the response f a  Co-t NO. 11.12. No 
fmm thc vvsrv same flaw that vou have identificd and 
ad- in;hspmpaaed 200j listing. 6- though the 
mmmendation to leave the 9 8  list ar is, is I d l y  wmd, is 
it appropriate and klpful to thestate in term of whas you 
an tryingto taLs this pgram? Suggest that you rsvicu 
listings on the 9 8  list where +fie nssucr raise fmm the 
public, at the hearings andlor in the mmmcntr l e m ,  be 
tracked with thecrimia that your staffas applied to the 2002 
IMine. 

- -- 

G.104.7 Concerned a h 1  listings based en draft pidanee or infoml Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.9.9. No 
criteria rather than adopted ~ tc rqua l i ry  objectives. See 
comment letmG.9. 

0.104.8 Remmmend one other watch list criteria that is the p l a m t  PI- refer to lhe mponse for Commnt No. G.9.I I .  
o fa  watcr body nr nMWl list where sitrsposific objcdivs 
are under development. For exsmplc, the South Bay work on 
soppcr and nickel where water bodies are canied faward on 
the list during sitbsposific development objectives to 
determine what the appmpriatc level of a particular pollutant 
is feasible in a water body. This needs to be detcnnined 
befwe heading down the TMDL mad. If you put those water 
bodies on a watch list and let the rite-specific work continue, 
then if or whm the ritc-speeific objective is adopted or not 
adopted you can then commit an asssumcnt as to whether the 
water body is imoaired. 

0.105.1 Support the addition ofalmost 200 impaired waterbody Comment acknowledged. No 
segments lo the Draft 2002 lirt and the fact that you are using 
the 1998lirt as abas* for what we are seeing in 2002. 

0.105.2 Fesl thar a watch list can be rally easily exploited and used as Please refer to the response for Commcnt No. G.lO.l. No 
a delay Lade forclming up impaired watcrbodies. Believe 
that thc watch lisl is mnlrnry to the clear intent ofthe Won 
303(d) and implcmmting regulations. 

G.105.3 Believc that the dividing of impaired watcr bodies among Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.IO.1. No 
various l i i  such as the TMDLeompleted list or the watch 
list, really has no rrgulntory or legal significance. This 
pmess can be viewed as delisting and move us further away 
fmm achieving waler qvalilyobjedva. 

0.105.4 Diragceewith the Board's dsision to q u i r e  that the explicit PI- refer to the responss for Comment No. G.10.9. No 
linkas be made W e e n  an impaired water body and the 
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sourse of ib polhdiw prim to adding that n t a  body to the 
l ist T h e m  ofpolhmon has rel- as background 
da@ bul whether it cxis!s 01 no( dom Mt c h p  the fact that 
the -body is iyi4 w i k h  h f m  mch themilais 
for r i n g .  

G.105.5 Believe that Ule p-of listing water Mia has to be Plcasc refer to the -NC for Cammnt No. G.10.9. N o  
s=p~ted h m m g a ~ n t  stntegies t h a t ~ ~ l d  be 
inplemmted to %msdy lk impaimmi Thc fact thatwater 
qualily y t  p-ms, svch as Toxic Hot Spars 
pmgran. eust should pmvidc all the more reason to list wata 
bodies asopposed to not list them. The exisfence ofthese 
pmgram in eonsat with continued wataqualityimpai-t 
ash as evidence that listing is warranted. 

G.105.6 A number of& in SantaClm County are sewely PI- refer to the rrsp~lse for Commcnt No. 0.1 1.134. No 
impacted by a h .  Region 2 has m n f i d  that exw ive  
levels ofbash are found in v i m l l y  all urbanized waterways 
within the Region, but they have failed to propose any water 
M i c s  dus to Wsh besow other efforts have bnn in place to 
deal with this pmblrm. The fact thal existing management 
eW& ars in f l~ee  and have failed pmvidesus with rrrn mas 
msm to add thee warn  lo the 303(d) list. 

0.106.1 While we appreciate the amount ofinformation involved in Pmviding the information on the web was not possible for the No 
evaluatine wamMier.  we feel that the information at the 2002 3031d) List adminiaative mod.  'Ibis was due to the ~ ~ ~~- ~~. ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ .  ~ ~ - ~ - . .~ ,-,- ~ ~- - .- ~ ~~~- ~ . ~-~~ ~~ ~ 

sdmtnistrative w o r d  i r  not as cWmivc ar 11 could be Thts is tlmc eonsuatnlr neccuary to mmplete thc pmpovd ita. The 
due lo the fm that a lot ofthe information was mnsing. Also, m o d  far the 2002 weeon 303(dJ L in  is ava8lablc for wncw 
havlngtheinfomarionnvnihble in Sacramento fmm 8 -4, is in the SWRCU'J Division of WatnQuliry laaled on the 
pmhibitivcnnd IimiLso- wh~ch leads d i m l y  to 15th Floor ofthc Call EPA Budding (1001 1 SM1. 
~nsparrncy. Reguestthat the relevant information be Sacramento, California). 
available and snsaible on the Weh. ~ .... ..~ 

G.106.2 We opposethe watch list regardless ofany existing altrmative 
orenforceat,Ie pmpms or for lack of wffi-t data This 
docs not negate the fad  thal i t  is an impaired Mtsr  body and 
that it dos, i n d d ,  need to be listed. 

G.401.1 Ifthe State Board is unable or unwilling to postpone the 
November 6 workshop, thcn the PA0 urges the State Board to 
extend the public mmmcnt period until December I and hold 
n subsequent workshop priorto adopting the wised 2002 

303(d) list. 

Please refer to the response to C o m m t  No. G.10.I and No 
G.11.8 

The SWCB received numerow commcnrs questing more No 
time to evaluate the staff npoR and 303(d) list 
reeommm&t~onr Rarcd upon thaceommcntS thc SWRCB 
postponed final adopuon o f  the 2002 pmpscd seeoon 103(d) 
Itst unt8l thc Uojrd Meet~ng rchedulcd for Febmary4,2W3 
Wrium mmmmrs were requested to be received no laterthan 
Demnber6,2002. 

Respns&384 
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G.401.2 The PAC m g l y  urge thc State Board to portpone by st The S W C B  polfponed mmidsration of Uu 2002 proposed No 
least thtrty &yg ifi -Uy scheduled ~ r l r h o p  nnd r s t i m  303(d) lirl until ifi Board Mcrting w h d d  for 
aJJaeistaa November I written c m m a t  deadlini m take Febmcy4.2003. PI- also der to & -nw for 
public c o n n m h  on the nvisiom to the 2WZ CommmtNo. G.401.1. 
seetion 303(d) Id of impa id  water bodis. 

GAO2. I The potmfial impMaf the 303(d) list and consqumtinl The SWRCB has portpond considmuion ofthe 2002 No. 
'sgulamty advitis. nquirc our in d e w  review and comment pmposcd m i o n  303(d) list until Fsb-4,2003. PI- 
in light ofthe -scd additions to tbe p m p d  lirt 'lk alsorefer the -"a to Comment No. G.401.1. 
wmmcnter qw an a&on of time for review and 
cornmat an the pmpaad section 303(d) list 

G.403.1 We ~ p p o n  de-listing where the listings wsrs basd on Commmt acknowledged. No 
Elmated Data k l r  (EDLs). 

G.403.2 We support Uu establishment of a Monitoring List, and Comcnt  acknowledged 
placement of watm on the Monitoring Lid w h m  data are 
imufficimt to s h w  exceedawe of a standard or where the 
stresor is unblown. 

G.403.3 We mppon the establishment of an Enforceable Pmgram List, Commmt acknowlcdgcd. No 
where an alternative enforceable p m g m  sxpcefed to lead m 
attainment ofwater quality rtandards is in plan. 

G.403.4 Wesupport the de-listing ofwaters whereimpaimem is due Comment acknowledged. No 
to natwsl conditions We note that a number ofadditional 
waters originally pmpased for 303(d) listing are now 
recommended for the Monitoring List. such as nwncmus 
water badis  identified in Region 6 that wen originally listed 
for salinity, TDS, chloride, arwnie, metals, and radiation, and 
we suppon U s e  mom mend at ion^. 

0.403.5 We mppon delisting w h m  data show no impaimnt of Commmtacknowledged. No 
beneficial w. 

- -- 
G.403.6 We mppon the requimmmt ofwater-body-~pceific Comment acknowledged. No 

infodian fw nou lidngs. 

G.403.7 We suppan Ulc pmporcdexclusian of listings where no Comment acknowledged. No 
QNQC pmeedurs wcreused. 

G.403.8 We suppon Ue dwclopmmt of. TMDLJ Completed List. Comment acknawlcdgcd. No 

G403.9 Spssific listings carried over fmm the 1998 list should be re- Pleax refer to the response for Comment No. 0.1 1.12. No 
evaluated to ensure conrisfency and fairness in the listing 
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G.403.10 While we undsntnnd Ux workloed d u l l e n p  involved in Ifnew data and in fomt iw was pmvidcd regarding one ofthe No 
r e v i w i n g d o f t h c  existing listing$ it is the SWRCB's wamsegmcnt-pollutant m n b i ~ t i 0 n  on the 1998 lisg thcdata 
obligation to-an appmpriate and sdmtifieally-based were evaluated. In many e s s q  anlyan d t ~ t i v c  
L i a  The mmmmtcrqed  in previous m-ntr the intapretation afthe existing listing was provided. k e  
SWRCB to review, at a minimum Ulaw 1998 Listings that alternative intapretaliom w a e  not consided nnv data and 
have ban identified in indivihrsl m-nt l a m a s  i n f o r d o n  and thsrsfore did not uiggaa -luation of the 
wamtingde-listing o r p l a a n n t  on the Moniton'ng LiA, and listing. 
t h e  for which dcvcbpmed ofa TMDL is planned in the 
next severslvsars. It ao- that this ha. ban done in mart. 

G.403.11 The SWRC8 staffhas reevaluated tho= listings wkre  The evaluation of each pmposal was m n d d  on a -by- No 
i n t e r m d p d s p m v i d e d  new data or infarmstion. In m e  caw &is. The SWRCB staddid not apply any generally 
cases, this m s a s m e n t  hasmulled in pmposed revisiom to applieahle mles for developing or reviewing the list. In 
the Lia We applaud thir d f q  hut thir limited rrvisw does anordance with the assumptions listed in the mUlodology 
na fully add- m. conecms Many of thc p n d f a t h d  usd to develop the 1st. unlus new daa or ~nfomt8on wcm 
ltrttngs sufler fmm the ramc flaws tdenttfiedand addrcrscd by pmv~dcd the 1998 llstlngs wnssamed f o h  w t h o ~ t  
the SWRCB staflm lrvlonng the rwoml  boar&' p m p o d  rcvlsw The only changes allowed nfnw dab and 
changes to the Lirf such as listings based m inad&& data infarmation w& not a&lable w n c  related to the presentation 
and listings for impairmen* for which the dressor or pollutant of the water body on the 2W2 pmposed list (PI- rder to 
has not ban identified. Table 8 in Volume I). 

G.403.12 Incases whns the infarmation used to place waterson the list 
in the first imtann have now ban d-ed to be imuffieisnt 
to support listing such as single data points, EDLs, no water- 
body lpccific data it simply docs not make xnrc to q u i r e  an 
affirmative showing ofnew data and information to rebut the 
e m -  liaing. There was, insflce< no reliable infomation 
tojustify the listing in the fiat plan, and thus no basis for 
canying the listing forward. 

G.403.13 Another tmubling change is the addition of r m m  wgments 
to the list with no datato ruppon ths impairment 
determination, as a -It of a reddinition ofsbeam reaches 
Since the 1998 list was prepared, the way in which strcam 
reaches* defined hasch&ed. ~athecthan match the data 
on which the 1998 listing decisions were made with the 
meam m c h  where it was collested, the SWRCB har listed all 
reaches as impaired, regardlers of whether there is any data to 
dsmonsmts impaimnt within that stream -en1 (e.g. 
Calleguas Creek watershed, Laguna de Santa Rosa.) This 

Wtth thc r-rcc m d t i m  connnints hcd by thcSWRCB No 
rtafl, completing a m e b y e a r e  a r v n m n t  of each water 
remcnt-oollutant mmbination on the 1998 list wan an - .  
~mqoutblctask It war alu, nmporsibls forthc SWRCB slaw 
to cmcludc that 'no rcl~able infurmatlon m)usofy the lhsting 
m the 6 n t  olace' 9wc d ~ d  mn d o m a n  sueumrm m each , ~~~~ 

~~ ~ ~ 

ofth&e &a. The appmachused by SWRCB does make 
s m u  bscauy the staff were able to make m o ~ l ~ d a t i o n s  
on (I) rrmaoonn where them war nsv data and , n f m t ! o n  
and (2)llruanons whcrcthe foundat~on fn thc  llrbng was 
mppmpnatc (rush as the we of EDLs) 

Some riven on the 1998 list mvcr entire watarhcd;. The 
estimated E12C d t h ~  these li~ted waters wcc ntimatcd 
inmrrcelly onthe 1998 llw S ina  then theSWRCB and 
RWQCB staffhabe had anongoingeNort to represent d l  
wat&ssgmcnk on the list using G ~ S  (gmgraphieal 
information sptcm). To mare clcady rep-t large 
watersheds, Jomeriver listings have been divided into nnv 
segments. While the numbcrofsgments has incrrssd each 
ofthe new segments taken together mverthc m e  watmhed 
o t ig i~ l ly  listed in 1998. 
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appmach is inmnflidwith the p- ofthc 303(d) lisg as 
outlined in fcdcnl regulations and guidana, which is to 
inmtory w a m p l i i  lindted sgmmb (WQLS) and prrp.vs 
TMDL farthmc sgmmls that are na( attaining standards. 
We urgethe SWRCB to include an the List only those stream 
reaehs where f i c i e n t  dam exist to danmine whcUKrwcr 
quality standards arsbcing exceeded The mmining stream 
se-k should be p l s d  on thcMonitaring List and 
additional monitoring s h l d  be conducted. 

~ ~ -~ 

The scgmntation ofrivers amund the stab bas w i e d  bavd 
on the ehsnclsrirtiaofthc wIcrshcds. Forsxsmple. in  the 
Nonh ColR Re-, whm a w m b d y  is listsd, the mhtsly 
rule has been applied, a d  the entire rustashed forthat basin 
is listed forthe pollutant and the TMDLanalysis will be for 
themtire watershed. Bavd on this rationale, the Lagunadc 
Santa R m  and Snnta R m  Creek, forexmpls.n listed for 
Sedimntnnd T m p r a m  bemuse they a pan ofthc Russia 
River mtenhcd. 

G.403.14 Listing should not be based on slirrcdanes o f  drafl guidance 
or infnmal criteria that are not adopted Water Quality 
Objstivs. 

0.403.15 In an earlier commnt I&, the commmterngued that 
~ n f o m l  entma that are not adopad wavr  p l ~ t y  oblcnlvcn 
should not be used ar the bass for lnstlng In rssponx, 
SWRCB ~taflclarified the way in whlch thcv informal 
criteria wsrcuwd. While the mmmsnter apprsiated the 
at- atdarifisation, the staffresponse did not addms the 
ml iuue, whish is the abmee afpublis review and 
cornmen< economic analysis, and o therprdwal  and 
~h ren l i vc  prolenionl that accompany the adoption ofwaln 
quality standards. It is not appropnatctosubntmtc infoml, 
advisory mtcna fa adoptcd objmives. lfadoptcd objmtvcr 
are not pmt tdmg adsquats urs pmmioh  thox ob~aiven 
should be revirtted thmughthc nanM.ufimgprosur in 
accordance wth the Clean Warn A n  and PoMColognc 

Pleax refer to the response for Comment No. G.9.9. No 

Thedwelopmnt of the wction 303(d) lisI is intendsd to No 
identify those waten that do not meet warnqudityrtandnrdr 
I t  is also clear in federal regulation that wter quality 
standards includes numeric and narrntive waterquality 
objmivss antidegradation q i r e r n m k  md warn body 
beneficial uwr. The "informal criteria" mt iansd by the 
mrnmenter are evaluation lmls that the RWQCBs and 
SWRCB have used Io assist in the interpretation ofdata w, 
atrainmen1 of narrative w a b  quality standards un be 
determined. Nsnativc criteria can be vague, so RWQCB and 
SWRCB staflused many evaluation tools to interpm 
mcaJwernma ofwatnquality. These tools were used 
primarily to make the reearnmendation to list or not to list 
more transparent. 

Water Quality An. Listing waters b a d  on some other 
criterion and pmeeeding with TMDL dcvelopmem conslitotes The cvalustion tools wsreuwd only for the purpose of 
an end-run a r d  the statutorily-mandated standard setting developing the proposed section 303(d) list Thsevalus are 

nothibp&ed in any way to i m p ~ ~ ~  m t i v e  warn 
quality itanderds for the purpose ofregulating point some 
dixhawpes o f  toxic ~alhtantr on water quality limited 

The evaluation values were used m a ease-by-e basis 
depmding on the hef ic ia l  usa ofthc water body, the 
nanative water quality objective, and other Region-specific 
factors. Consequently, a number ofdiffcmt v a l w  wne ussd 
(e.g., M T R k  EPA seming values, NAS vahs, a.) 
depending on the rpssifis rihration. 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

With m p d  to pvblic review, thae  cvahution tmlr were 
p m t o d  in the SWRCB factshmr and the RWQCB 
daurrmhtion. Thse tmlr wm subje* to public review 
during the 20m m i o n  303(a) list pmcsn. 

G.403.16 Waterbodiu should be p l d  on the Monitoring List whcn PI- refer to t h e w  for Comnrnt No. G.9.11. No 
ritcdpecifc objectives are being developd 

G.403.17 We support the s t a b l i s h m t  of a303(d) List ofwaters for If applicable wattrqualitystandards me nof m a  watcrbody No 
which TMLlkare to be developed. me SWRCB is moving should be plxed on the smion 303(d) list. Ifa SSO is being 
in this didon with the mognitirx that watsn need not be developed to replss the applicable water quality standard for 
listedwhm aTMDL will not lead toaltsinmnt ofwater a waterbody, it is inappmpriate b -ve the water fmm the 
quality rtandards (s.g. impaimomit is due to n a m l  list until the SSO is developed and appmved. One provision 
conditions), or where an nltcmativc enf-bls pmgram is in of& SIP says ( S d m  5.2): "During the period whm sits- 
place to -re that wataquality standards M mst. We spscific objective shldiu are beingconducted, the RWQCB 
believcthatour raammsndation to incMe on the Monitoring shall phcs &tent limitations based upon the applicable 
List those waters whas sits-specific o b j e c t i ~  (SSOs) are prioritypllufsnt aitsria or objectives into permi8 only in 
being developed punvsnt to the pmrrrs m fonh in the State mnjumtion with an appmpriate eompliancs schedule and 
ImpIm&tion Policy krToxia  (SIP) i s  mnsistcnt with the interim nquirrmcnts.. . ." In the same restion the SIP stater: 
SWRCB's overall appmach. "Following adoption o fa  sits-specific objective by the 

RWQCB, existing efO-t limitations shall be replaced with 
emuent limitations.. . Based on the adopted sits-spscific 
objective.. . ." 

Conquently, the applicable water quality objective applies 
until it is r e p l a d  by a SSO. The appmach fw developing the 
wetion 303(d) list in 2607. is consistent with the SIP in this 
regard. 

G.403.18 The wope ofths 303(d) list is limited to surface waters and The pmpassd wetion 303(d) list is limited to surface water. No 
should not include gmundwater. However, there is a gmundwater recharge bendisial use that 

applies to many svrface waters. lmpaN en this bendieizl use 
haskmuwdbystksnweRWQ2Btosqpt~n 
raammsndation to list a watcr body on the section 303(d) list. 

0.403.19 The pmpo~cd revised list includes several new listings in the Commentadmowlsdgsd. No 
Calleguas C m k  and Santa Clara Riwrwatasheds within the 
!AS Angdu  Region (Region 4) b e d  upon alleged 
impaimat of the gmundwata rechargeusc (GWR). The 
mmmentcrdas not believe it is sppmpriste to attempt to 
resalve groundwater quality issues thmgh the 303(d) 
process. The Clean Water Act's TMDL pmvisions are limited 
to surface warn.  

G.403.20 The mmmentsrrupports many of the SWRCB staffs Commmt acknowledged. No 
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COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECllON 

p+ revisions to the2W2303(d) List We M i w e  t h e  
changcssignal an impman1 policy d i d o n  m includean the 
303(d) Lin anly thoa  -~ tc rs  whas TMDLs am 
requi- vhas!b=TMDL p p m c a r  will yield potential 
wtcrqwlify benefitr. Without hutha revisions, however, we 
arcconcerned that the lirt will papshlate inmnsislmcia 
among rcgiam snd watcr bodien and will fall s h m  of the 
SWRCB's obligation to &pl a legally wnnd and 
scientificnlly-W List We urge the SWRCB to make 
fuRher rsvisions to the list as O ~ i n s d .  

G.404.1 The pmposed 2002 list will go a long way t o d r  giving the Comment acknowledged 
stav a gmd mad map of priority watm that need attention in 
the near fimcc 

G.404.2 Strongly suppart the pmpascd listing msthndology and the Comment acknowlsdged. 
~UucfuR of the lirt Ihat has the following e l m s :  a 
"Monitoring List," Enf-bls Rogm List," and the 
*'IMDLs Completed List." 

G.404.3 Disappointed that n comprehensive review of all water Comment acknowledged. No 
regmcnts on the 1998 lirt was not undcrtakcn. The guidance 
policy k ing  developed by the SWRCB should require that all 
watm s-u, including watcrwgmenb on the 1998 303(d) 
list, receive appropriatedata Naluation for continued listing. 

-- 
G.404.4 C a m  Cove is more appropriately included on the Please refer the to the response for Comment No. 2.402.1. Ya Volume 11, 

"Enforceable R o p m  List' Tho RWQCB will shonly issue a Region 2 
mediation order thawill c o d  the sediment pmblems 
causing the impnimnt leading to the p m m  listing. 

G.404.5 Stmngly supports all the pro@ deletions fmm the 1998 list Comments aeknawledgsd. No 
and in particular the copperand nickel deletions for many 
ponions ofSan Francisco Bay. 

G.404.6 One page4-93 and4-94 of Volume 11 ( h k r  15, 2002) of The proposed section 303(d) list has k n  revised to make it Y e  hpmdsect ion  
the staff rsport, fhc rrmnuncndstion is lhat Dnningun mds ten t  with the fast sheets. 303(d) ast 
Channel (Estunry to Vmont )  not bc listed fo rcoppand  
PCBs. This wnancndation is not reflected in the lin of 
p m p o d  deletions fmmthc 1998 lirt (Table 2). Table 2 needs 
to bc comcted. 

G.405.1 We supponde-liningwhere the lining. were based on Commmt admowlcdgd. Ib 
Elmted Data L M l s  (EDLs). 
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COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SFCTION 

G.4052 We suppnt the @blishmt of a Manitwing LisS and Comment adolmledged. No 
pl-ntofwtm on the Mariming List whacdata are 
insufficient to show ex- of a s I a d d  a whsrs the 
smsroris ""lnown. 

- 

0.405.3 We suppon the afablishmmt afan Enforceable Pmgram List, Commsnt whowledged. No 
what  an al tsmst ivcrnlol~~~ble pmgrsm upld to lead to 
m i n m t  ofwaterquality standards is in plass. 

G.405.4 We ruppon de-listing where data &ow no impaimmt of Commmt acknowledged. No 
kwliiialluss. 

GAO5.5 We Juppon the pmposed exslu~ion of listings whae no Comment ashowledged 
QAIQC pmcedum were used 

G.405.6 We suppon the rsqukment of water-My-spifie Commmt acknowledged 
information for novlidnes. 

G.405.7 We suppon the ds-listing ofwatm whae impaimrmt is due Comments whowledgsd 
to natural conditions. We note that a number ofadditional 
warm originally pmpoxd for 303(d) listing are now 
rrmmmmded for the Mon~tonng Llrt. such ar numerous 
water bodtn idcs~fied in Reglon 6 thst wee  ong~nally lhrted 
for salmity, TDS.chlondc, anenlc, metals, and rad!at~on, and 
we suppon t h s s  rrcommendatiom. 

G.405.8 Wc suppan the development of a N D L s  Compleld List. bmment acknowledged. No 

G.405.9 Listing should not be based on sxccedanes of draR guidance Please refer to the mporucs for Comment Nas. 0.9.9 and No 
or informal criteria that are not adopted water quality G.403.15. 
objectives. 

G.405.10 Specific listings carried over fmm the 1998 list should be rn P l e e  refer to the response for Comment No. G.II.IZ. No 
evaluated to ensure mmistency and faimsso in the listing 
pmcess. 

0.405.1 1 Water M i s  should be placed an the Monitoring List whns Please refer to the response for Comment Nm. G.9.1 I and No 
site-specific objective a n  being dsvslopcd. G.403.15. 

G.405.12 The scope of the 303(d) list is limited to surface wafers and Please refer to the response for Comment No. 0.403.18. No 
should not include pundwatcr. 

G.405.13 Wilhout furlha revisions, the c o m n t e r  is concerned that the Comments acknowledged. No 
List will perprmatc inconsismsiu among regions and wata 
h l k s  and will fall shwtofUn SWRCB'r obligation to adopt 
legally sound and seimtifially-based List. The mmmcnter 
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COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION - SWRCB to make fvrUrrrevisiolu to the List as outlined 

in their ummnb 

G.406.1 It is nv twkmadmg Ulntthc a t i r e  list c o m m o f  k list This undemmdng is g m d l y  c o m n  The SWRCB daff No 
Nbmitrad to ths USEPA m 1998 e m b m d  with SWRCB- a h  art Brig several h g a  in thc povlsiau of 
a p p d  new lidngs and &-listings pmposed by the the 1998 list (s&. the ara nllcnsd p&nba, polhdantr, 

G.406.2 The wnmmtcrgmarlly "ppons the Slate's 303(d) List and Comment iuknowledged. 
sompanying Monimhg List . 

G.406.3 The SWRCB should allow mom time far review, m m m .  PI- &r to the response for Comment No. G.401.1. No 
and response to allow for s mom thomugh public paniciption 
P- 

G.406.4 The SWRCB should make wsrycffon to c m t e  fen she& for Comment acknowledged. This topic will be add~~ssedwhsn No 
all wale  badison the 1998 list inn prioritid manner, x, the SWRCB staff develop the guidelines for listingldelisting 
that the ntionals in fulwesetion 303(d) lists will provide requ id  by California Water Code section 13191.3(a). 
more Uansparmcy. 

GA06.S E&rQ should be made by the RWQCBr to obtain all Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.406.4. No 
i n f o d o n  that was used in earlier vmions of ths MYd) list 
so that lhc public can v i m  all l ina  ofevidmcc wd in the 
dccirionlnaking prc-xs. The information provided to the 
public should be mmplstc, thomugh, and comprehendible. 

G.406.6 The 1998 list does notasraeiatebsncficial user with the All water bodies listed on the 1998 list were not reviewed No 
pollutants for mast waterbodis. RWQCBI should make unless new data and information was available. PI- also 
cvny effort to awc'ate snch i m p a i m t  on the section refer to the response for Comment Nos. 0.1 1.12 and G.403.10. 
303(d) list witha beneficial me. 

G.406.7 The mmmcntcr the supports use ofths Monitoring List, Commmt acknowledged. No 
Enforceable Pmgnm s List, and TMDL Completed List 
provided that then is accompanying funding of the essential 
monitoring and cvnlwtion mechanism and identitication of 
who will be rrsponsibls forperforming these functions. 

G.406.8 How long can a water body remain on the Monitoring List? These questions cannot be fully addressed now. When the No 
How many samples must bs collecled forthe Monitoring SWRCB stafTdcvelops and pmpares the listing and dc-listing 
Listed water bodies prior to the next listing cycle? Placement Policy, the issues related to the Monitoring List will be 
ofwnten on the Monitoring List should not hinds or forestall addressed. At present, the Monitoring List, serves as a way to 
the aehievsmcnt of managed water quality objectives. highlight watm for additional monitoring wing existing 

monitoring pmgrams and other authorities vested in the 
SWRCB and RWQCBr. 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

G.406.9 nK~terruppabfhsmnap(afwatchl~st ingsntnin  Cnnmentaeknmlcdgod No 
waterbodicrwhem a TMDL implmmlalion is in pm- 
Tbs shovld be appliedmirtenlly throughout UK list. 

10 Pollwnb should b idmtificd an the list as staled in fcdcral 
regulations. -.we Insung a r i d  ovn hom 1998 with no 
mdentilied oollutantr;. Waar bodnu should be m v e d  hom ~-~ r ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - ~  -~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ - ~~~~~~~~ ~-~~ 

the lid or p l d  an a wntd lisf to defmnine whcther rhe 
SO- ofthe impaimxnt ispollutiw or pollutanb, and to 
identify thorcpllumta. 

G.406.11 The mmmnter suppnts the watch-listing of certain water 
bodies where an alemate enforceable pmgramcristr The 
SWRCB should apply this policyconsistmtly thmughout the 
2002 303(d) list 

Duringths development of the pmposed 2002 list, if No 
pollutants were not identified as causing or cmuibuting to 
impacts on water body conditions (e.g., s s d i m t  toxicity or 
benthic mmuni ty  degradation) thm th- wntcrr were not 
remmmsnded forplaammt on the =lion 303(d) list If- 
data and infomation wae not pmvidcd, the previous listings 
w a s c a n i d  fonvard as presented in the 1998 list. 

Comment acknowledged. No 

G.407.1 The commnternpplauds Ule state's c o n m s  reganding m h  Comment acknowledged. Scc also = p o w  to Comment Yss Vol- Ill 
and debris in and on ourbeachesand oew waten. 9.410.3. 

G.407.2 S o m e k c h  an not replatable as watersundaCWA Scc mponsc to Comment 9.410.3. Yss Volume Ill, 
section 303(d), and the p m p d  listing is not specific w Region 8 
which a m  ofths bcachs it pmvoses for inclusion. 

0.407.3 Beaches are not classified as water bodies. Penions of the See nsponss to Comment 9.410.3. 
beach nrrar, may b considered "-n waters" i f t h w  a- 
are within the msan high tide line or the mean lower low water 
mark. 

YCS V O I U ~ C  nl, 
Region 8 

0.407.4 Thepmpsed listing docs not point to the actual violation of The waterquality smndard and beneficial ux will be more YS ~ o l u m e ~ ~ l ,  
any water quality standard, which is a predicate to listing elearlypnscnted in the fact shest. See mpmrc to Comment Region 8 
under CWA &ion 303(d). 9.410.3. 

G.407.5 There are no statmmtb demonmating thd any trash appearsd One ofthe major sources ofmsh is suspafed to be urban Yes Volwm 111, 
in any water body; thersfors, it d m  notapprthal  them have runoff It is probable that ~ o m c  of the trash has mme fmm Rcgbn 8 
been any violations ofwater quality standads related to trash. water elated sou-. While they are not condusivc as to how 

much Vdsh is pnscnf there are photographs in the m r d  that 
show trash in t h m  water bodm that nrpry inlo the vaten 
adjacent to thc Omngc County Beach*. Plcass refer tothc 
fact rhms related to aarh for thc San Gabriel Ri\cr. N-n 
Bay, and the Santa Ana Rim Rcach I .  Wnlc it is a 
~udgnnsnt call, trash appsarr to b pmblrm that 8mpanr the 
bmsficlal uw related lo ~ n h c l i c s  and is probably a nuiranrr 
Bsnsficial ua asnoelated with Aquatic Life may also be 
~mpaeted. The fact s h a  has bem chanpcd to include this 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECIlON 

mfomt~on.  Plears referto the -11y toCo-t 9 410 3. 

G.407.6 T k  staffrrpan idmtif iessmdds that us only applicablbleto The infarmation in the fad Jhmhssbea modifidto Yes V a k l l l ,  
inland surfseanmg not warn ,  and n o t b u s k .  describe the mmctsmdsrd and beneficial w thst arc Region 8 
A p p l i i o n  ofthc inland surfse water nupmded solid naeded Plenre refer to the response to l h m m t  9.410.3. 
standand k impmpsr in this eontat and should not selvc as 
the basis fwpmpmingto list as impa id  W n t y  mi l s  of 
hanec(lountvbeames. -~ ,~ ~~ 

G.407.7 Wam quality standards hnn the ClliforniaOaan Plan arc The fael sheet will be modified to include a dcsription of the Yes V o b  111, 
qually inapplicable m a  listing ofOrangeCounly bcashes for &can Plan water quality objectives and beneficial uscr relied Region 8 
trash. To the e m t  that any of the beach a- quate to upon. While the standard d a s  not call out trash or liner, it 
arran waters, the Ocean Plan objectives would apply to thms d m  have an objective relafed to the visibilityof floating 
waters. Theocean Plan doen not contain any water quality wniels .  In addition, the Oeean Plan conoimbensfisial urs 
objectives related to trash or litter designations for eontan and nonsontan mrcation, including 

the aesthetic enjoyment and aquatic life protenion. Please 
referto the rsspanss to Commt9.410.3. 

G.407.8 The study cited as supparting to proposed listing is A. Th- ststsmntr are true. The rbdy is a snapshot of the Yes Volume Ill, 
inappropri" for several reasons: kinds and smountr d t m h  on thew b a c k .  This study Region 8 

pmvids an unbiasd representation ofthc trash on these 
A. The data analyrcd war collened over approximately onc- southern California beache. The SWRCB decided an 
month M o d  four years ago. February 4,2W3 that this study may not be represent 

conditions on these beaches over time. The SWRCB placed 
B. The samples colleRed and discussed in the study m o i n  the listing of trash on the O n n p  County Coastline on the 
materials that are vguably not hnsh under conventional Monitoring List. P l m s  also refer to the response to commnt 
definitions @el and bird droppings). 9.410.3. 

C The authors of the sNdy acknowledge that the rcrultr are B Pel and blrd dropptne wsm me of clsvcn malor catcgonn 
vastly d l f f m t  than the Callfarnna Coartal Clcanup Day d r o  of trash on these beaches Whale thne dmpp~ngo can sffccr 
fmm the a m  The s ~ d y  resulrr are lhncfors called tnto other bme6cmal uses. 11 ir clear lhal the presence of pn and 
qumlon bnrd dmpptngr can be an aathcuc problem 

D The Caltfom~a Cleanup Day data should be u ~ c d  in C The s ~ d y  is a ryncmat~c arscrrmcnt of lhs mnurcncc of 
addanon to the study's mlrr trash on Orange Counly beaches The d l l femcs  bcrwesn the 

rtudu and the Cll~fornna Coastal Cleanu~ Dav hss b m  , ~ ~ ~~~~~ 

dsse;ibed by fhe scientists who performi the study: " ~ h s  
estimates for the surveys differ for several reasom. First, the 
California Coastal Cleanup Day is conducted by volunteers 
whose putpose it is to clean the beach ratherthan to quantify 
debris. As a result. it is likelv that some of thedebris collected ~~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ . ~ ,  ~ ~ ~~ ~~~ ~- 

during thisevmt was not recorded. Sceond, the volunteers 
f- their cleaning efforts on a subset of the coastline, which 
cxcludes the m k y  shoreline. Third, the California Coastal 
Clcanup Day event fosuwr on many ofthe popular, easy 
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accessible beo rb  that arc regularly clsrned bymcchsnical 
mmbsn. hionova, thecleanup ~sntrusual ly mveronly an 
arer 114to ILZofamilefmmthdrrwtiy loedtion$mther 
tha. hs whole bcseh." It also seem hat whtsss f- m 
I- and more visible hash and not smaller l a s  detectable 
debris. C l m u p  events lpically nn cffdivcat gathsing 
I- debris. The study uwd to ~ppon the l*ting is not 
gumionable keausc of the mbmntid difference in hash 
mllsted b w  t o a p p d e s  uoed in thestudy and hving 
the kxh clunup m a t s  were appmpliatcly diffasnt because 
of their different pu-. 

D. The fad shed was revised to include the C o d  Cleanup 
data in the record. 

G.407.9 There a n  alternative enforceable programs that e r in  which See -me to C m m n t  No. 9410.3. Ycs 
"gats the need to list Orangs County beaches as impaired for 
hash. These p r o w  include the North Orange County 
storm water-it, municipal ordinances to mnml  littering, 
mtyordinsnces prohibiting littering, and a California 
Department of Parks and Recreation regulation banning 
linering. 

GA08.l The State Board should establish a m n s b l c  pm'od of time Please nfcr to the rcsponse for Comment No. 0.401.1 
(at minimum 90 days given the circumstancss) for the public 
to minx and pmvidc e m t  fw the SWRCB CWA MOD 
3m(d) staff Repon 

G.408.2 The SWRCB revised dmfl is almo~t 1,7W pages long and Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.4OI.I. No 
rsprsrcntr a substantial overhaul and expansion of the prior 
dra& which itselfconsisted of 1MX) p a p .  The shmvolumc 
of material and technical complexity of its nnrtents, and the 
e n o m  potential impact of the 303(d) listing and arrociated 
cegulatoryaetivitics on the Bay Area warrant an extended 
public mmment pnid. 

GA08.3 The complexity of thee  listings as well as the fact that San Please refer to the response for Comment No. G.4OI.I. No 
Leandm Bay appears on the proposed Ssnian 303(d) List for 
the first t i m  on October 15th is a sufficient, independent 
basisto hold the public comment paid qpcn forat least 90 : 
days. 

0.409.1 The cornenter commended the SWRCB for making a Comment acknowledged. No 
significant first step in improving the basis of the Statds 
303(d) listing pmcas through Stafe review of the RWQCB 
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Moniming List 

0.409.2 The use of Ur Monitoring List is consistent with the Cnnment acknowledged. No 
mmmcndslim ofthcNadonal Research Council mmmnfs 
related to thsdcvelopmnt of. preliminary list The 
Monitoring LiRpmvides the SWRCB md  RWQCBs with n 
mechanism for w i n i n g  &in water bodies for p s i b l s  
fuhlrc anion. 

6409.3 On thspmpascd 1% anumbaof listings am prsmted whnr All n w  pmpmalr for addittom lothc vetion 303(d) ltrt NO 
specific polbenu wrc not idmttfied. Thc 303(d) Inn mud includes he pollutant that causes ormnoibutcs to the water 
include a damnion ofrhc mllutant e a u n z  the violar,on or bod" condition Or- i f r h m  -s a numnr warr ~ ~ r ~ ~~ ~, ~- ~ ~ - -  ~~~ , ~- - . ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ 

wavr qualily standads. Generalized ccoditilioru of quality objenive 11 was not nee- to b v e  a d i m  impact 
lmpaimnrt are not pollumscauring tmpatmmu and am on ihc vakr body c d l t i o n  before the l~strng wm propod 
~nappmpriately rnggmng thcdc\clopms of TMDLr. Plcawalro refnto the mponrer fm Commnt Nm G I  1.21, 
'Conditions" shouldbe placed on the Mon~tonng Lirt for Ci 406.10, and G.11 120 
possible future action. 

G.409.4 The SWRCB should dimt be RWQCBE to thoroughly review Comment acknowledged. No 
the beneficial uses specified in the Basin Plans beforc 
pmsesdingwithaay fwlkr work on TMDLs. The u k n i a l  
review arc not sufficient. Special reviews of beneficial usu 
and water quality Jtandards are " w a r y .  

G.410.1 M i o u r  (OSnOflZ) mmmarfs about this water body and focal 
c o l i f o m m n o t a d d n d  in the Ocfoba 2002 SWRCB 
Staff Repon They are -tcd herein. 

G.410.2 The October2002 SWRCB Staff Report recommended Dana 
Point Harbor at Baby Beach for backrial indicators placed on 
the EnfmqablcPmgramr list, but i t  remains (enonmusly) on 
the pmposed 303(d) l i s t  

G.410.3 Data u x d  by the RWQCB were sometimes inadequate. For 
example, the Dana Point H&r, dissolved copper listing was 
bawd on tnhnically inadquak data. This water body should 
be on the Monitoring Lia. 

G.410.4 Stam, and mn-stom data were combined inappropriately to 
mkedecisions. For example, decisions on Prima Deshecha 
and Ssgunda Deshecha C n c h  were appmUy based on 

These eommcnfs wem inadvertently not recorded in the Ycr VolumcIV 
SWRCB data- used to develop the nsponsa to 
mmmenfs. Thcse commmfs will be added to the database and 
responses will be developed. 

ThcOclobr2W2 mponsetoCowncnt9.17.4 was inenor. No 
Per RWQCB raommendatiom, Dana Point Harbor is to 
remain listed for bacteria indicators. See revised raponses to 
Commcnfs 9.7.6 and 9.20.13. 

Plcase refer to the mponx to Comment No. G.426.3. Yes V0l"mc Ill, 
Region 9 



~ ~ ~ 
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samevent  hlrbidity vahrr. Similarly, rtom w a t t  data were 
used to wMnend  Ur Aliso C m k  listing. These decisions 
s h d d  be b d  on dry-weathmdatp only. 

G.410.5 The rrmrnnmdcd listing far Change County Beaches and The SWRCB extended the mnnnmt period forthc dmftslaff YS 
trash is a swprise. Revious staffreports and rcpanandpopmcd sstion 303(d) l i n  But see nsponse to 
mnnmndationr did not mation this posibilii. l n u r a c d  C o m n t  9.410.3. 
patties should be granted m m  time lo study this 
wmmendation rnd the supporting data. 

G.410.6 7he Onnge County Bcsches aash listing is bas4 an only one 
f o u ~ - y e p ~ I d  study. Currmt conditions may differ. Also, the 
sNdy facused on the vohuneof bash, not the impact to 
bmsficial uws. The RU:-2 and aquatic life bmeficial usss 
eiteddo not apply to the beach- but to the Ssnta Ana River 
Basin Plan waten. A h .  RRcgion 8 Basin Plan m t i v e  
objectives apply to inland watea and mclmcd bay$ and 
esmsris. not to the beaches. 

The study is a snapshot ofthc kinds and nmnmtaoftraJh on YS Vohune Ill, 
thcw beaches. On Fcbruary4.2003, th SWRCB p l a d  this Region 8 
watsrbody-pollutant combination on the Manitming List so 
that mom data and information may be collsslsd to betlsr 
sharaasrirs the ocsurrmcs oftnsh -time 

The sNdy cind did not as- the impact oftrash occurme 
on beneficial uss. Thestudy did idmtifyquantimivdy the 
amount and kinds of bash that =cur on Orange County 
beaches in late sum-, 

The beneficial use and water quality objective idmtifisd in the 
fan sheet were c o r n e d .  

G.410.7 Section 303(d) applies to IiJling water badis. Beaches are 
not watea of the United States or of the State. The trash m d y  
includes data ml land  beyond the mean high tide water 
ma*,  Thee a n  land a m ,  outside the reope of303(d). 

G.410.8 Listing the Change County Beaches for trash is premaNre. 
Thne has been no regulatoryaRnnpt to limit dischargeofpre- 
pmdudon plastic pelleta Technology-bawd mntmls should 
be attrmpled firnbefore listing. 

PI- refer to the response to comment G.407.2.G.407.8 and Yes Volume Ill, 
response to comment 9110.3. Region 8 

The distribution ofpre-pmduaion plastic pellets is generally Yes V o h m  Ill, 
unhloun in the State's coastal wafers. The SWRCB has Region 8 
acknowledged this by funding (thmugh a senion 319 grant) a 
sNdy to bater eharaacrizcthis type afbarh in marim warn .  
SWRCB staffknow of no technology-bared contmls that 
could be implemented b e f m  this watabady bplaced on the 
sntion 303(d) lid. Please refer to the response to comma1 
9.410.3 and G.407.8. 

G410.9 Other trash foundon hange County Beaches can be befter The storm water permit issued by the Santa Ana RWQCB is a Yes 
addressed h u g h  other pmgrams.g., municipal Jtonnwafer strong pennil with specific language that will evcnhlally 
pmnits. address the trnsh problem in these costal warn .  

UoforNnately, SWRCB staffcannot d d n e  when 
standards will m t .  Please referto the response to mmment 
9.410.3 and (3.407.8. 
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NUMBER S m O N  

G.410.10 It is contrary tothc i n m  o f M i o n  303(d) to lin watcn Thsrs arr many pollutant sources hat  are d i f f a k a  No 
whoxpollutanrr aur not be controlled via a TMDL. T m h  is impossible to control. The combination of l aa l  ord~nancs 
not a suitable pollulsnt forTMDL calculations and resulting and the provisions of the s tom water p i t  issued by the 
controls. The vast majarityofmh may-It fmm non-point Sanla Ana RWQCB will allow f w a  bctrer charsctairabon 
sourcs, which the Slats has linls or no mnml  over. and mntrol a f m h  in warn bodies. USEPA has demnined 

lhat all mllutanrr are suilabk fw TMDLcaleulatiw. 

G.410.11 It is sxhancly important lhat lirtingsbc supported by Comment admowledged. 
adsquatsdataand sound ~ i m c s .  The mmmentcr rupportr 
MoniIwing and 'lMDL Campled List dcrignations. 

G.410.12 Rim, 5AM)Z commmt: The "principal fecal ml i fmda ta  The age of this dam, 1-4 yam, is acceptable for ux in the No 
used for comparison with the REC-I and REC-2 objectiva c u m 1  303(d) --I. As noted in the SWRCB Staff 
was old data collsted fmm 1997 to 1999." This data is Report, samples h m  Reach I of San Diego k k  exceeded 
limited and was highly influmeed by -MI winter total and f-l solifom standards 22 out of 22 times (weekly 
mnditions samples), supporting the decision to listthir water body for 

bacterial impacts. Regarding the use of we-wealher dam, JF. 

RSWW to Comment G.410.13. 

G.410.13 Ac- to San Disgo Creek Reach 1 is pmhibited in wet The pertinent Basin Plan fecal c o l i f m  objective for the REG No 
season pericw3.s. Thnsfore, only dry-season data should bc I bcncficial use is applicable "for any 30-day period." ( P a p 4  
used to evaluats impam to REC-I. Ifonly dry-season data is 3, Wahr Quality Conhol Plan, Santa Ana River Basin [a]). 
anal&, it suggsm that the REC-I objective is msta Thsnfng  both wet and dryweather data must bc used. It is 
majnity ofthe time. San Dicp  C m k  Reach I should on the not appmpriatc or paasiblc to modify an existing water quality 
Monitoring List, notthe 303(d) list. objectwe during the 303(d) listing pmcsrs (see response to 

Comment 9.7.1). 

G.410.14 The pmpowd listing far total phasphbw in Aliso Cnsk (Copy ofCommsnt9.17.2.) Sssnsponx to Comment 9.17.2. No 
should bc m o v e d  befaux: 

1. The Region 9 RWQCB used both stamwater and dry 
weather data frnm Orange Cmty's NPDES monitoring. 
Impads fmmsmrmwarerevenrr a n  limited. The Region 8 
RW@ recognized this. 

2. Orange County failed to find ehmnie impacts frnm 
biostimulatory substances (like pho~phoru~) in the Creek 
This was reported in the 205(j) 

G.410.15 Fmposed listing for AAlio Creek for toxicity is inappropriate (Copy of Commenl9.19.1.) See response to Comment 9.19.1. No 
bsause: 

- 205b) smdy found no ~ndtcallon oflow-flou tox~cnry 
- 2056) rrudy found that rlurmsonJ~tion survival oftest 
organisms was similar to that in hcadwatcri affected by 
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~ ~ 

natural backgmund toxicity. 
-Dam msvsriablc Since mac datawill bc fonhmming, 
mnelmions am pcmatuh 
- l%nr is w i n f d o n t o  definitively wncluderhnt 
orgamphmphatepcrtieidcr are thc-softoxicity.. 
-There is no cvidena thathe toxicity f l eas  organisms in 
the Cnek. 

G.410.16 Dana Point Harbor should be placed on !he MonitMing Lia Sce m- to Comment 9.5.3. No 
for dissolved wpper due to the suspect data fmm the 
analytical lab. 

G.410.17 Dana Point Harbor should not be listed for dirrolvedcoppcr (Copy of Comment 9.17.3.) See rsponx to Commmt 9.17.3, No 
h e :  

I. RWQCB inappmpriately intnpr*cd h p  C m W s  
NPDES stomwater monitoring data 

2. Dah regorled by R W Q 3  is insenvate for the 1999-2001 
period. 

3. Recent data show wpper mccnhatians consistently bclow 
the NOAA Robable Effccll Lcvcl. 

4. Then is no significant scdimmt toxicity in Dana Point 
H a h r .  

5. Some data repod,  collected aRera storm event in 2000, 
are (admittedly) erroneous due to lab e m .  This dah should 
not be used. 

6. Other storm-related data do not show acadnca. 

G.410.18 Ifthe pmpcranalyses w a e  n o t p e r f d ,  the proposed listing (Copy ofCmnment9.17.4.) See response to Commsnt 9.17.4. No 
for bacterial indicators in Dana Point Harbor should be 
removed bscrtuw the R W Q 3  did not evaluate this water 
bdylpollutant combination relative to the Basin Plan 
objectives fw f ~ a l  coliform (Instead, the listing was b a d  
on beach clorunr, which use a d i f f m t  criterion.) 

G.410.19 The proposed listing for bacterial indicators in Dana Point (Copy of Comment 9.17.5.) See response to Canment 9.17.5. No 
Hahor should be mnoyed because the WQ objective is b a d  
on the median total eolifom conccnbation thmughout the 
water c o l m .  The RWQCB has ap-tly not carried out 
the appropriate analysis to dctmnine this. Also, shellfish 

Rssponscr-398 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

taLm hornDana Point H h r  are pmhably used for bait not 
hwnan mnsunmbon. 

G.410.20 Prima or Segund. Dsrhecha ChaMels should not be l i d  f a  (Copyof Gmmmt 9.17.6.) Sse mponrsto CaMxnt9.17.6. No 
phasphorusbsause b i n  Plan WQ objectives for Rec-l and 
Rs-2  bmefieisl uwr arc based on ba~taial  indiutws, not on 
phosphorus, so the RWQCB's listing mmmmdat im for 
plasphwus sppcan inappmpriatc. 

G.410.21 Prima and Segunda Dahecha Channels should not be listed (CopyofComment 9.17.7.) Sss rcrponsc to Canmcnt 9.17.7. No 
for phosphow and Nrbidity becaw both dry and wet- 
weather data -wed, inappmpriatcly (we mmmcnll on 
Aliso kt). Only dry-weathadata should have ban used. 

0.41022 Prima DaheehaChannd should not be listed for Nrbidity (Copy ofComment 9.17.8.) Sss rcrponrs to C m n t  9.17.8. No 
kc- statistical pmcedws for (the dry-weather) lognormal 
data should have been uJcd by the RWQCB. 

G410.23 Segunda Dachecha Channel should not be listed for turbidity (Copy ofCommcnl9.17.9.) See response to Comment 9.17.9. No 
beeause "The mean dry-weather Nrbidity in Scgunda 
DeschechaChannelberussn 1991 md2WO was 15.1 NTV." 

- 

G.410.24 Prima and Segunda k h e c h a  Olamclr should not be listed (Copy ofCommsnt 9.17.10.) Set response to Comment No 
far phosphams because Orange County did not identify any 9.17.10. 
algae gmwh thst woiild "cause nuisance or adversely affect 
beneficial we." The Channels are mnmte-lined with 
minimal WARM and WILD beneficial use potential. 

G.410.25 11/6/02 Workshop Comment Suppon the revised Comment admowlcdged. No 
recommendation of the SWRCB staffto not list the Santa Ana 
Delhi Chanml. 

G.411.1 llmM12 Workshop Commnt: The Enforceable P m p m s  list The waters and pollufanll on the Enforceable Program List No 
mates a Mlporal pmblm. The RWQCBs will put off haw cffoNundaway now to add- the identified 
a-sivcly addressing water quality pmblem. msssdancc ofwater quality standards. This list pscnts those 

pmbl- that an being aggressively addressed 

G.411.2 11mM12 Workshop Commcnt: No plan has bccn made to get The state has limited monitoring funding available to add- No 
the monitoring presmtsd in the Monitoring List mmplctcd nor all ofthe needs that have ban identified. One ponion of 
are deadlines established for the Enforceable P m p m  List. SWAMP is f ( ~ w e d  on the completion ofsite-specific 

monitoring that codd support section 303(d) listing. The 
eonqumee of M n g  on the Monitoring list isto neeive 
priority for monitoring using volunteer efforts, misting Waer 
Code authorities to qu i r e  monitoring, or, as a l a s t m n ,  
state funding. 
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Deadlines us not presmted forthc water wgmnt-pollutant 
mmbinaths beeausc they action .IT mdcwq now. If 
anion to remediate the wntm placed on thc Enfo&Ic 
R o w  List are notmmplcted by the n n t  scnim 303(d) 
lining syslc thse watm would be candidates forplaamcn 
on the seaion 303(d) list. 

Please a h  refer to the m n x  to Commmt No. 4.417.18. 

G411.3 11)06/02 Workshop Commcnt: Having other list$ besides the Plr ing waters on the other lists highlights the potential for s No 
wnion 303(d) list m l t a  in 'einular listings.' Thac is no pmblem in a waw body (the Monim.ng List) a highhghts 
assurance that waters wll be listed if thns is not a h o n  while that existing cITonr to mmet problem (the Enf~lscable 
w a r n  are w these a b t e l i s b ,  PrograrnList). If standards are not mst 89 arsul t  of 

implnnmting ations then, of mume, thac w a r n  h l d  be 
placed on the senim 303(d) lisL It reawnable to allow 
actions being implemented or ~ m n  to be implemented to move 
fonvard without the p e h p r  unneeded requirement o f  
developinga TMDL now or in the future. 

G.411.4 11/06/02 Wo*shop C~anmnt: The Stall has failed to list The SWRCB staff have rocommended listing waters if the No 
threatened watm. data and information support a tinding that water quality 

standards arc not attained. As stated in prcvim responses 
(G.! r.6)thm.tened watm arc. diiT>w\t UD mtss teeawe of 
thediffmltics in identifying trends in  declining water quality 
that still mat water quality standards. To the lolowledge d 
SWRCB staffthere are no data and informotion in the m r d  
that clearly identities any trmdr ofdeclining wata quality. 

Asdefined in USEPA Guidance on the use of helth 
advisories in the s d o n  303(d) listing p- watm should 
be ~owidncd threatened ifthere isa helth advisory and the 
tissue rampla used tod-lop the advisory wrre wtcallated 
i~thcwatubody bsin%cons~forIiding.  Fednd 
regulation requires that threatened waters and waters that do 
not meet standards should be listed. With rcspeato 
bioscwmulation ofpollutant$, the state has listing watas 
where beneficial usa are expected to be imp&, where 
standards are cxecedd, and whenwatea areth~tened. 

0.411.5 11/06/02 Wo*shop Comment: All beach listings should be Beach listings are basd on all applicable water quality No 
based on A8 41 1. standards. Applicable standards can include water quality 

objectives for statewide water quality mnml  plans, ruch as 
the California Ocean Plan; the basin Plans; and the standards 
contained in the Health and Safely Code. 

Responses400 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECITON 

G.411.6 I liU6lO2 Wohhop C o r n # :  Commnt r-a stale that SWRCB M p m v i d e d  an a s a s m n t  olthe use of No 
the use of 10 pemnt and 2s -1 u d n c c  nu-. This is ueecdrnre rats in thc -nor to Commnt Nor. G.ll.23, 
inmnsistmt with USEPA midana G.421.13.and0.421.14. - ~~. ~~- - ~ 

GA11.7 11/06/02 WorLshop G m m a t :  PBDEE should be listed for PI- nfer to  the response fo rCornmt  No. 0.4I8.24. Ya VolumcN 
San Fmism Bay. No numeric &dads a n  needed to list. 

GA11.8 11iWt02 Workshop G m m a t :  Support the bdsh listing for See -nsc to Comment 9.410.3. Ys 
Orange County beaches. 

G.412.1 I l/W02 Workshop Comment: Supports all the mmments Commnrt aehawledged. No 
submined by CASA and Tri-TAC (Cornenlet No. G.403). 

0.412.2 I 1/06/02 Workshop Comment Suppoltr the Monitoring List, Comment acknowledged. No 
Enfo-bk Fmgram LisS and the TMDL Completed List 

G.412.3 I I/OM12 W&op Commcn? Do not ~ p p w r  the Comment acknowledged. No 
"grandfathsring" ifthe 1998 list on to the pmposed ZW2 list 

GA13.1 11/06/02 WorLshop Comment: h not support the Comment acknowledged. No 
Monitoring List, TMDL Canpleted List, or the Enforceable 
Pmgram List 

G.413.2 11/06/02 Wakshop Comment: The p u r p s  of the The purpose ofthe Monitoring List is to highlight those water No 
monitoring list is unelear. This lin is at cmsrpurposes with bodies that were considered for inclusion on the senion 
the Statek Swfsce Wata Ambimt Monitoring Program. 303(d) list but wen considered to have insufficient or poor 

quality data and i n f m t i o n .  In these situations, the 
Monitoring List serves emphasize that mon data and 
information must be collcctcd to resolve whether objectives 
and bsnificial uses a n  attained. The warm an the 
Monitoring List a n  high priorities for SWRCB and RWQCB 
monitoring b s f m  the next section 303(d) list is completed. 

This list is not at c rou-wwscr  with SWAMP. Rather the 
Monitoring List is a p b l i f  aeknowledg-t o fwa tm where 
sitpspccific SWAMP monitoring should k performed. 
RWQCB can also exercise their other authorities to obtain the 
needid data. 

PI- also nfcr to the response to Comment No. 4118.17 

G.413.3 The fact shects are misleading, as is counting the number of The number of listings or the change in the number of listings No 
T M D k  as a s t am of the health of California water bodies. should not bs used to asxsr the health of Califmia's watm 
Exampls, of inmnsistmeies include the Klamath River (listed because much ofthe monitoring d a t a ~ m t l y  availabls is 
forthe whole watershed) and Callcguas Creek (listed for each formed on loeations tha  may not or probably do not m e t  
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m h ) .  N e d  to mnselearly define w a t a b d i a  for greater water quality standards. To obtain a d m a t e  of Ulsonrall 
corui~ency. stam ofCslifomia'swatar n ansus or- fonn of 

unbiasd -ling should be completed andmlualed. 

The inmnsistmey among the Regions is deormining wh& 
to linemire watershed a spezific, sub-&ed &will 
be add& during thcdsvslo-tofthe listing and de- 
listing Policy being dcvelopcd by SWRCB staff. 

G.413.4 11/06/02 W h h o p  Conmmts: Fad she& are needed for all Comment acknowledged. This topic will be addressed when No 
w a t a M s r .  the SWRCB staffdevelop the guidelines for listingldc-listing 

requ id  by Clliffom WamCode $&ion 13191.3(a). 

G.414.1 I llh102 Workshop Comment: O w e d  to tht TMDL Commmt acknowledged. No 
Completed Lisf EnfoneahleRopms List, the Monitoring 
Lin, the listing fxtorrelated to thesource ofpllutanu, and 
the recommmdedchangs. p-tcd in Table 8 of the &ff 
=Po* 

G.414.2 I ll(J02 W o k s h o p C m t .  Thc uscof the Enforceable Water rcgnent-polluunt mmhinstions have bem added to NO 
P m p n u  List could be abuscd by adding water Mta !ha! this list only ~ l t h c  rolutton to !he identified pmblan is 
should othcrwirc kplaced on the m ~ o n  303(d) lhrt planned, funded, and there i3 the will to xmplnnt  the 

G.414.3 lnvarivc s p i e s  must be listed. There are major pmblcms 
such as Clulapa and other exotic spscisr that must he 
a d d d .  

(3.4144 1116102 Worhhop Comment: Do not use pollutant rourcc as 
one of the lhsthng factan. Thc cornenter mmttoned a mun 
ease that supporU lining whm there are no sourccr known. 

.. ... . - . . . . . . - 
G.414.5 11/6/02 Workshop C o m t :  Need more information about 

how the decisions presented in Table 8 were made. 

solution now. 

Many inwive s ~ i e  like Caulcrpa impact native aquatic life No 
but these organisms are not pollutlnts and TMDk are, 
therefore, not m i d .  Please also refer to the m n s c  for 
Comment No. 5.i8.2. 

PI- refer to the respoms for Comment No. G.415.10. No 

Table 8 show. the changes in presmlatian that w a c  suggested No 
by Ihc RWQCB and SWRCB staff. These changepaffecl only 
the mesentation ofthese water bodies on the senion 303(d) 

~ ~ 

list The changep presented represent changes in 
designation ofwater body type, changes in the name ofthe 
water bodies k h v a n  the 1998 and ~mcntlv mmad lisf .. . 
and changes in the water M y  s-ntation. The most 
significant change is related the i n d  numberof water 
body ssmentr. The shan~ep are a refinement ofths 1998 . - . 
lin. For example, the entire Russian River wamshed was 
listed on the 1998 section 303(d) list Since 1998, the 
RWQCB hns refined the listing to show the -om s g m m t  
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of this wrtsrrhed. n c  new segment. rsprsrsnt the ram 
listing but moreprecisely p-t the sight -t. ofthe 
Russian Rivm wt&. In all Ulae situatim *renew 
segmmt. rspracnt no change in the listing just abetter 
p~wntatian of the spatial a tent  of& watabody. 

G.414.6 There rmJtbs aprior i t i rs t i~ of monitoring funds. RWQCBs establish the monitoringprioritis in the Rgion.. No 

G.414.7 Otherstntsare listing in~s ivespec i san  the =lion 303(d) PI-referm the rrsponsc TorCa-t No. G.415.10. No 
list California should dace Ihey v m b h  m the list as well. 

G.415.I I llMl2 Wmbhop Gmmnt :  Supparl the uw of the 1998 list Comment acknowledged 
and the new listings D-ssd. 

~ 

0.415.2 I I/OM)2 Workshop Comment: Suppon the O M n  Comments acknowledged. No 
Conscrvancfs m m n S  (Commcnter No. G.414). 

G.415.3 11/06/02 Wokshop C o m e  The burden ofproofshould bs Commcntacknowledged. No 
weighted towards gelling waters off the list and not on to the 
list 

G.415.4 1116102 Workshop Comment: Opposed to the TMDL Comment acknowledged. No 
Completed List, Enforceable Pmgrams List, the Monitoring 
List, the listing fanor related to the rams ofpollutang and 
the m m m m d e d  changes pmented in Tabls8 of the -ff 
w* 

0415.5 11/6/02 Workshop C m m t :  Water M i s s  should remain in Pleas refer to thc rcspanrc for Comment Nw. G.418.12 and No 
the list cvm ifthe TMDL is mmpkted. Water M i e p  should 4408.4, 
not bs m v e d  from the list until it is p m m  to bsclsan. 

G.415.6 . 11106r02 Workshop Commsnt: The Bcach Water Quality SWRCB staff have worked with the Monitoring Yep Volume I, 
Workgmup has not mads a raommcndation on listing Subcommincc of the Bcaeh Water Quality Workgroup to Me(hod01ogy 
beaches. The staff nporl inappropriately states the appmaeh develop suggestions for an appmash for the consirtat used to h e l o p  
comes fmm the workpoup. evaluation of bacterial indicator data to suppart the the List 

devclopmcnt of the section 303(d) list. While the gmup has 
not mmplcted its reeommendatiom, thcuss of the w e n  
factors listed in the staffrepart were developed by the gmup 
and the SWRCB staffs intention to uw these general factors 
was d i h  with the submmmiltss. Please a l ~ o  refer to the 
response for Comment No. 4.408.6 

-.- 
G.415.7 11/06/02 Workshop C o m n t :  Unknowm toxicity should bs Plcase refa to the response for Comment No. 4 408.15. No 
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l i d .  No sourecisnecdd to l i n  

G.415.8 I IlOM12 W- Co-1: Ssnta Monia Bay nearshore PI- refertothe -me fw C o m t  No. 4.408.5. No 
should not be &listed f 0 1 m I s  because the data used came 
fmmoffshomusrs 

0.415.9 11/06/02 Worlohop Commmt: Thers is no need to identify PI- nfcrm the -nss for CommmtNo. 4.408.13. 
the pollutant rnucc sp-ted in Listing Factor 7. A 

No. 

pollutant d m  notneod to be idmtificd ifrhcre is toxicity. 

0.415.10 I IE06102 WorluhapCamncn: Thcrourceofpollutantr d m  Thc -of pollutlntr in -ted for i n h m t i a n  only; No 
not needto be identified in orderto use namtive standards. identification afths pollutant soures is not -ired by the 

CWA or fed& regulation. 

G.416.1 Support thsuseaflhe 1998 Section 303(d) List as the basis Commmt acknowledged. No 
far the 2002 303(d) List 

0.416.2 S u m  the pmpoxd additions the SWRCB h s  made to the C o m m a  aelmowledged No 
list, and thank thsSWRCB for their abntion to thesg waters. 
In particular, wc support the addition ofthe San Mateo 
Cmta l  Barinmadfic Ocean at Fibgcrald Maine R-s, s 
well as the other lisdngsalong the Cenval Coast. - 

0.416.3 Oppsc  the use o fa  "TMDL Completed" l i s t s  well as the Please refer to the response for Comment Nos. 4.408.4 and No 
u s  of any criteria otherthan watn quality standard.$ G.418.12. 
attainment to ddisL Recommend that all of the watm on the 
"TMDLComplNd" List be placed back onto the 303(d) List. 
EPA is not granted authority to allow states to m o v e  waters 
fmm the list while the impairment is continuing. 40 CFR 
130.29@) stata that a s h  impaired water body must remain 
an the lirt until it is attaining and maintaining applicable 
water quality standards. 

- 
G.416.4 Oppmc t h e w  Of an "Enforaable Pmgram List." Wata Consistat with federal regulation (40 CFR 130.7@)(i), (ii) No 

bodies that danot maslandards must be included on the and (iii) and USEPA'S Integrated Report Guidance (2W1), 
303(d) list, and TMDL are required when the application of waters can be listed separately from the ration 303(d) lirt if 
existing requi-h hns not m l t e d  in water quality other pollution contml qui-nrP required by local, state, or 
standards attainmenl federal authority ax svingmt aough to implement water 

quality standards applicable to thewaterr. The Guidance also 
sales that waters should be plassdon thcscetion 303(d) list if 
a water quality standard is not attained, the standard is 
exceeded due to a pllutant, and aTMDL is required. For the 
water wgment-pollutant eombinatiom listed on the 
Enforceable P m g m  List water quality standards am 
expected to m M  standards with the cxistinguntml msanusr 
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being implmmted 

G.416.5 oppm the placmxnt of Chm Cove on the Enforceable On Fcb- 4,2003 the SWRCB placed this w a l d d y  on Yes Vol. It. Region 2 
Program LiR(WL) and rscomnd thk water body be thesedim 303(d) List bta-  it muld mot be detmnined 
p l d  on the 303(d) f a r i m p i m t s  due to dirch-of when standards w u l d  be met. 
mernuy.seleniuq PAHs, and dieldrin. This placement of 
C a m  Cove MI the EPL w s  made with m m ~ ~ i o g f u l  The publie wiew p i e d  fm the M d m  MYd) 
appormnityforpublicrevinwoftheallcgedsupportforthc listwarover6Odays. 
eonebian that Chcvmn would elcan up this i m p i d  wata 
body crpeditiously. Whm the 2002 303(d) list is adopted, 
Cvvo Cove will dl1 be an impaired water body, and it is 
unclear when or ifit will be restored to mcl standards. 

G.416.6 Oppose the use ofa  "Monitoring Priority List" (MPL) and 
rcsommsnd a review of lhc watem on this liR to decide 
whether they should be placed on the 303(d) list instead, and 
allow the rest of the water bodies go thmugh the same review 
p m s  as other state w?ters for dstsrminingcligibility for 
SWAMP funding. This list is c w n t ~ u c t i ~ c  to the 
RWQCBr cNom to set meaningful monitoring priorities under 
SWAMP. If the SWRCB wishes to aucss the relative health 
of the state's waters, it should not do so xleetively thmugh the 
303(d) listingp-s, but rather as a wmprehensivc and 
planned asmment  ofall the state's waters. It is unclear how 
a water body is p l s d  on the MPL (s.g.. thnc am no 
gutdelines on what '~nrufic~ent informanon" means') The 
pmporedMantlonng Lin contatns wcr 300 watn bodicn, 
approximady an many ar the number slated for monitoring 
undn n m m l y  l~miled SWAMP funds. Even if lhnc is somc 
ovcrlap, adoption of the Monitoring Lts  ar an automatic 
n.nnrv for funds wall kill thcSWAMP ommm. ,......, ~.~ ~- .. . . ~ . ~  . - - . . - ~ - ~ ~  

G.416.7 The SWRCB and RWWBsunnot bau  listing decirioru on 
variables other ~ l a n  th&dimx~y related to impa i rme  i he 
decision of whether to placewaters on the 303(d) list must bc 
b a d  solely on whether t h e m  body is i m p i d .  SWRCB 
should not wnsider the "pofmtial mrce ofpollutant" or the 
"availability of an alternative enforceable pmgram" when 
"dsterminc[ing] which list to place the water body." Such 
variables may bc interning baekmund data, but they cannot 

The source ofpollutants is not factor in dcvclopingthe list. No 
The pollutant so- is pmvidsd as a preliminary indication of 
the ma ofdish-that contributeto the exceeded watcc 

standard. 

CWA &ion 303(dXI)(A) q u i r e s  each state to identify 
waters for whish sfnusnt limitatiotl~ a n  not Jvingent enough 
to met waterqualityslsndards. The d n g  p i n t  is all 

be ussd to dccide whether to list ;water body, since they a n  waters not mesting Andads. Some w a r n  a n  excluded 
imlevsnt to determining whether the water body is impaired. expressly if effluent limits are sbingent mough to msst 

standards. Fednal regulation (40 CFR 130.)) further defines 
the srmcture ofthe list by limiting the list to water quality 
limited segments still requiring TMDL5. Federal regulation 
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spcdfico Ulat U r  snion 303(d) list h l d m n t a i n  wams 
where teshnology-based sfflusnt limitationg mnc mingmt 
effluent lidta(includingphhitions), orolherpollutian 
m n m l  m q u i m t a  us not shingent a w g h t o  i m p l m t  
waterquality stan&. 

USEPA guidance (2001) fwtherdefines the d o n  303(d) list 
BS th- wnbn whmJtanda& are nn attained UK omblm ~ ~~~~ ~~~~. ~~r ~~~~ ~ 

is &e to pollumqs). and q u i r e  aTMDL. The USEPA 
guidpnec allows forothcr wlm when standa&are m m t l y  
not mc brun TMDL has bem mmpl*cd,ths pmblem is due 
to pollutiah arnherpollurion mnml  requirements are 
reasonably expsted to *suit in rttainmmt ofwater quality 
standards to not &placed an the d o n  303(d) list. 

Cmwqumtly. mmidrring the requmtmta ofthe Clean 
Watn AR and fedml regulation plur to pmvlrions of EPA 
euidancs it is rmmoriatc and nmuarv to mnsidn facton 

G.416.8 The extent and reason for the dc-llstingr m u l  be made clear. 
Page 16 and Table 8 of the Reportdi- "changes in 
presentation otthe water bodies"; that is, the way in which 
they were "defined into smaller or more clearly defined 
a m . '  According to the Rcpozt, "[tlhe total area or miles 
affceted is, far the most pan, substantially less than presmted 
in the 1998 section 303(d) lin." We view t h e  changes as de- 
listingsot the affected a- and as such should be 
accompanied by specific infarmetion describing and 
supporting thedelisting decisions. There is no information 
d i l y  available lo Urpublic to describe t h s e  delislings, 
dspite our q u e s t  for this information in our comments on 
the Apil  draft Perhaps a compilation of this information is in 
the administrative m r d  in Sasramsnto; h o w c r ,  we do not 
viewthis asbeing "available" to most mmben of California's 
public. Thsshangsr should not be made withour an 
oppomnity far adequate public review and mmmcnL 

- .. . 
olhathan "impairment" in dcvclopingthc senion 303(d) list 

At thsNovsmbn 6,2002 Workshop. SWRCB staff No 
recommended that the statements in the staff rrport related to 
=defining the nru~ be dslslcd. 7hc -n for removing the 
statmnts  was that the statements wen simply not true. The 
2W2 p- listpmvids the fin1 spatial -merit bawd 
on maps generated&mugh GIs. ~ t n k t s  aboul in-ing 
or decreasing the sirs of the affected aria ham no b a s  The 
information on the size affeasd is pmvided for information 
only. Changes in area, thedore, not new listings orde- 
listings but simply an estimate ofthc spatial ntsnt of the 
pmposd listing. 

The public review period for the pmpowd 2W2 seetion 303(d) 
has bccn over 60 days. 

t i4169 SWRCB must l8Q water lmpalt'd b) lnvarlve rpslcr Thc PI- ref- to thc mrponrc for Gmmmt No 5 18 2 USEPA No 
followng a n  water b o d s  rcqunted to be lmted for lnvastvc h1.3 acknmvlcdged that romc aquatae nulrvlce spceles are 
v i e s :  pollutants but has not m e  to s conclusion on whether all 

aquarie nuisance spccicr am pollutants With repeer to 
I .  Rqlon 8, Huntington Harbor for Caulsrpa laxifolia wrtnon 303(d). USEPA Region 9 has staled that the misting 
2. Region 9. Agus Hcdtonda Lagoon forcaulerpa mr~folia la~#lng for CXOIIC vis goes beyond existing n q u i m u  to 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

3. Region 5, Dclta -add Sacramto and San 1-in d d o p  TMDLs because the watm arc not impamred by s 
for exotic rpccia pollutant 

SWRCB slaNagncd Uut the lnvasiw rpccia vae a pohlnn Evm if invarivc sp&a are ultimately identified as pllutants 
(Regon 5) and a mbrtantial h t  (Regions 8 and 9). but and they are mitahlc f a  calmlation of T M D k  Public 
mjaed the mpxd lhtinm in Regions 8 and 9 mlely on rhc R a a u m  Cod< M i o n  71207(a) prrvcnts thc SWRCB fmm 
&un& rhnta &llu(ant d& nMmntribuls toorcause the 
pmblmr. Ho-, there is eo basis in law or fact for the 
conclusion t h 1  aquatic invasive species am not pollulnnts 
under the Clean WaerAct. Vwbal statansnts by staff to& 
s N d  Ulm invasive arc not pollutants bsuuw of U.S. EPA'S 
cumnt nsgulatory exemption for ballast Mter discharges 
indicate n misreading of the law, and ignore the fact that 
numemm invasions (including at Isan some ofthow pmposed 
for listing) mu via pathways other than ballast water. 

imposing any regulatory nquim&Ls, prior toJanuary I, 
2W4, that are d i N m t  than thme set fonh in Division 36 
(Ballart Water Mana-t for Contml ofNmindige4Iou.s 
S p a i s )  ofthe Public I(craurcsCode. The Dquirraat  to 
develop a TMDL and theTMDL itself is a rsquimdnt 
d i N m a  than those imposed by Ule Public Rae- Code 

Notwithswnding the previous discussion of invasivs s p i e s  
starus as pollutants, o TMDL for Caulerps would bs 
duplicative ofthe existing ban on wlling, possssion, 
importation, transportation, transfer, rel- of all species of 
Caulezpa (Fish and Game Code section 23Wa)). 

G.416.10 It is not necessary for the m c o f  the pollutant to be 
dasmu'ncd for the water body to be listed, bnause the source 
ofthe mllutant is not n factor in Clean Water Act Section 
303(dj(l)(~) at all. This position was upheld by the Ninth 
Cmuit Court afAppeals in Pronmlino. ~ v h  clearly stated 
that water aualitv standards. which an the "basis ournose for 
which the $ecti& 303(d)& andTMDLs a n m i p i i d . .  .do 
not depend in any way upon the source of pollution." Thug 
arguments a b u t  the failwe of EPA to regulate ballart water 
are imlevant to the dstcrminstion ofwhether to develop 
TMDLs. 

0.416.1 1 The lack of an EPA regulatarypmgram for ballart water is 
i m l m n t  to 
whether the propoKd waters should be listed. State Watcr 
Board cannot rely on the argWKnt Ulaf an illegal regulatory 
exemption from NPDES permit q u i m n t a  for ballast water 
allows the state to ignore the impacts of what are clearly 

It is no1 necessary for the source ofpollutant to be identified No 
before listing. 

Please also refer to thc response for Commmt No. G.416.7. 

The recommendation to not list invasive s p a i s  is not b a d  No 
on the lack of a regulatory program but rather on the basis 
uh&a mvan\e rpmcr should be ronsndmd pollvvmu 
UStPA. Rcglon 9 don  not conr~dcr i n m l v r  rpstes to be 
pollutmtaand USEPA has yet to takea porlt8onon the 
pollutant status of invsrivc species. 

pollutants The U S Supmnc Coun ruled long ago that EPA 
docs w t  have the authority toacmpt elarssrofd8whargn To the knowledgcofSWRCB swN, the ballast watn 
fromthe Clean Water An's p a t  rcqu~mnIs .  cxcmpllon at 40 CkR 122 3(a) has not brm found to be lllcgal 

G.417.1 We strongly support the SWRCB's use of the 1998 303(d) List Commmts acknowledged. 
as the bask for the2002 list As stated in AB 982 PAG 
meetings, we bslievefhat as the list is implemented, it will be 
clear that it wss in fnst mnsmative in identifying the number 
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of inslaired M in the state. 

G.417.2 We also suppat h e  SWRCB's dceisim wih mpm to C n n n m r P ~ h o w l e d ~ .  No 
rrmmnsndationr made by the San Francism Bay Regional 
Water QluliiContml Board regarding Islais and Mission 
Creeks in Son Fmncisco. Both watsr bodies nrs impaired by a 
numbaof pollutnnb, as indicated in the listing 
documentation, and advawly impset cornunit is  which 
svrmund t h a n  

0.417.3 huing the last commmt p ' o d ,  a numberoforganizations, Fl- refer to the response for Comment No. G.418.24. No 
including Clan  Water Anion, submitted evidence making the 
cass thst Snn Fnnciwo Bay is indeed impaired by 
polychlwinnted biphenyl ethers PBDEs). These psrdrtmt, 
b i ~ ~ a t i v c  toxins ace stmcD~mlly similar to PCBs and 
dioxins, and arclikely to posesimilar threaffi to human health 
and wildlife. We ugs the SWRCB to consider preeautionay 
action onthese harmful yet ubiquitous ehaniesb. 

G.417.4 Despitearntinued staffattmpb to jldfy the tw of "TMDLs PI- refa to the nsponrc to Comment Nos. 0118.7, No 
Completed" and "Enfombls Programs" lisb, there is no 4.408.4, and G.418.7. 
basis in thc Clean Water A n  for failing to put an impaired 
waterbody on the 303(d) list The sited fsderal regulation has been withdrawn by USEPA 

and knot in effect .. 
With respa to the "TMDLs Completed' liB Section 303(d) 
of the Clean Watw Act mandate9 that impairod water3 be 
lined, i t  does n a  grant EPA authority to allow lam to 
rrmove wYar fmm the lrst uhtlc the 8mpa~mnt in  

conttnutng. Strmlarly. thc rrplauons lmplmmtlng S m o n  
303(d) do nm d~vusli dcllsttng waters bawd merely on the fact 
that a TMDL hsr bsrn calculated ' In f W  40 C F R S m o n  
130.29@) statsr that each impaired watabcdy rmst remain 
m the list until it is attaining and maitmining applicable 
water quality standards 

G.417.5 This is the pasition approved by all ofths me& ofthe AB Commenb acknowledged. While the pasition was appmvsd No 
982 Public Advisory Omup (PAG) in attendance at our at the Febmry 2002 PAG meting, the PAG wi thdm the 
meting on Febmry 15.2W2. Mormvcr, from a policy pmition at i b  April 2W2 meeting. For the s o m d  on the 
pcrrpcctive, delisting water ssgmsnb that have complded TMDLr Completed List, please refer to the m a n s e  for 
T M D h  but that are not attaining water quality standards can C o m m t  No. G.418.12 and 4.408.4. 
delay their mum to $tan& as federal grants for monitoring 
and mtomtion arc o h  linked to Section 303(d) listing. We 
ask that all ofthe w a r n  on the "TMDLs Completed" list be 
~laccd onto the 303id) list. 
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G.417.6 With mspwttothe'Enlnccable Rogram" list, again we PI- refer to the response far Cammcnt No. G.418.7. No 
believe that u n t a  bodies that do not ma stnnduds must be 
includedm the 303(d) list, and TMDIsm m u i d  where 
the appliestim ofaiding roquimts has notrsrultsd in 
u n h  quality standards ~(tainment Giva  that the Clean 
Water Anroquimnentaam Oumty-fiveor more ywn old, 
including those in Clem Wata A d  Soslions 131 1 @XIHA) 
and (B), and 6 R a  yearsold in the ssscofdi~harges 
regulated under Mi 402(p) (slormwater), it is abundantly 
clear that the stale has simply besn unable to implrmsnt 
enforceable quirsmcntr that would have pmtcfted the health 
ofthe wa tm on the Enforreable Pmgram list Tk stats has 
providsd no convincing evidcnes to show that this sihlation 
will chance now that t h a e  wsfm are i t m a i d .  

G.417.7 We also do notiupport theuseof aaMonitoring Priority" list. Please refer to the wpow for Commnt No. 4.418.17. No 
As we s W  at the July 2W2 PAG m t i n g ,  we believe that 
this list i smte rpmdua ivs  to Regional Board efforts lo sel 
meaningful m i k i n g  prinitia under SWAMP..Ifthe State 
Water Board wishes to assess the relative health afthe statds 
waten, it should not do so sslntivcly through the 303(d) 
listing p- but r a k  as a eomp~hcnsive and planned 
asxrmmt ofall of the state's watsn. Momaver, it is oflsn not 
clear how a watcibady made it onto tho "Monitoring Priority" 
list. For example, for waters on that lirt baause there is 
"insufficient information," thm are no guidelines on what 
"insufficient information" means. D i f f m t  regions appear to 
havsursd different criteria in dgvslaping their individual list$. 
This miss  cansmr about a b w  of the list, caneems that have 
been voiced repeatedly by mcmbns ofthe PAG's 
Envimnmcntal Can-. 

- 
G.41 7.8 We ask that you eliminate the Monitoring Lisf w i e w  the Please refer to the response for Comment No. 4.418.17.. No 

Wale6 on this list to decide whaher they should bc placed 
i& on +he 303(d) list, and allow the W ef the water 
badies go through the same rcviewpmess as other stafe 
watm for d h h i n g  eligibility for SWAMP funding. 
Relianceon the pmpaocd Monitoring List will only interfere 
with the state's ability to implement the comprehensive 
monitoring ~Vategysnvirioned in AB 982 and strongly 
m w n e d  bv the entire PAC. 

(3.417.9 As discussed in ow sommcnta on the April list, the decision of Please refa to the response for Comment No. G.416.7.. No 
whether to place wa tm on the 303(d) list must be based solely 
on whethathe watabady is impaired. Therefore, the 
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SWRCB should not wnsida the .potential roursc of 
pollutant" or Ihs "availabilii ofan alternative enforeable 
pogram" whm "delemin[ing] whish listto place tho water 
body.'(Reparl, Vol. 1, p. 9.) Sud, variablamay be 
inemling as b c k p u n d  drta, but they c ~ ~ o t k u s e d  to 
decide *ha  to l i d s  wata body, rinec they an i m l m n t  to 
detamining h*hn the warn body is i m p a i d  

G.418.1 The w ~ ~ m m  supports thepmpmal additions10 the rcction See raponssto C o m t  9.410.3. 
303(d) list including the listing ofOrange h t y  beaches for 
hash. 

GA18.2 The eommenmalso fully suppom the SWRCB'r utilization of Comment acknowledged. 
the 1998 list as a basis forthe 2002 section 3031d) list. 

G.418.3 Them is abrolurcly ng basis under the Clean Water Ast for In dmloping the appmach for developing the pmposed 2002 No 
failingto list any impaired water body, as defined in the Act, sstion 303(d) list, SWRCB staff used the applicable 
on the sostion 303(d) list The p-ed Enforceable P m p m  provisions afthe Clean Water Act and fsderal ngulnlions (40 
List will wriouslyundmt thestatc's TMDL p m p m .  CFR 130.7). Staffdso used ssvnal pmvisionr ofnan-binding 

USEPA guidance to the stale on development ofthe d o n  
303(d) l i n  Taken together, the Ad, regulations, and guidance 
allow for the pmpored Enforceable Pmgram LisL 

G.418.4 The pmpsed Fnfomble P m p m  List is inconsirtmt with Please refa to the response to Comment No. G.418.3. No 
the plain text of m i a n  303(d) of the Clean Water Act. 
S e d a n  303(d) cxp-ly wires each Slate to identify waten 
within its boundaria for which theemuen1 limitations 
q u i d  by seetion 3OI@)(IXA) and s.e~lbn 301 @XI)(B) of 
this titlean not stringent enough to implement any water 
quality standard applicable to such watcn." Thus watm am to 
k listed, and TMDLs developed, hmevsr smumt limits a- 
insufficient to amin and mainain water quality standards. 
Only whm ccmin baseline etlluenl limits are stringent 
mough to implement all warnquality standards in aparticular 
wntrrwav mav the SWRCB fail to list that water. 

- 

G.418.5 The BBPTCP fonucr on the pmt hac cl- up ofaccumulated Commsnt acknowledged. If the conditions that led to the toxic No 
torics in &in a- This "pmpm" awnt ia l ly  unfounded hot spot designated am remedialed, wata quality standards 
and widely w n s i d s d  to have bcm a failm-is, in any tax, will be mL 
umlated to theemuenl limits d u e b e d  in section 303(d). h 
addition, the BPTCP docs not require aMinment ofwater 
quality standards. 

G.418.6 The SWRCB has pmposed to &-lid or has *fused to list No waters a; pm& to k de-listed dusto the prswncc of a No 
w a a l  waterssgmsnk for trash baxd on coverage by stomwaterpnmit. While the methodology in Volume I 
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municipal smrm wtapanib. Yet again, this arssption allow fornrh  a listing mncofthe new sita rrmmmnded 
ucecds the language ofthe Clem Watu A& Municipal for a tnrh listing was mflicient m suppon cwmmmding the 
Storm Water panits i n  Califmil & not contain effluent rite f o r b  Enfo-blls Ro- List. While many a f b  
limi4as exprarly dacr ikd in  d o n  301; in fad. thew pumih nrs showing pro- innehicving wa(a quality 
pumie nrr i d  puma111 to &on 402 ofthe A& standards w i n f d o n  waspmvided for any pan i t  or 

p m g m  that show the permis byth-lvs and at p m t  
can be uwd ar an alternate to aTMDL. However, as thse 
pcrmihars more fully implemented i t  is likely they will 
pmvide the monitoring& and infamation mat can be ussd 
to better- their effmivenw. 

G4187 None of lhae *~wuficst~ons' for frnl~ng m inn ~mpeorcd 
walar can be spared wth the *farut= For thln m n .  !he 
Board in not frccuhatswr ~ t s  pmpMivcson how m i o n  
103(d) should opentcto p R  an 'Allcmalivs Enforcement 
Prognm List' nreption onto this pan d ths  Clcan Watcr An. 

G.418.8 There is no indication that Congress intended the operation of 
the Clean Wafer Act as a whole to disable any specific clement 
ofthe An. Yet, this wouldbe the effect d t h e  Enfonsabls 
Programs List 

G4189 The pmpowd Enforceable Pmgram Lmn contravma the 
USEPA 2002 lnvgrarcd Watcr Q u l ~ t y  Monmtonngand 
k s m m t  Repon an Gutdance While the 2M)2 gu~dance is 
slw, lncomlrvnt MUI YNon 30l(d) of the Clcan Water An, 
the SWRCB'S pmpsal goes beyond evm what IS 
eontrmplnfed by the 2002 Gutdance The fan rhmr  fall to 
daenbe whm compllanee wll beaehtcved,or my whcduled 
mon8tonng.and they fael Opmvldc venfiratton that thc 
pmpmlo  rpeesfically appl~cablc to thepnlmlar vatn body 
and Ihat water quality standards M ex- to be *mined 
within the near future. 

G.418.10 The legitimacy of an Enforceable Pmpms List is severely 

In developing the approach for developing the p m p d  2002 No 
section 303(d) list, SWRCB staffuwd the applicable 
pmvisions ofthc Clean Wafer Act and federal regulations (40 
CFR 130.7). Staffalso used several provisions ofnon-binding 
USEPA guidance ro thsrtata on dcvelopmnt ofthc d o n  
303(d) lin Theconcept fordeveloping the Enforceable 
Pmgram List is prcsmted in the USEPA integrated nport 
guidance. The recommendation for this list h in accordance 
with USEPA's iaupmation ofthc applicable pmvisions of 
the Clean Water Act and regulations. The SWRCB has 
m i v e d  no objaion fmm USEPA on the development of this 
Enforceable Pmgram List. 

Please refer to the rrsmn~e for Comment No. G.418.7. No 

The SWRCB uJcd a variety ofconriderations to place wata Y s  Volums ll and 
bodypollutant combinations on the pmparsd ~cction 303(d) 111 
list including thcaltcmatc pmgram's m t  enforceability, 
funding, w r d  ofvoluntary somplimu, and implcmmtation 
(please refer to Volume I, Methodology to Develop the List). 
While the considerations aredifferent fmm lhe ununmMs, 
the information used to place warn  an the Enforceable 
Pmgram List is subsentially the same. The infomtion 
supporting plarrmmt on the hforecable Program List are 
contained in the sdminishativs record. 

Many of the fact she& related to the water bodis on the 
Enforceable P m g m  List have brm modified tocontain more 
information outlining the rationale for placement on this list 

Comments acknowledged 
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undecutby the timing of this pmposal. California's patem 
inability to -1vc mQ quality pmblcmr omthe years 
Uvough the uw of the vuy sunc options il now popms as 
detinitivcrohtio~dasmrcr that thescpmgrams ars naC in 
fsnnaaParily "solutiws' to the i h t i f k d  impimmts. If 
they-, the wams at issls would be in amin-t by now. 
The State of California's o m  delay in atabIikhing TMDLs 
cannat now opsn the d m r  to the use of latcrdmslopea 
almnativs to hvma limitthe opemion ofthe a l d y  
delayed TMDL pmgram. 

G418.11 The convrrnrn is mnccmed that the SWRCB'r pmpowd 
Enfo-bls R o p m  List will m t e  a circular fedbask Imp 
uhmbv n u m ?  imneired warm unll n c v n  be nrnmlv ~~~~. , ~ 

~~- ~~~~. ~ .. ~ ~~ ~~ r~-r---, 

listed. The -It of such an indelinia feodback 1- will be ~~~~~ ~ -~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ 

~ ~~ 

that numnoup waters that are impaired and -in impaid, 
will n e w  Mually be placed on the 303(d) list. This is 
mmplcaly at is atodds with the intent ofsection 303(d). 

G.418.12 There is no basis in the Clean Water Act fordclistina a water 
body simply bemuse aTMDL bas bem developed onpaper. 
Nowhcrcdocr the Act give USEPA or the states the autholity 
to m o v e  impaired water segments fmm the list, whether a 
TMDL has bem developad or not. 

Indeed, EPA's pmposed 40 C.F.R. sation 130.29(b) (which 
has now bacn withdrawn) would have nquired that an 
impaired water body must -in on the list until it is 
attaining and maintaining applicable water quality standards. 
40 CFR 5 130.29(b). 

0.418.13 Even the USEPA 2W2 Guidance, while also inconsistent with 
the A d  fmthe same w n s ,  only pmpms lining w a r n  in a 
separatecategory whm TMDL implementation is "expected to 
m l t  in full aftainmmt of all standards." In addition. in the 
instance of water segments impaired for more Ulan one 
pollutlnl The 2W2 Guidance conceives oftransfer to such a 
"completed list" only when "all TMDLs foreash pollutant 
ham brrn eomplcvd and appmved by EPA." 

G.418.14 It is insppmpriate fmm a public policy perspective to delist or 

The Fnforceabls R o p m  List is being p m p c d  ro waters No 
w k  enf-bk mcehanisms can kused to fu UIc 
idmtifid standards cxmdana. If anions are implcmnted 
and standards are not mcl, the walsn should be p l a d  on Ute 
s t i o n  303(d) list. The Enf-blc Rogram List allows the 
state to baek mmpletion of these water quality pmtoction 
cffom already underway. 

In developing the appmach fordevelaping the pmposed 2W2 No 
section 303(d) list, SWRCB stlff used the applicable 
pmvirions of the Clean Watsr Act and f c h l  regulations (40 
CFR 130.7). Staff also used several provisions of non-binding- 
USEPA guidancs to the stater on dcvelopmmt ofthe action 
303(d) list. The m m t  fw d t ~ e ~ n p .  the T M D k  
~ o & l m d  List is pnr;nted in the VS&A integrated repoR 
guidance. The remmmcndation for this list is in accordance 
with USEPA'S inte@rrtation afths applicable provisions of 
the Clean Watsr A d  and regulations. The SWRCB has 
m i v c d  noobjection ~ ~ ~ V S E P A  on the developmmt ofthis 
T M D k  Cwnpletd List. 

Thecited senion of federal regulation has bnn withdrawn 
and is not in effect. 

Waters will only be m o v e d  fmm the &ion 303(d) llsl when No 
all TMDLs have bnnmnpleted for all the idtotifid 
polluUnts. Houetn. asTMDLsmcornplMd for pollulam% 
the individual water wg?ncnt-pollutant combination was 
moved to the TMDLs Completed List, 

Plsarc refer to the response for Commmt No.4.408.4, 
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place water -en- on n TMDL Completed List that are not, 
at the minimum &ng 
bcncficial u s  v i a l l y  d m  many TMDLs havc lengthy 
implenrntdon w a n d  any such delistings may be yeam 
in advance of any notiECPbIc water quality impmvemnL 

G.418.15 The TMDL Canplskd List may asswe that many o f t h s s  PI- refer to the -me for Cammen1 No. G.10.2. NO. 
watersthat dcspcratcly necd to be cleaned up will not qualify 
for needed f""diw 

G.418.16 me m e n t e r d o s r  not believe that the SWRCB has met For all the waters placcd on the Monitoring Li% i n f m t i o n  No 
their burdm ofestablishing mnsislsd criteria fwpplaammt has ban pmvidcd wtlining the -ns for not placing the 
on a manitwing list and also that the b a r d  has ignored clear waters on the section 303(d) list 
evidmeeof impairment in thae  watm. Thssonslusory 
assenion that there is "imfficicnt information" abut the 
wnvr fails w specify or detail the -0 for failing w pmpcrly 
plass the water an the 303(d) list 

G.418.17 Thepmposed Monitcaing List undemines the SWRCB's Please x f n  $0 the ~cspome for C o m m t N o .  4.418.17. No 
laudable goal of setting meaningful monitoring priorities 
under SWAMP. The SWRCB should implmmt n 
mmprehmivsstatnvidc moniwring pmgram inuead of 
randomly sdening =&in a m  or watsn thmugh the 303(d) 
listing pmcess. 

- 
GA18.18 The mmmmtcr also objats to the SWRCB's pmporsd Beach If bacterial standards are excseded beaches are posted. No 

l m p a i m t  Listing Pmcess becaw it fails to accurately Posting and closure information is important but this 
idmtify impaimd watas  Spcifmlly, the pmpoxd listing infwmation can -It f m  factors o h  than m m i n m m t  
pmecss fails to recognize that all beach postings, including ofwater quality standards. Listing should be faused on an 
precautionary and rainfall advisories, indicate probable assessment ofwater quality standards attainment. In addition 
i m p a i m t  for pathogas andalso nfleet a dim1 Ion of all data should be wd for t h e  - m u  even during rain 
het icia1 uses. Noiably, the B a s h  l m p i m t  Listing cvcnu. Please a h  refer W the raponse for Comment No. 
Pmccu also mnVa- UK intent of Assembly Bill 41 1, 4408.9, 
which requites notification to the public ofhealth risks and 
the posting of bxches t a d  OR weekly testing. 

G.418.19 The p&arac of a rain &i%q is  indicative of water quality P-utimary posting3 a n  V i v t  of h u m  health in the No 
impaimmf during wet wenther, at lesrt in the abmeeafsite- absence ofactual mitor ing data. Bug in the abmcsof  
s&ific data tothe mntmry. As many beaches arc not data, precautionary postings do not indicate that water quality 
monitored during w e j ~ a t h e r  to provide acfual data, ignwing standarb are not mst. Actual impaimrnucan only be 
these advisory pastings grossly undenntimats the actual assessed fmm the existing dataand infomtion. Without data 

and information related to standards necedsnee there is no 
basis for listing. 

G.418.20 The SWRCB d- not have the diwmion to suddenly treat Rainfall advisories and precautionary posting3 are information No 
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rainfall advisarisand p s a u h n q p a s t i n g s  differently fmm that is included in the d. This informstion has littleuse 
other dam, aspmpmed To do so is not only nbifnry and in a s s s i n g  if water quality standark are aaaind, but the 
with& rubgmlial cvidma, it gives an imcamte uwrr-t most direct way to if mcda& us md is to evaluate 
ofthe rtafe's impaired w a r n  and impmpsrly fails to p lan  actual bacterial data Tbae types o f p t i n g s  fpn save as a 
watsrr on the 303(d) list way to idmtify waters and mditions where additional 

monitorine is needed. 

0.418.21 T h e e m D T i s  also msmd about the SWRCB's failure 
to mnsida f d m l  rrgulzionr that q i m  llNng or 
WrraMed'wfnr. EPA'r 2002 Guidance stales that 
t h a e n e d  watm mut be lined if'a pollutant har w e d ,  is 
suspected ofcausing, a i r  pmjscted to c a w  an impairment." 
The 2002 Ouidance even includes a definitim of threatened 
Mtm, which i d &  waters forwhich '"the wafer quality 
standard is being attained, but non-nttainmt is p d c t e d  ... ." 
Therefore, the SWRCEl's failurc to include h t m e d  waters 
on the 303(d) list is impmper and mnvaryto federal law and 
results in an inmmplete and inaccurate lid of i m p i d  wafers. 

The SWRCB -ndd to the iuuc of listing h t m c d  No 
waters when water quality standards arc not md (rsspwrc to 
Commmt No. 0.1 1.6). OUler types ofthreatened w a r n  have 
bem listed. For orample, the SWRCB staff have 
nxmnmmdd waters to be listed i f thns is sediment toxicity 
or benthic community impam and the pollutant C- or 
mnhibutcsto the a d v a x  impacts. Lktingsare also carried 
foruard i m  the 2002 p m p d  lin where fishingndvisorics 
havebeen i m d  even if monitoring data do not show that fish 
or shellfish show slevatsd mnecnvationsof contaminants. By 
USEPA definition, this situation is a threamed water. 

G.418.22 The SWRCB has not adequately shown why such an allowable The srcndanee rate is related to certainty in mcasurrment and No 
e x d e n s e  rate of 10% should be applied to toxicity and has not to any spnific water quality standard. Please rcfnto the 
failed to admuatelv show that it would be consislsnt with resmnws for Comment Nos. G. 1 1.23 and G.42 1.13. . . ~~ - 

water quality stuldards. Moreover, it appears that the choice 
of25% allowable cxeeedcnea for conventional pollutants was For toxicity, the SWRCB staffappmach for developing listing 
e h m  arbitrarily. recommendations war a caw-bysase assessment of the data 

and information available for a water body. Typically, staff 
used relatively small data s& to develop the raommendatians 
because that is all that was available. Staff a w e d  the 
higher falac negative e m  i n h m t  in smaller data sets but 
did not accept false positive emr rates that wns vay  small 
(it., smaller that presumed msasument srmr). The 
enmdanss r a t s  used were based on the expsstcd 
measurement morsofpmision for this typc o f m c a s u m t .  
M a s u m c o t  m o r  is acceptable even in the most 
comprehmsive monitoring pmgrams in the state and Nation. 
For example, the BPTCP monitoring dfo* -fed toxicity 
tcst precision of 40 pcrccnt or lcss. Use of 10 patent 
a m d a n c e  rate is thnrfore mvimnmental muscrvativc. 

G.418.23 While it mentions a 25% exmdmee me, USEPA'S 1997 The justification is presented in the mpansss to Commsnt No 
305@) Guidance suggests the uw of 10% for convmtional Nor. G.11.23 and G.421.14. 
pollutants. The SWRCB has not explained why the higher rate 
is justified hns. Thus, h e  allowable excndmee rats u x d  
thmughout the listing doeummt are arbifracy and capricious 
and unsuppolfed by substantial evidence. 
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G.41824 The mmmnter is mncsmd about wams impaired by SWRCB M k n o w  of no f a d  or informal guideline or Yes ValumcN 
polyixomiNteddiphcnyI dhns (PBDE). The lack of numeric standard for water Ulnt muld be usd a intcrprrt 
criteria is notdispmitive, especially whcn narrative criteria are polybmminatcd diphenyl elha (PBDE) &la In lieu ofan 
availsblc- In lhisuwnrtio~ the nanative criteria submitted intcrpnLBtiyc guideline, s l a f fmld  intaprst narrative 
previously Wly warnnethe listing of PBDE impaid  waters. srandards using an analysis ofbeneficial use impads. This 

analysis could conceivably include infomalion fmm ~~ient if is  
litnahus on the cffezts of PBDEs including lhality, 
nnuotoxicity. repmductivc i m p a i m 5  or 
immunosuppression as well as how thcw factors linkto water 
quality. No information on the effects o fPBDb and the links 
to water quality is in the adminishative m r d .  

The response to Comment No. 2.15.9 will be changed to 
reflcn this information. 

G.418.25 The commsntermncurp with the comments submitted by Heal Comments acknowledged 
the Bay with regard to Ur need for adding Compton Crnk to 
the 303(d) List as impaired for trash. The evidence submitted 
clearly shows Ulnt this water body is currently impaired for 
this polhlautanr In addition, we also soncur with Heal the Bays 
comments with regard to lhc inappmpriate failure to lisl or the 
ommssd ds-listine of several waters in the Lm Aneelcs repion. 

0.419.1 No revisions wsrs made to any ofthe pmposed listings or Commentaeknowledged. The s ta f fmpona  to the previous No 
supporting mcUlodology in response to pwious comments. eammcnm are unchanged. 
Thscommmtmdirag- with staffopinion in these m p o n r r  
and again subnits the comments fm mnsidmtion. 

G.419.2 Many ofthe previous concerns regarding the validity of Comment acknowledged. Mueh of the information presented No 
monitoring and water quality assessmat methodology are in the CALM document will useful in development of the 
echoed by Ute new USEPA Consolidalcd Assessmat and SWRCB policy on listing and dc-listing 
Listing Methodology fmmwmk. The commsnta encourages 
the SWRCB to adopt the CALM guidance in the Slate's water 
m l i N  -1 ~ m e n t m ~ .  

GA20.1 The Commsnternitcrarcd the c o w e m  noted in previous Commmtaeknowledged 
wiuritta  submission^ which m a i n  valid. 

G.420.2 The Wmmmternqumk that the SWRCB corn-der recently The SWRCB staffhavc reviewed the CALM guidance and 
pmmulgated USEPA report (lhe Consolidated A~xrsment and that documat d m  not cause the staffto change any ofthc 
Listing Methodology) that l a d s  additional suppart to their responses or rsmmmendations. 
concerns. 

G.420.3 The commennr quola several ponions of the CALM report The elted sections ofthe CALM guidance do not eauw the 
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~ ~-~~~ 

&at a- monitoring -t ofphysical, chnnial rtaffto change any of theraponseg ormmmedations.  
a d  biological icalMty ofthe nation's warns; the use of Much ofthe i n f m 6 o n  prswnted in theCALM dommmt 
biological indiamrs; m l i o g  t h a t n h v a r i a b l c  will urrful in d s v s ~ t  ofthc SWRCB policy on listing 
mndi-km in Mms; the& oip~bnbility sampling; &the and de-listing. 
use ofbiologienl indicators as nmre indicator for making 
-tic lifeusedctemiwtions. 

G.42I.I Almortsll of Ihe listing decisions appear to be consislent with C o m m t s  aebauledged. 
federal liding roquirsmcnts purswnt to Clean Water An 
Seetion 303(d) and its implnncnting rcgulatims at 40 CFR 
130.7. The m m t a  c o d  the SWRCB and 
RWQCBs for Uleir diligmt dfm to cornidathe l a w  amount 
ofdata, i n f o d m  and public input m i d .  The 
m-ta also appmiatedthe effom to consider prior 
sommmts on the listing pmpmnls. 

G.421.2 We remain optimistic that with a relatively mil numberof Commmt acknowledged. No 
changes inthe final listingdaisims and wppning 
dmtmmtation, the State's Section 303(d) list will meet all 
federal lidng qu i rmxnts  and be sppmvablc by USEPA. 

G.421.3 The monitoring list d i m r i m  could be interpreted to assign a Please referto the mponrs for Comment No. 4.418.17. No 
higherpriority to monitoring wntm an the monitoring list SWAMP is plannd as a comprehensive manitoringpmgram 
than to other types ofmonitoring which rrs needed in the that as- both the overall quality ofthe State's watm and 
State. An inadirate fonw an the monitoring list and Section pmvides the monitoring data to identify sites that do not met( 
303(d) w t m  could result in an inappropriate f m u  m water quality rrandards. 
ehemistrymonitoringst the mst ofdeveloping and 
implementing biological and physical monitoring m*h& 
that may pmm more diwriminatingofwntaquality 
conditions in the long run. Therefore, the cornenter 
rsommnds that language be added to Ulis d o n  
mphasizingthe State's mmmihncnt to developing and 
impl-tinga balanced monitoring pmgram designed to 
a m m p l a  multiple monitoring objectives, consistent with 
USEPA's m t  monitoring pmgram guida-. 

0.421.4 The rmnnmter lmb f o m d  to di-ring plans10 Comment acknowledged. No 
implement a monitoring pmgram in cooperation with olher 
parties that places appmpriatc emphasis on monitoring list 
waters while also i m p l m t i n g  a bmdly f o d  monitoring 
strata". 

G.421.5 Many W L  pmjcm have not been fully adopted by the State Comment acknowledged. 
for several years following completion of W L  
d-atstion, and the majorityofTMDLs targeDd m past 
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listing submissions havenot bem adopted and submitted for 
W A  appm~al e ~ n  svaal years following the tM year 
targeting paid. 

G.421.6 The mmmentaexpcsts ihe Stateto mct its targeting TMDL mplet ion with respm lo the targeting seheduls No 
commimxna and toadopt and submit TMDLs for EPA m m  completion by the RWQCBs. 
appmval mnsisrmt with its targeting schedules. If the Slate 
inlmds n meaning of 7 M D L  completion" other than final 
Staleadoptim and submittal for EPA sppmval, the Vxt should 
elarily this and aplain when each of the targeted T M D k  will 
be adopted and submitted for EPA appmval. 

G.421.7 Tk State has not eompl*ed a comprehensive TMDL Commmt acknowledged. No 
devclopmmt schedule or even a near term TMDL completion 
schedule part 2004. The mmnlercxpcs t s  the Staleto 
develop such s schedule in the near future, pshaps in 
conjunction with its adoption of the S m ' s  TMDLpolicy that 
is wm1111y under devslopmnt PI- contact us to d l s m s  
your plans far developing this schedule. 

GA21.8 Our review ofthc priority rankinp indicated that seven1 The completion dates for TMDLs completed has been Y s  V o l m  I, 
TMDLs ace scheduled for TMDL completion in 2W2. modified to reflect when the RWQCBs expM lo complete the Prioritis 
B-u~s the listing decisions apparently will nor be madcuntnl TMDLs. 
2W3, there largcting commitments should be revised to reflect 
the dippage of lhoss TMDL completion d a t a a s  wcll as the 
list adoption date. 

G.421.9 The quality ofsuppming documentation concerning 
indwidual uasr body ausumcntr has improved sincc the 
State becan ~ l s  lmone om-. haweve. msnv water bad" - 0 -  . 
aonemnents m l n  unmppavd by clcar dscnpnonr of the 
data and informat~an that wcn avatlablc and of the analyt~cal 
bars for me State's I h ~ n e  k t n o n r  S m n l  s-llic ~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~~~ - -~~ ~ ~ ~ -~ ~~~ ~7~~ ~ 

example of thex documentation p r o h l m  arc noted in thcu 
eommnts: howcwr. we w e  the Sl lu  to review u c h  of the ~~ ~ ~ ~. ~ ~ ~~. ~ -~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~~~~~ 

fact r h W  and summary rationales pmvidcd for inclwion of 
waters on the p m p d  monitoring l i n  Each and cvny water 
MY a s s m n t  c o n m i d  in a Cart shcnar monirotinv list ~ ~~, ~~~~~~~~~~~ .~ ~~~.~~~~~~~~~ - ~ 

rationale should o-t mfieient infomtion ahour the ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - 7  ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ .  -.~- ~ 

ava8lnblc data and snf-tion and the State's spzcific 
analysis supponing itr IiRing conclusion to provide a 
defmsible m o d  for the decision. 

G.421.10 The eommnter expects the State to pmvidc a robust rationale 
for any decision not lo list a water that a d s  standards for 

& SWRCB has developed well over 1 . W  fact sheets that No 
summarizethe aMilablc data and infomtion for the water ~ ~~~~~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~ -~~~~ ~~~~ 

segment-pollutant combinations. Same dsxriptions are 
unclearbecause the infomtian in the adminiJtrativs record is 
not complete or unslsar. In cach rihlation presented in the 
fact sheets and in the dsaiptiansafths information 
supporting the Monitoring Lisf SWRCB staff h a v e p m e n e  
all data and infomation submilled by the RWQCBs and in 
other rubmitlals fmm the public. 

Watns that exceeded rtvldards for toxicity or other 
characteristics of water quality (such as dissolved oxygen) 
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toxicity or diaalved o- beaux we think thse wsrs only pmposed if them were data in the adminimtive 
indisatns, by their n m  provide shongpemmptive d indicating thalopollutant 0rpollMnts csuscd or 
evividencc b t  pollldam~ s a w  ormntribme to obserwd c o n t n W  to the identified condition. Stamncntsabmt 
cxccrdsnsa. potential r o w  of polhtantsar inconshuivsmxisity 

identification svaluatiow were not sufficient to rupport a 
listing ncommcndation. In the abrenssofdnt4 -@ns 
wcrc not madcabout whuhsthapollutanU cauwdths advass 
condition. 

~- ~ 

G.421.11 Them a- to be two rituatioru in which the State did not 
propme toxicity listings ~~)hvithsmding the apparent 
exeeedenea. Firsf some watcm me listed fo ro th~~tox ic  
pollutants and the S m  may bc asvning that thae  pollutants 
am responsible forthe o b s d  toxicity. In these case, these 
waters must be listed fortoxicityw~lu~ the State can 
d o c m t  through refermato a toxicity identifistion 
evaluation (TIE) or similar analysis =basis for m a t i n g  that 
all pollutants that conhibutesignifis~tly toU 
toxicity a r e p m p e d  for inclusion an the Sstion 303(d) list. 
It would be insufficimt to suggest h t  listing one or more 
0th- toxic pollutam s a ~ s  as a sumr@c for and alternative 
to listing toxicity in these situations. 

There is no requiranent in the Clean Water Act or federal No 
regulation mndttingthat states list toxicityudss then is n 
TIE showing that pallutants are not camsing the torie 
condition. In &eloping lhs rsoMnadntlow f a  the 2002 
section 303(d) list, SWRCB pmpored lining tfthac - 
toxicity and&llutants w a e  G i a t e d  toxic 
condition. For example, in Domingua Channel several 
sedimmt pollutants were above ERMsand there- 
a-iatsd sedimmt toxicity in synoptically collected 
samples. These data arc sufficient to mommend the 
pollutants bc placed on the proposed M i o n  303(d) list 
Other pallutsne may bc contributing to the toxicity but there 
are no data in the administrative record to suppart adding any 
other pollutants to the list. 

G.421.12 At least one wata violated toxicity standards but no toxic Please refmto Gw raponsc for Commnt No.0.421.47. No 
pollutants are proposed for listing. In this situation. the water 
must be listed unlns it can be bns t ra ted thmugh  refmnee 
to TIES or reliable anal*cal -Its that the toxicity was not 
caused by the pmcnceofpollufantE. 

G.421.13 EPA's national assessment guidance d m m m t s  rsommend USEPA rsommmds that the 1997 s t i o n  305@) Ouidancs No 
listing waters for whish data show uaedenee more f i m t l y  and 2002 CALM Guidance be wed, but the use of these 
than once in any thnc year period (see, eg., EPA'r 1997 dmmsnts  ir not mandalov. The SWRCB staffhave not wed 
Seetion 305@) Guidance and 2002 CALM Guidance). the "oneacedance-in-th~e-year. guidance bee- to uw it 

literally the state must -me no mammnmtenor in the 
concentration oftoxic pollutants. Assuming no measurement 
crmr isunnaliaic. Measurement crmr is p m m t  and 
acaptablc even in the most comprehensive monitoring 
p m p m  in the state and Nation. Many ofthe best 
monitoring p m p m  accept between 10 to 30 paced  
meanurment ermr rates for inorganic and organic torie 
pall~tants. 

Measu-nt error is present whether it is achowledged 01 

not Con~c9uently. if wc do not acknowledge inherat 
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G.421.14 The eommmtcr mots that EPA's long standing interpretation 
is that waters found only to "partially rupport3'thsir m, in 
Section 305(b) asseumcnt tams, are water quality limited and 
do not mcf water quality standards. Momver, the California 
toxia ruk, which set many of the toxic pollutant stan&& 
applied in the listingpmcsss, is b a d  on the asrumption that 
both chronic and acute standards far toxic pollutanB may be 
exceeded no morcthan once in t h e  yam. 

rcemmmnt enor thm the state would likely place vmlm on 
the list that do rot exceed stan&& simply becruse of 
measurement enor. 

The CALM Guidance nddrrsss this w n a p t  using a variety of 
tmls and nppmaehs. For example, the guidanceallows for 
t h e w  of the binomial model using a 5 p m m t  weedance 
rate (no &wale forthe 5 pacmt value isgiven) with r 
wnf-of 85 -1 to evaluate the "oneucccdance-in- 
thnc-year" lnctor. Altemtively, the guidance a h  pmrider 
suggestions for using a statistical appmach to d&ne 
wmplianec with the "anecxc&nce-in-lhrec-yam" faetar 
that -Id q u i r e  at leas 1,OlO samples to determine 
complianes with stan&& within acfeptsbk e m r a n s .  Thk 
large number of samples is needed to avoid high fdae negative 
m m .  

The SWRCB staffappmeh for developing listing 
mmmendations was a case-by-c nsxssmmt afthe data 
and infomation available for s water body. Typically, staff 
used relatively small data sets to develop the m a m n d a t i o n s  
bscause that is all that was available. S t a f f q t e d  the 
higher false negative c m m  i n h m t  in smaller data ull but 
did not smpt false positive c m r  rates thnf wcn very small 
(i.e., smllathat  prerumed m s a m m n t  mor). 

SWRCB staffdid not uss the "partially support" beneficial 
uses concept in developing the rnommndations for the 
p m p d  2002 sation 303(d) list wen though the watn 
bodies that have bscn identified in the M i o n  305(b) report 
were mnsidnal for Ik list A water body wa pmpawd to be 
water quality limited ifwater quality standards w m  not met 
in the water body (as described in 40 CFR 130.2(jj). Staff 
assumed that ifwatcr qualitystandds were ow met, it mcant 
that beneficial uses not supported. The 305(b) guidance 
related to "partial support" of beneficial uses wuld not be 
intqreted by SWRCB staff to m a n  that water quality 
standards were not attained. 

G.421.15 The State has pmvided no technical or legal rationale The rationale is provide in the mponsc to Commmt No. No 
supporting a decision to pmnit more frequsnt cxcccdcncc~ in G.421.13. 
conducting the Sation 303(d) listing dssirions. Therefore, in 
each ass w h m  a water was found to exceed toxic pollutant 
standards more ofla than once in three years, the State m t  
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sib lkl t h e  w a r n  d pollutsnts apmvids a specifis 
rationals showing gmd cauv f a  not listing these warn .  

G.421.16 The fan shrrtr andother lnfomhon in the draft listing 
package & mr yet pmvidc s u l k i a t  information ~upponing 
the rrlimm upon thacpmgramr in indtvidual cases as n basts 
forwc listing impa id  vavrs. Forany impa id  warmthat 
PR not -ed far W o n  303(d) listing b a d  on 
a l m t l w  af-bk pmgrams, & fad she& andlor other 
information clearly i d a t i k d  in the sdmiwvativr record 
rmst clearly daonstrav that the altaative mfomeable 
p-m is: 

-in plaa or f i d y  scheduled for implmvntation, 
- w u i d  to be i m p l m t e d ,  
- rpedfic to the pollutanr(s) impairing water quality, and 
-highly likely to -It in &inmat ofwater quality 
standards in a -nablethe. 

G.421.17 The supporting analysis should specifically identify the 
s x p c l d  timeframe in which standards will be attained and 
explain why that is a monablc  p r i d  forthc particular 
water, source, andpollutant(s) in qustion. In addition, the 
analysis should show that t h m  are m other significant 
sou- of thcpollutant(s) in question other thm the some(r) 
addressed by the alternative enforceable mEram. 

The commmtcr pmvides criteria that are not nquircmnts of Ysr V o ~ I l a n d l I l  
the Qcan Watsr Act or f&l regulatiw. The SWRCB used 
a vnriety ofcamsidentionto p laa  watcr body-phtmt 
combinations on the p m p m s d d o n  303(d) list including the 
altematepmpmms cumnt snfmccabilily, hudink romrd of 
voluntary compliance, and implementation (PI- refer to 
Volwne I, MeUlodology to Dcvslop the List). While the 
mnsidrratians are diff-t fmm the commsntdq the 
information used m p h ~ c  waters on the Enfo-bk Ro- 
List is suhsenlirlly the saw. The information s u p n i n g  
placewnton the Enforaablc Rognm List are contained in 
the administrative mord. 

Many of the fact she& related to the watsrbodisrao thc 
Enfo-bls Pmgnm List havebeen modified to contain more 
informarion outlining the rationale for placement on this list 

The time frame forcomplstion ofthe remedial Mion is No 
pmvided when it is firmly established (such as a compliance 
date in an NPDES prmit). If particular pollutants arenot 
a d d d  by the actions used as justifications for the 
mfo-blcpmgram list then the pollutsnta not a d d 4  for 
the water M y  were placed on the pmposed d o n  303(d) list. 

G.421.18 The mionale suggests Grrsmvwd Creek ir degraded, at least Minimal in-stmm data is available for this stream. This No 
in some lacationg due to d i m a t  and temperahue. Even if decision was bawd on the k t  pmfessional judgement of 
the availabledataad infannation are mixed, the water should Regional Water Board staff involved with timber h a r v a p h n  
be listed i f t h e p r e p o n d e ~ c  of evidence suggeJts the water review who characterirc thir stream as having p a r  in-Jmam 
is not attaining theapplicable standards. The State must show sediment conditions. The inmt  ofplacing thir Jtrram on the 
n mare detailed rationale for its dsision not to listthis watsr Watch Lkt was to pmmotc monitninglasxslmmt ofin- 
or consider including it an the 303(d) l i n  s m m  sedimmt conditions in thesestram. The most 

sensitive beneficial uses supported by GreenwoodCreek 
include  use^ associated with the cold Mter fishmy and 
municipal and domestic supply. Thm is conflicting evidence 
regarding the impairment of G m d  Creek's i n s m m  
conditions due to fine sediment. The -Its of all of these 
shldie arc m i d ,  and serm to indicate, at n minimum the 
existence of localized degradation of streambed quality d w  to 
fins scdimenb. At this time, staff is unable to determine the 
sonbibuting factors causing the i m p a i m t  to the domsfie 
water supply. It is unclear, b a d  upon the available 
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infomxltia~ whe(hrrupdrram t i m k  h w a t  praslim 
eonmited to the bank m i o n  Furth- empaatore data 
h m t w o  loetions on Grosnwmd Creek s w i n g  six years of 
remrd fmm 1992 to 2000 indicate that high tempmom Wds 
may be a Y)- of impairment ofcold warn 6rhsn'sr in 
G m v m d  Creek. Basd on the wmpliatsd sirrwnstances 
~ g a d i n g t h c  drinking w t c r  apply, as well as the mired 
i n f o d o n  on the ins- rcdirnmt conditions in 
Orcmwmd C r d ,  r t r f f ~ c f o m m d s  pulling (h=-nwoad 
Creek on the wtch  list for rcdimnl  Staffalso m m m s n d s  
Ulat Grecnwood C m k  be added to the watch list for 
trmpmbmq and that additional tnnperanve monitoring at 
mom los~tions thmughout the watershed be conducted to 
evaluate possible temperafurs impairment of the cold watcr 
fishery. 

0.421.19 The rationale states Ulat dieldrin and PCB dab exceed MT& All svailabl.bls shellfish t i w e  level data for Total PCBs and No 
in Humboldt Bay, which appearj to pmvids a ruflicicnt basis dieldrin are far below FDA Adion Levels. Prsliminary 1999- 
for listing. The rstionalepmvides insuffisicnt information to 2WO data (SWRCB. 2001) fmm the State Muucl Watch 
enable the commmtsrto evaluate whether the State's decision Pmgram (SMWP) shows levels of dieldrin and Total PCBs in 
is consistent with federal listing quiremmb. The State must tranrplrnted California Mussels that exceed maximum tissue 
either list the wata or show goad cause for not listing thwc residue levels for enclosed bays and csrusris (Humboldt Del 
pollutanb by showing i b  analpisofthe available data and Norte Pier, C Sfmet, and J Stnet). Givm that the SMWP 
rationals for not listing if MTRk arc exceeded. results arc considered preliminary, and the laek of suppatting 

informdian, staff recommends canduefining additional 
monitoring at the= sites for Total PCBs and dieldrin thmugh . 
the StatsMusscl Watch Program. Additional sNdy may be 
eanduded thmugh the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 
hogram. 

G.42120 Baxd an the commentds review of the data for Lake A nnu fad sheet has been developed for this wata body- Yss ValumIL 
Mendmino that was provided by the Slate, it appeam this pollutant combination. Redon I 
watcr exceeds the appmpriate screening levels for m u r y  in 
virtually way available rample, and that the water meeb 
federal listing rrquiremenb. The water musf be added to the 
lirt or the Stale mmf show gmd caux for not listing it. 

G.421.21 Bawd on thccommentcrr review of the data for lake Sonoma A new fact sheet has been developed for this water body- Ysr Volume ll, 
that was pmvided by the State, it a p p n  this water exceeds pollutant combination. . R e o n  I 
the appropriate smening lwcls for mernuy in virtually every 
available sample, and thatthe water m& federal listing 
regllimmnb. The warn must be added to the list or the State 
must showgood eauss fornot listing it. 

G.421.22 The rattonale statcs that PCB data exceed MTRLs in the Mad All available shellfish t~rsus level data for Total PCBs and No 
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Riverslaugh, which lo pmvide n s d f w l a t  basis for dieldrin ue Car below FDA Aaim L m l r  Rlildnnry 1999- 
lishng. The rationals provide insullicient infomation to 2CmO data (SWRCB, 2MI) from he SmIe M-l Watch 
enable EPA tocvlkvv witetherthe Sere's decisim is Rognm (SMWP) shows I m k  o f T d  PCBs in UanspIwkd 
comislmt with fcdsral lisliw. mmi-h. me. S m  must California Muaels sampled at h e m 0 4 1  ofMad River Slough 
either lisl the wata or show good cause for not listing t h e  that n d  m i m u m  ti- residue l m l s  Tw cncloscd h y s  
pollumh by showing ih analysis of the available data and and &a. Given that the SMWP mulls an - i d d  
rationale for wt listing if MlRLs M exceeded. preliminary and thae is link supporting i n f m t i o n ,  staff 

rnnmnmd. conducung .dd~ttanal moniMng of Mad bvn 
Slough forTotal PCBs thmugh the S a u  M-l Waceh 
Pmgram Addltlond nvdy m y  be rmxluetcd Ihrmgh the 
~urfsce Water Ambimt Monitoring Pmgram 

G.421.23 For P+n Slough pmvide a more specific discussion of the 
v i f i c  altanativc mnml  r c q v i m n h  that will -11 in 
a t t a i m t  of standards and the basis for the Statc's 
conclusion that standards will be attained in a reasonable 
period oftimc. We an not questioning thispmposed decision 
at this time, but believe the m r d  ~ p p n i n g  this decision 
must pmvide adcanrand mom pasvarive analysis to 
the decision not to list an impaired water bared on the 
pmvisiom of40 CFR 130.7(WI). 

The fact shed has ban rrviscd to include a b e M d s n i p I i m  y e  ~0lums11, 
ofths rcqvirewns being implemented. Region 2 

G.42 1.24 Tbe stated rstionalcn for wt l i n g  several San Francisco Bay 
w a r n  and the Carguincr Strait due to PAHs and PDBE are 
incon~ismuwith federal I i i n g  requiremms. It ap- them 
have ban romcnssedmca of PAH criteria and some 
suppotting evidenccofPAH problems although the rationale 
pmvide imitfiicicnt details tomable EPA to fully evaluate 
the Slate's sscssmcnt. The State m w  pmvide a clearer and 
momthornugh dishssim of i s  assessment of PAHs and 
rationale for not listing themon the W o n  303(d) list 

PAH were not placed on the pmposcd section 303(d) list Y S  V0l"mclV 
baause PAH watn quality shndards are mot. In coming to 
this conclwion, the RWQCB reviewed the San F m i m  Bay 
Regional Monitoring Pmgram data. Even though standards 
are being met, the RWQCB remmmmdd PAH be monitored 
mom ~mpls te ly  befoce the next listing cycle. 

For PBDE, please refer to the m p o n ~ c  for C o m n t  No. 
G.418.24 

Similarly, the rationale for not listing PBDEs is vague and 
must bs clarified. lfthc State is arwrting that there are no 
reliable r-ing guidelinesagainst which to compare 
available PBDEdata, that may provide a valid basis for not 
concludingthal the waters an impaired due to PBDEs. 
How-, if reliable screening guidelines a r e ~ m n t l y  
available, available d m  musf be compared to them in order to 
apply the narrative watn quality objectives pertaining to toxic 
and b i ~ ~ m u l a t i v c  subslmes. 

~~ ~ 

G.421.25 For Lake M a c 4  the summvydata appear to indicate that the The dissolved oxygen and pH data for lake M d  am not No 
extmsivsdirrold oxygen (and possibly pH) data for this sxtmsivs. Evaluation of these highly variable typr, of data is 
water kqumtly violate the standard (in 36.93% of sample difficult with very small ample s i m  -idly when so few 
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depending u p  location)andpmvids n mfficimt basis for -1s us analyzed. Tkse datavary hourly, d i i l y ,  and 
finding the watsrto be i m p r i d  The Slats mun sirher list d l y .  With only 14 sampls in an almost thnc year 
Ulirwaterwpmvide a mush more ds(ni1ed t h i s 1  donalc psiod it is impossible to e h a r a a n k  the DO and pH 
to WR i h  findingthat t k  datlnrs i d i e n t  losuppan wnditiona ofthi. ararerbady. Evm h g h  the RWQCB 
a listing -1 in light ofthe high fmqmmcy of o b m d  reported somssrseodanca of the sacdad, this evaluation i s  
cr&cs in s s y d  locations. misleading. The spatial and temporal chnrsstsridicr ofthcw 

p a m u t m  is p r l y  characterired in this waterbcdy. Mms 
datashould be m l l d  and evalusted to add- this i s u s  in 
fuhlrs listing eyela. 

0.421.26 For Lake Man'& the Stale appun  to have sclaively -nd The guidanccdoeumnts referenced is the USEPA Guidelines No 
g u d  this 1998 listing when the mon m t l y  available fwths Rcpamion of 305(b) Water Quality Arscnmnt 
dab  do not appear@ support a firm conclusion lhat the water Reports and the CALM methodology. The RWQCB sams to 
cumntly me* waterquality standards for diwlved oxygen. the wncbion  t h t  the misting 1998 listing was not supported 
In other instaws where more -t data w n m i n g  1998 by the data originally used. Nnverdab deemed of-tnble 
listings WPS inwnclusive, the State wntinucd these listings in quality was inconclusive and thetefore the listing could not be 
2032. Thcappsmrt basis fwthe conclusion that the water maintained. 
should not be listed is an assertion that the data& M 
support the 1998 listing do not meet EPA quality and quantity 
rsquirrmmh to support Sntion 303(d) listing. The State 
raised no such wncsrns when the water was listed in 1998. 
We would rsquesl lhat the Smc identify the EPA guidelines 
which specify thedata quantity and quality rsquiremmts cited 
in the rationale. To our hawledge, them are no EPA 
rsquiremcnh ofthe type cited in the d m m m L  To be 
consiamt with the 0th- State listing decisions concerning 
previously listed wntsn, Lake Msrritl should -in l i d  due 
to dissolved or- Altrmatively, the Slats must pmvide a 
more detailed and pe-ivs rationals for applying adiffmot 
decision rationale for this water than far athas an the 1998 
list 

0421.27 The rationals is not ckar as to whether the State has 7hc stab is not relying on the ssdimcnt managnmnt planning No 
concluded that Novato Creek is not meeting warnquality process described by the RWWB. While there is nosion and 
slmdsds. It appsarr the S m  is relying upon thc'scdiment sedimentation in the Novato Creek watershed, an explicit 
management planningpmssr~ undmvay"as a basis for not linkage to beneficial use impacts and the sedimentation's 
lirting m impaired water p m a n t  to 40 CFR 130.7(b)(l). If influence on the steelhead population, has not bem made to 
SO, the mionale must d e m m l e t h a t  the cited contml plan is: date. 
- q u i d  (including specific description of the regulatony 
P-) 
-being implsmnted now or is firmly scheduled for 
implemmtab'on, 
-is specific to the pollutant ofconcern, and 
-going to -11 in attainmnt ofstandards in a reasonable 
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G.421.28 Pleawpovidcs mare dasiled r a t i o ~ l e  for nM listing The ~ r a r  body should nM& l i d c d s  lhmatencd There is a Yes VoI- 11, 
PilardlmCreek in li&t of the assmion that the Cresk is lack of dala on the turbidity of this waterbodv and a lack of R&m2 
-tend by incrcasd d i m t  pmdunian beesuse them is u n h a n d i n g  of the fonbollability of the ~ i m c n t a t i o .  The 
a elcarlinlcPgsberwm sediment d degradation of habitat . mwes of tins wdimcnt are not ndsquarJy chanslsrizd to 
f a  orasclluad in this lMtashod..." Thc nf- nlhMCes support assaion 303(d) liding now. 
for not listing due to i ~ y f f i ~ i a t  understanding o fsowas  and 
Ihe nis lmxofa  lMtashod restoration pmgrnm are imlffant 
to thcascsmmt ofavailable data and infonnntion to 
d&ne whether the nanative water quality objectives are 
mt 

G.421.29 For Redwood C M  the rationals rtavs that total foliform The data are for one wason fmmone ysarwith only I2 No 
standards w n s  sxacded in 25.33% of samples but that sample. me RWQCB staffconsiden the temporal eovaage 
milabledata wnc i m b q u t s  to draw 8 conclusion. The data ofthe &la to be inadequate for this high variable paramta. 
r W d  be d m i  in mare dmil  to suppat the assmion Lhmt More monitoring is needed to dc tmine  if listing is necessq. 
inadequatsdalanre available to support an a s c m m t .  If 
sufliciat ~ t l t i v e s s m p l e s  were svailsb!e, the 
u&a rats mentioned in the rationals appear suffieimt 
to rupportn finding of impainnnrt, 

G.421.30 The Chumash Creek fact sheet concludes that the confidence For this mk, the dissolved oxygen data is probably not Yes volume Ill, 
dissolved oxygen standards were e x d e d  is high. The indicative ofa pollutanbfaussd water quality problem because Region 3 
standard was acceded in 15% ofsamples ( ~ 2 3 0 ) .  This rncarumsnts of nitrate do not meed standards. There arc 
appcarj to pmvide sufficient evidence that the water is no other relevant nimgen data in the ncord to subrtantiatc 
i m p i d  and should be listed. The Stale must either list the that the oxygen levels are f a d  by nutrients. Additional 
water or v i d e  a g d  cause rationale for mnoluding that ntionals for this value is presented in the response to 
sfan- are not nccedsd. Commnt No. G.11.23. The fact sheet has been updated with 

the nitme information. 

G.421.31 For Llagas Ctuk, the DO standard was exceeded in 18% of For this creek, the dissolved oxygen datacouldbe indicative 
samples (n=90). This appears to provide sufficient evidence of a pllutanfeauscd water qnalityproblrm because 
that the watsr is impaired and should be listed. The Stale rneaswmmts of nihatc c x d  standards (Uagsr Creek is 
mvst either list the wafer or povidsagmd faus rationale for already listed for nutriats). Bccaus ofthe huge variability in 
concluding that standads ~IC not cxaeded. dirsolvcd oxygen conantrations in thisand similar water 

bodies, the e x d a n c e  rate for DO is not high aough to 
warrant listing this water body for low dissolved oxygen. 
Additional rationale for this value is presented in the response 
to Comment No. 0.1 1.23. When thcTMDL for nutrients is 
dcvclopd it is likely that concerns about dissolved oxygen 
will be addressed. 

G.421.32 For Los 050s Creek, the DO standard wis exceeded in 18% of For this creek, nutrients are alrcady listed for this water body. 
sample ( ~ 2 5 1 ) .  This appears to provide sufficient cvidma For this c m k  seven stations were monitored and there were 
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that the water is i m p i d  and should be listed. The State relatively f w  nmmmments ofdissolved oxygen per rampling 
must dthcr l i i  the w m o r  provide a good cause rationale for loeation. Since dirroluedoxygsn is SO -able and them - 
concluding that rtandards are not acceded. SO f r u  runpls. psr sampling l 0 d 4  the SWRCB staff 

m a d  not listing undathepe specific c i m m a m m .  
Additional rationale forthis value isp-ted in the rsJpanss 
to Commmt No. 0.11.23. 

0.421.33 For OMU Solomon Creek, the boron standard was exceeded 
in 15%ofsampla (n=34) for thir toxic pollutant. lhis  
ap- to provide sufIicient svidcnss that the water is 
impaired and should be l i d  The State must either list the 
wateror pmvide a gmd enwe rationals for concluding that 
standards are not ex&. 

G.421.34 For seven1 Pacific Ocean rites, the fast sheet should be 
revired to present the available data and clarify the s t a r s  
assessment of iL It is invalid to simolv dismiu data with an ~~ ~~ . . 
unemain quality sonhol history fmm funher considnation in 
the asvsment pmrrsr. The state should consider the data, 
taking into account that it may be of lower quality. If the data 
indicate that standards are exceeded in a vary high perrentage 
of samples andlor that the magnitude of crccsdsnces is 
n m m c ,  this would likely provide a suffsicisnt analytical h i s  
formncluding that standards are exceeded. If the State has 
specific information indicating that the data an completely 
unreliable, this information must be disntssed in the faet sheet 
oradminishativc m r d  as the basis for not relying upon the 
dab  in rhe linine aseslmnt. 

This water body-pollutant -at was not listed be~auss il No 
was the judgement of SWRCB &that the bnon 
concenlrations da not exceed the wataguality standard for 
protection of the agriculhlnl use beneficial uw. This 
judg-t is b w d  on: (I) standah are not exceeded based 
on the staffauasmrd ofthspmsibility fora f i l s  positive 
error with modaate m i n t y ,  (2) all the values that s x d  the 
standard are within a faMr of 2 ofthe standard, and (3) then 
is l a r  than one year ofdata forthis pollutant and a relatiwly 
small number ofsample pasampling loeation. Taken 
together, the staff sssarment of the data and these t h m  
facton Isad SWRCB staffto the conclusion that theboron 
concentration in this specific sihlation does not exceed the 
standard. 

The data provided to support this fad sheet is ofquestionable No 
quality because no information is provided to substantiate that 
thae  measurements an meaningful. Beyond the data quality 
issuu and some the bacteria ( d i i d  in the fact sheet), the 
data (I) a n  from very small data sets ( 4 0  sample), and (2) 
cannot be compared to standards because spccitic standards 
do not cxist for the chemicals or the parametem are measwed 
on pmencdabrence basis. Beeausc these dataare of 
quutionsbls quality and ofvery limited spatial and temporal 
representation, these watm are not rsommended to be placed 
on the section 303(d) list. The staffasscssmcnt ofthe data is 
appropriate. 

0.421.35 For San Antonio Creek, thk boron standard was exceeded in 
67% of samples ("4) for this toxic pollutant. This appears to 
provide ruficicnt svidenss that the water is impa id  and 
shouldbe l i d  unless the limited data an shown to be 
uq-wive. The State must either lid the water or 
pmvidc a good cause rationale for concluding that standards 
DIS not exceeded. 

This water body is an example o fa  small sample sirs No 
combined with an indication that water quality standards 
might be exceeded. For those m m m e n s  that did a s a d  
the standard, the crscedance was no p t e r  than a factor of 2. 
The conclusion in thir specific csw is, that in the rlaffs 
judgement, the low numbaofsarnpla precludes a 
recononendation to list this water body. 
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0.421.36 The lPn shceC for Uppa S a l i m  R i m  should be wised to The U p p  Salinas River f M  shceC h a  been revised to clarify Y s  V o I m  11, 
provide -detail mnaming the State's m- about the the mccmmmdation IMt (o includethis ~~terbodypollutant Region 3 
nliabilityoftbc datamdtorrmlly awnmarirethe available combinations on lhe 303(d) l i s ~  
d m .  Thestate musl explain i n m  c l d y  why it has 
mncludedthat ilwfficisnt data are available to support a 
listing -L 

G.421.37 The fM shs*forC.lkguar C d  Reach I appears fo argue, 
that slUlough the water is impl id ,  it is not being listed 
because is@fis polluLrnt is not identified. As d i d  in 
the bodyoflhis lmer, thir is not a valid basis for elceting wt 
to l ia  P water that ex&  native water qualify standards. 
The State musl citha list the water or pmvide a good cause 
rat imls  for mncluding that standards a n  not e x d e d  If 
the rationale is Ulat other toxic pollutank an a l d y  listed, 
the St* would needto show a stmng analytical basis for 
concluding Ulat t h s s  listed pollutants account forthe 
obarrvedbm&ie community impairment. 

0.421.38 Callcguas Creek Reach 4 exceeds the appropriate Bomn 
critsrionin 11/13 samples, thcehlaridecritsrion in 12115 
samplcr, IheTDS nitcrion in 13/15 samples,and 14/15 
samples fmsulfatr The State's rationale far not listing is, that 
thsrs an no w a t a M y  specific objectives in the Barin Plan 
f o r t h s s p o l l u t a n W p p m  to be invalid. The State should 
apply the narrative objative(s) appmpriate for consideration 
o f thsc  pollutanS and it a p p r s  appropriate to apply the 
criteria valucr applied elsewhere for evaluation of these 
pollutmts. 

A number of polluunts an lined for Calleguas Crsck Rash  No 
I .  In thir speetfic urs thsw pollutants (c g., mppcr, nrkel, 
and zinc) likely c a w  or contribute lo the benhtc community 
impad conditions obwn,ed. As di-cd in other mmmnt 
rrrpan9es, SWRCB staffonly pmpox to l is~ pollutants on the 
section 303(d) list and are pmportng m to list water body 
condtoons. PI- alro rdnto the -nwr for Commsnt 
Nos. G.421.10and4.408.15. 

The fad sheet will be changed toclarify the recommendation Yes Volum 11, 
rationale of excluding this waterbody on the 303(d) forbmn.  Region 4 
sulfate, chloride. and TDS. 

0.421.39 For Canada Larga, the DO standard was exceded in 24% of The momendation is to listthis water My-pollutant No 
samples (n=21). This appears to provide sufficient evidence combination. 
that the water is impa id  and should be listsd. The State 
m t c i t h a  list the water or pmvidss good sausc rationale for 
mncluding that standards are not e x d e d .  

G.421.40 The Cold M fact shed appears fo w e  Ulat although the Watm that c r d e d  standards forexces algae wece only No 
water is impairrd due to algae, it is not being listed because a proposed if then wne data in the administrative record 
speeific pollutant is not identified. This is not a valid basis for indicating that a pollufant or pollmnts caused or contributed 
elening not to list a water that exceeds water qualify to the identified condition. Sktemenk a b u t  potential s o w s  
standards. The Stltc musf either listthe water m pmvidc a ofpollutank or ineonclusivs toxicity idsntification evaluations 
goodcauwratianalc for concluding that standards are not wen not sufficient to support a listing m m m a h t i o n .  
exceded andlor th& no pollutank contribute to the observed 
algaepmblnn SWRCB staff is taking this p i t i o n  bsauss ssvml factors 

can influence the p m c e  and gmwh ofalgas. For example, 
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in a nsarby credg similar to Cold Crcck, the d s )  of the 
algal p w l h  areunclear. Algal bia- in thioacck in 
gmaally low in winter, whcn high rrsdr flow rmurths 
alga+ and I-hnpaaDucn and shartcr days limit the algae 
rrstablish-t following rain -5. In the winter, flow 
water t e n p a a m ,  and sunlight levels am p b b l y  mom 
impornot than nutrient conemwtions (which ins- in this 

during winter). In the wmm, evidence fmm the 
nerby rrsdr that nutrient control gmwh is +Meal. For 
example, a ~ t n v a t e r  mrment  plant tcnninatcd rvnnnsr 
discharges anddownsVeam M M ~ Q ~ ~ I S  o f n u e i a h  
dmpped dramatically. Algae c o w  did not change as 
compared to the upsmam locations. ConrcqucnUy, in order to 
defmnine ifa TMDL can be developed for Cold Creek 
additional monitoring data and infomation is d e d  to 
decennine if pollumts ars responsible for the algae p w h .  

G.421.41 For Lm Angela HarborEomlidated Slip, Nickel lsvsls in The recommendation for this water body-pollutant Yes Volume ll, 
Kdimmt exceeded screening guidelines in 515 sample. This combination has bnn revised and the recommendation Region 4 
appeared to be a sufficient basis for listing other watm in the changed. 
State. The State must pmvide a more detailed rationale 
supponing its conslurion that insufficient data am available to 
suomrt an as-merit afniekel in this water. 

G.421.42 The Lm Csrritm Chamel faa  sheet appean to argue that 
allhough the watn is impamre4 81 ir not bcmg listed k s v v  a 
spcctf~ pollutanl ir no1 ~dmtlfied As d ~ r e u s ~ d  in the body 
of thtr l t a .  thls i s  not a vnhd hasn for clsrung not lo ltrl a 
waterthat exceeds namtiw waterpl i ty  standah. The 
State must either list the water or pmvids a gwd cause 
rationals for concluding that standards are not exceeded. If 
the rationale is that other toxic pollutants am already listed, 
the State would need to show a stmng analytical basis for 
concluding that these lisudpollutants account for the 
observed sediment toxicity. 

G.421.43 The Mdhath Lake fact sheet appears to argue that although 
the water is i m p i d ,  it is not being listed because a specific 
pollutant is not identified As discussed in the body ofthis 
l e m ,  this is not a valid basis for elKting not to lirt a water 
thatsxsesds narrative watn quality standards. The State must 
either lirt the water or pmvide a good c a w  rationale for 
concluding that stan- are not exceeded. If the rationale is 
that othcr toxic pollutants am already listed, the Stale would 
need to show a stmng analytical basis for concluding that 

&ten that exceeded standards for toxicity or other No 
characterirtics of water qualily (such as dissolved oxygen) 
were only propored if there w m  data in the administrative 
word indicating that a pollutant or pollutants c a d  or 
contributed to the identified condition. Pollutants, such a 
chlordane, cause or contribute to the observed toxicity. Please 
referto responses to Comment Nm. 4.408.15 and 0.421.10 
for additional mponscs on listing related to water body 
conditions. 

Waters that exceeded standards for benthic community No 
impacts or othcr characteristics ofwabr quality (such as 
dissolved oxygen) were only proposed if there were data in the 
adminlstrative record indicating that a pollutant or pollutants 
c a d  or contributed to the identified condition. Pollutants 
such a PCBs and dieldrin cause or contribute to the ob-ed 
toxicity. Please refer to rprponrpr la Comment Nor. 4.408.15 
and G.421.10 for additional raponra on listing related to 
water body conditions. 
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t h e  l i d  pollutants account for theobsvved M h n c  
C o n a m u u t y M U m  

G.42 1.44 Snn Gabrid River Rcach I, 0th- wntm ds-listed brwd on The fact shed has been modifidto include the additional Ya VohunslI, 
mliancs on nutrient e ~ l m l s  in NPDES permis: The State's infomrtim hornthe Administrative Record. Region 4 
ratiomale for not lining this impa id  water for toxicity and 
m i a m u l h e r  ~ - -  =---- ~- --. 
(I)ammama is the ipnnclprl" cause ofloxicity and 
(2) the NPDES permnu will bring about attainmnl of 
ammonia scandards in the WTW dish- to this River. 

In wdn iw this ntimale to k comktsnt with federal listing 
n q u i m t a ,  the State must dsmonrtrate that: 
(I) t h c n a n m  otherpotmtially significant m a  of toxicity 
and 
(2) t h m  are no atherpolmttslly ngnlfiwnt sours- of 
amonla dtwhsrges to the Rtvcr 

In addition, the State must specifically demonstate that the 
otha enfarcable mechanism will bring about attainmat of 
water qualitystandards in n reasonable period of time. 

G.42145 The Butte Slough faashcet indiwta that 7% d m m l e s  
(n=99) a& the criteria value for molinrte Thiiappcars 
to pmvidc sufficient evidence that the watrris impaired by 
this toxic pesticide and should k listed. The State must dhn 
list the water orpmvidc n good c a w  rationale for concluding 
that standards an not exceeded. 

As staled in the fast sheet, an inadequate number of sampla No 
exceeded the evaluation crimia value. All thcdataused in 
thisassessment waseollcevd dwing the perid ofapplication 
of molinatc to rice (geacrally may and J w ) .  m&ta 
winvcd show that the cvaluatim values was a d e d  five 
tima in 1996 and huo times in 1997. The mngnihldc of the 
observed concentrations wenvery close to the I3 ufl 
evaluation value; in 1996 and 1997 the highat values 
obsvved wae 15.7 ufl and 16.42 ugn. The evaluation 
value was not exseeded in data from 1994,1995,1998,1999, 
and 2000. Given the cimmstanea in this @ d a r  
situation. Butte Slouxh should not k listed for molinate. 

G.421.46 The Camanehe Reservoir fadsheet indicates that 7% of As stated in the fact shcet, a inadequate numbsrofsampla No 
sampla ( ~ 2 6 0 )  mceededthc criteria valw for aluminum. exceeded the evaluation criteria vahe. The mmegnimde ofthc 
This appears10 pmvidc sufficient evidence that the watmis standards exeadanes is evaluated in the f m  s h e e ~  The 
impaired by this toxic mctal and should k listed. The State highest values observed wue during a stom Ifthsrs values 
must ether list the water or pmvidc a good cause rationale for are m o v e d  fmm thcdata set, a vaysmall prcentagc ofthe 
concluding that standards are not exceeded. ssmpls m e d  the evaluation value (6 percent of the 

samples). 

G.421.47 The Putah Creek fast rhcn appean to argue that although he Putah Creek wahrr wen identified as being toxic but m, 

water is impaired by toxicity, it is not k ing  listed because a pollutants w m  identified as causing orconnibuting to the 
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~ p ~ ~ n f i c  pollYt.nt is m( ~3ent i f id As d i d  in the body ohrerved toxne mndition l k  RWQCB doswrrnetion atales 
ofthk lmn, this is na s d i d  basis for cleeting not to list a for Iowa Putah Cmk: 7hesaurm of the uuicity may 
virtu that a& uuloty wbr quality smt& The Slate include wpmded solids(ine1uding pamNbts &cIebomd 
muat 6th- lia the wsr or povlde n gmd caw RMnnle for ehanbls a toxicants) 2nd d~won. How=.  ahn fol lmup 
mncludmg that r(anda&ilrr not usssdsd nndlor that t a s  failed La pinpoint potential -use($) (although r o m  d 
pollutanfs do not m n b i ' e  m thcobvmd Laxicity. the latP eliminated ammonia and pathogmicity n rowscr). 

In Mher cawg no f~llow-up tats WIT tun and the c a w  offhe 
toxicity is unknown." 

The unknom Laxicity identified inuppapUtah Cze& d d  
nn conclusively show the pollutant that caused orsonhibutsd 
to fheobwed toxic condition. Follow-up taricitytsts shw 
no toxic mnditions. Sfudidis did shew that "an-polar 
chemicals whm increased to Uvee ti- the mnmeation in  
ambient mca did cause toxicity. Thac conmwtiom do 
not ~ t n m b i e n t  warneonanhations and muld not be 
linked to the originally observed toxicity. 

Because of the transient nshlre ofthe toxicity and sincsa 
pollutant was not cleady idmtlfied, more monnmnng should 
be completed to dncrmnne r f  these waters are toroe and m find 
the rrrponstblc pallutant(r) The fact sheet has been mod~fied 
to include this infonnatian. 

0.421.48 For Searlr. Lake, the State is dy ing upon an alternative The fact shca has bem modified to include a bencr Yes Volum Ill. 
mforeeable program as a basis far not listing an impaired description ofthc enforeeablc pmgramuwd. Region 6 
wa tapu~an t  to 40 CFR 130.7@XI). The fad rhnt  and 
supponing daumcn@tion musf d m m t s  that the cited 
mnml  p-m is: 
-required (including s~eeific description ofthe ~ m l a t o w  . . .~ 
PA) 
-being im~lmmted now or is firmly scheduled for 
imp~&niation, 
-is Specific m the polluUnI(s) ofmn- and 
- goingto mu l l  in  m i n m t  of smdardr in a manable 
time. 

G.421.49 Multiple watas including: Barney Lake, Blaekwood Creek, The descriptions of the sfam of the waters on theRegion 6 Yes V0lwm nl, 
Blue Lake, Bomic Lake, Buckeye Creek, Chain o Lakes, Cold Monitoring List havebeen clarified. Region 6 
Stream: The mtionels provided in support ofthe deeision to 
include nummus waten in  Region 6 on the Monitoring List 
are inmflicicot to d l s  rsvisws~s to determine whetherthess 
deeisionr aremmisrml with fsdsral listing nquinmcnfs. The 
rationals must disfuss in mare dstail why: 
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- W e n t  data M available to mess waters, 
- W e n t  numkrs ofncsedencsr w n s  idmtifid to 
wmnl l i n g ,  andlor 
- wby data are of insuf f i s imt~ l i ty  to be d in 
asesmmtr 

M o m m a ,  the mtimals  -tdly d i m  the need to asas 
w M s r  beneficial uss arebeing impactd. While this 
infomtion is useful in -ing rmdvds sminment, it is 
not necessary m d m a m l e  that- anno t  a m i d  in ordn 
to show that currently applicable narrative andlor numeric 
wata qualily standards are being exceeded. 

G.421.50 The mmmenleh review of-t data for New Rivu found 
no ncecdencu ofapplicable water quality standards. The 
Slrts should review the basis for i s  decisions to listssvml 
organic pollutants for k N e w  River. Ifthe Stale believes the 
data support a listing decision, thedata should be provided for 
EPA minu and summarized in the fact sheets. If not, thsx 
pollutultr should not be listed. 

G.421.51 The Anaheim Bay fact shed indicates that pesticide data 
n e e d e d  MTRLs in 4 aamplcr. The fad sheet must describe 
in more detail the bask far the Slate's conclusion that an 
insufficient number of excecdencsr were found to ~ p p o n a  
dssirion m list the water for psrticides. 

It is clear that thesubstances are d e t s c d  in Uls New River. No 
The RWQCB has found that thcw detections ex& the 
nanative water quaIilyobjestiv=s for the New Riw.  The 
presence oftheseeanstiturns at the rrpolfed levels indicates 
that untrsatcd waste~Lers arc being discharged into the Rim.  

The fact sheet was wised  fo eonfain a better dewriptian of Yes Volum Ill, 
the basis for not listing. Region 8 

G.421.52 The BDls Chica f a a  shed indicata that Cu and Ni samples The fact sheet was revised to contain a better description of Yes VolwaelIl, 
exceeded the applicable objectives in 414 samples for each the basis for not listing. Region 8 
pollutant. This a-rs to provide a mffleimt basis for 
mnchding that standards arenot mined.  The fact she3 
must describe in more detail the basis fw the Slatc's 
mnclusion that an insufficient m b e r o f s r m d c n e a  were 
found to support a decision to list the water for Cu and Ni. 

G.421.53 The Chino Cmtk, CucamongaCnsk, Huntington Harbour, The fact s h d  wcn r a i d  to contain a bcncr description of Yes Volum Ill, 
and Little Comna Beach fad rhab should summarize the the basis for not listing. Little Comna Bash  will be moved off Region 8 
availabledata and mors clcady explain the basis for the ofthe Monitoring List beeauss t h m  is ~ f f i c i m t  data to 
Stnts's conclusion that i ~ l f f i s i m t  data were available to assess that water quality standards are amined. 
m&c an assssment determination. The fact s h d  for Bolsa 
Chica and Huntington H&r a t e  hat less than 10 data 
points are available. This infers and expectation that at leasf 
10 data points are needed to aucs these wales and toxic 
pollutantn. This apntation is ineansis~eot with the State's 
listing methodology (p. 10) and with EPA's assessment 
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g u i k  

G.421.54 Wc.ppndanhttheStakhas~~~fully ~ ~ i d a s d t h 5  On Febmq 4,2003 the SWRCB plaad the pmpased OMge Yes V o h  llI, 
analytical basis farde(amining wh&?xWsh is cawing Cowty Gmsllins listings for trash on the Monitoring LisL Regions 8 and 9 
violatiem ofnumerk W a @ i t y  standads on Orange PI- refer to the r a p o n a m  mmmcnt 9.4103 and 0.407.8. 
Gmnty beasha. We understand b a d  on our discussions that 
the Slate is now mnsidering not listing Orange Cowty 
Beacha b a d  on reliance m the NmhKknWl Orangs 
&Wny s- -B .S %i mfOKcabk 
program gwmant to 40 CFR 136.7@)(1). As we discussed, 
the State would n d t o  ~~ h t :  
(I) there M no otherpotentidly significant soumes of trarh 
that are not rcgulahd through thcpsrmit and 
(2) the permit will bring about aminmsntofwater quallty 
objmives applieableto muh within a reasonable period of 
t t m  Based on p w  d-poon oflhs muh sources and the 
-4 it appears thae dsmonltratlons canna k ma& and 
that thc ~ g g a t e d  rat~onale for nor lhst~ng the bwchcs bared 
on relianec on an alternative control program is inconsistent 
with federal listing requirements. 

p~ 

GAZI.55 Picass clarify (ifconst) why the Basin Plan fribulary rule The basin plan stam: 'Specific waters which an M1 listedas No 
standards do not apply to Ssnta Ana Delhi Channel which is having the ramc kncficial w s  as the stream, lakes or 
tributary lo N-rt Bay. memoirs to whish they are tributary . . . ." The channel is 

tributary to Newport Bay which is not a saeam lakc or 
reservoir. 

0.421.56 For Santa Margarita River, the rationales should summarin The Fad Sheets for The Ssnta Margarita Riva, Uppecand No 
available datathat i n d i d  "possible srccedanee" of Barin Lower segments, for imn, mangansg sulfate, andTDS, have 
Plan objectives far imq manganese, sulfatg and TDS. Ifthe been xv ixd  to indicate that the data mllccted waJ inadequate 
water quality standards arc exceeded, the State must pmvide a to list for variour m n r  The Monitoring List is the 
cl-r dtionale for not listing them. appropriate regulatory tml at this point: possible impacts to 

beneficial user is hinted at but not yet mfid by the 
available data. The p f  of data should be supplmcnted with 
additional monitoring. - 

G.422.1 The commcnter cmwnds the SWRCB for m g n i r i n g  that Comments acknowledged. No 
misting altemstc cnfomable pmgnms can substihrtc for 
TMDLs. We agnt  thatthesepmgramg like TMDLs, are 
intended to relmcepollutant levels to attain water quality 
standards. Development ofTMDLs would indeed k a 
redundant dfort forwarcrbody-pollutant combinations for 
which alfsmatecnfomeable pmgram an already k ing  
implnnmtcd. Therefore, we support retention ofthe pmpoxd 
Alternate E n h e a b l e  Pmgram liat. 
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G.422.2 Thcestabliihmcntatthc p r o p o d  Monitoring List ir vital to Commmt aeLnowledged. 
the intsgrity ofthe S m ' s  303(d) listing -, and should 
bsmaincd The Moniroring List is an appmpriate vehicle for 
listing the mmus water M i a t h a t  roquitr htihsr 
evnluatior. 

G.422.3 a n  anclearly m s a  for which the available data arc commmt achawledgcd. 
insufficient to list. Inclusion o f thse  warnbodis on the 
303(d) 1istconstiD.W a failure to meet the additional 
rrquircnvnt &at& listing include a descriptianof the 
pollutantruusing theviolation (40 CFR 130.7@)(iii)(4)). To 
men thiseriterion, sufficient data must mist to clearly 
establish a relationship bmvm the violation and the listed 
m,llutanl. 

G.422.4 The Staff Report statsthat staff "identified a n d l o r d "  The SWRCB staff have mly p-ed list i fa  pollutant has No 
the smssor lmediw~ef ic ia l  uses for each water M y -  been identified as musing or conhibuting to the observed 
pollutant combination. In fan, though, specific identifieation water quality conditions. l f a  numeric wsterqualityobjedive 
ofpollutants is nec-ry; a description o fa  "condition was available fora pollutant, excdanecaf  the numeric 
causingor wnhibuting to water quality standards m -  standard was sufficient to supporta listing m m n d a t i o n .  
atllinmcnt" is an inadequate basis for the devclopmcnt of a 
TUDL if it is not aesompanied by data substantiating a causal 
relationship to om or mom polluhnu or shssor~. 
"Conditions" and "pollutantr" a n  not the same, and musf not 
bc conridcnd intcmhangcabls in the contut ofmicuing 
water bodies for the 303(d) lirL Both ax ncm~ary for a 
listing to bc valid and to have value as s basis f a  M D L  

GA22.5 The earnenter wishes to point out that some of the listing Comments acknowledged. No 
mmmndat ians  bmght  to the SWRCB by the RWQCBs 
are based on little more tha"obscrvation of "conditions." In 
wntinuing to bring better science into the listing pmess, we 
must- that all listings mcst the samestandard of 
scientific validity that the SWRCB has mbraeed. 

0.423.1 Cities throughout California arc interc~ted in impmving water Comment acknowledged. No 
qualityardan aware of the impomnee ofthe 303(d) list. 
Thus, we believe the revisions to the list will have an impact 
not only on water quality statewide, but dinctly and indirectly 
on a variety aflmal govemmcnt activities. 

G.423.2 The wmente rwisha  to emphasize that the establishment of Comment acknowledged. 
the proposed Monitoring List is vital to the integrity of the 
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State's 303(d) lirtingpmcsn,and should be retained. The 
Monitoring List is mappmpriatc vehicle for listing the 
n u m m u s ~ t a b o d i a  Wrsquire funhcr evaluation. The 
Monitoring Lie pmvida lhe dats and rrgbnal board% and 
othuinterrrtcd gmup with am%m for examining water 
bodies where insufficientpollutant-s+fic nwntrie data 
exists inordurn darrmine wha, if any, future anion is 
noccrsary. 

G.424.1 While mappmiate lhe clarification on th? process in which Pless refato the mpnse far Comment Nas. 0.403.15 and No 
to handle informal srilrria (rec Respanse to Commmt No. 0.424.3. 
G.9.9). we feel lhat i t  is nol appropriate to substitute informal, 
advisotyaitaia for adopted objmivs. If adopted objectives 
are m t  pmvidingadoquate- pmtsfion, thox objestivs 
should be misited through the standard-~elting pmess ( i t .  
during Tr im ia l  Review) in accordance with the Clean Warn 
A d  and PomColope Water Quality Conml Act. Listing 
waters based on someathacriterion and pmacding with 
TMDL dsvslopmsnteonstiute an impermissible "end run" 
amund the sta~torily-mandated standard setting pmcss. If 
the SWRCB skips lhe economic analysis and other pmcsdwal 
reguiremcnts d l h e  formal water quality standards ssning 
p m  by theuseof informal or othaunadopted criteria, 
then the SWRCB is obligated to consider such impacts and 
conductswh analyses i n  -.ration of  the 303(d) list. We 
recommend 303(d) listings should be wricted to water 
bodies with atablished n m r i c  water quality criteria or 
pmpcrly adopted numaic hanslatom for nanative criteria. 

0.424.2 Ifthe SWRCB skips the emnomis analysis and other 
proeedunl q u i m m t g  o f  the formal water quality standards 
satingpman by the use of informal or other unadapted 
criteria, then the SWRCB is obligated rn consider such 
impam and condun mch economic analyses in preparation of 
the 303(d) lisr 

G.424.3 The cornenter mommended that d i m  and indiren costs 
assoeiatcdwith each 303(d) lisling (including TMDL . 
devclopmnt and implcmntation) should be estimated as 
apart of the listing p-, not later a h  the List is appmvcd 
(as ~ m n t l y  happens). In  cases w h m  these costs wsn 
properly aeeounted for i n  the water quality standarb setting 
p m c w   the^ cost esttmalsr wn reference Ute appruprlalc 
documents For all athnlinmgr, the SWRCR.orappmpnatc 
rrg~onal b r d .  should pmvrdccrl8matsr m thecost areas 

E~anomis analysis is not required for the section 303(d) No 
pmccss. No new standards are being develop. R&cr, misting 
narrative and numerical water qualify standards are being 
interpreted rn decide which waters are in need ofa TMDL. 
When TMDLs are developed and incorporated into Basin 
Plans emnomies must be conridered. 

- 
Please refer to the rsrponx for Comment No. G.424.2. No 
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listed above fwths TMDLpmgram 'lW de~lapment  and 
public dkl-ofthis infomtion is essential for the 
SWRCB to makc i n f d  decisions when adapting the 
303(d) LiR as well as fwthe public to undmtand the 
impli~tion. ofthc L i s  

G.424.4 The adoption ofthe 303(d) list is only lhsbginning ofthe C o n n m b  acknowledged NO. 
p-. Enns in the Iiiling- may -It in t i m  and 
rrroura d n g  d e b  while intaated &a argue 
about the appopriate nituion to use to asnm pmMion or 
moration of. rranicularwnter W. 

0425.1 We support the addition ofthe Monitoring Lirt This Comments acknowledged No 
~ ~ n ~ t i l u l s  a rignifieant improvement to the listing pmcar. 
We also support dslirting based on findings that the 
e r d -  WE due to natural cause and not listing wnter 
bodies fw whish an a l m s t e  e n f o ~ a b l e  program has been 
already established that can add- the water quality problem. 

0.425.2 There- still some problems with the impairment PI- refer to the response for Commsnt Nos. G.11.12, No 
designations identified In the Revised 2002 List. The Clan  G.403.10,403.11, and G.403.12. For all waters r e m m d c d  
Water Anclearly states that the 303(d) fist must include a farthe section 303(d) list, staffhave identified ths pollutant 
duaiption ofthe pollutants causing the violation ofwater that caused or mnVibuted to the ucadancs ofthe water 
quality standards. Without the q u i d  daniption of a quality standard. 
specific polluentlstrswrr. the 303(d) list is simply 
c n u m t i n g  generalized mnditions of Impairment for which 
there is too liitle Information to develop aTMDL. Example 
of such mnditionr of impai-t m t l y  found on the 
303(d) list include: 

Beach el- 
* Benthic Community Degradation 
.Color 
Degraded Benthos 

Eutmphication 
Toxicity 
Turbidity 

Any water body for whish only a mnditian has been identified 
should be placed on the Monitoring Lid for further evaluation, 
the Regiml Boards can then use the MonitMing Lid to guide 
their wo* in idcntifyingpollutanb for which valid TMDb 
muld be established. 

G.425.3 Due to USEPA'S approve ofthc entire 1994 Los Angela Please refer to the response for C o m n t  No. 4.3.1. No 
Basin Plan Amendment, any listing related to an MUN 

R-5-434 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
NUMBER SECTION 

designation Ulat ismmidxed on Table 2-1 in the 1994 Basin 
Plan should be mmvd fmm the2002 lisL (See US. Cenml 
Dish+3Coufsdecision that EPA Msdiabitrarily in 
dssiwtina MUN wes fm svsh water bodies.) 

G.425.4 The National Remrh  Cwnsil (NRC), in its rcpM Commmt achowledgcd. No 
"Assming the TMDL Appmach to Water Quality 
ManagrmmS" mmmnB an the need for states to "develop 
a m t c  usc &sigmatinu for water bodies in advance of 
-t and refine Ulac urs dcrignatimspriorto TMDL 
d-lopmn~. We quest that the SWRCB cnwurage th: 
RWQCBs to follow thmgh on a rigomus review of beneficial 
uwr that reflects actual usep forthe water bodies 

G.425.5 The cnnmmmsuppom the technical comments made by the Plsaw refer to the m p N e  to Commnt Nos. (I.) 4.416.7, (2.) No 
Lor Angelen County Depamncnt of Publie Works concerning: 4.410.4, (3.) 4.15.7 and4.404.2, (4.) 4.4041 and 4.410.5. and 

(5)G.10.21 and4.410.6. 
- Waterqualityeriteria foraquatic life 
-Seasonal variations in water quality 
- N o n d M U  
- Hydmlogie patterns in waterquality 
- l ~ u f f i c i m t  execdances for listing. 

0425.6 We agm with the County and y o u  staif that this consiuent C o r n m t  aekowledged. No 
application ofappmpriatc criteria, the use afa  consistent 
appmach for interpreting date, md a formal quantitetivc 
weight ofcvidmec appmach will be beneficial to the 303(d) 
pmcsss. We also mppon the County's specific 
rewmmdations for moving ccMin prnpored listings for 
water bodies in the La. Angcles region to the Monitoring List. 

G.426.1 Thceommmm continues to be optimistic that the storm water The implrmcntafion ofthe storm water permit forthe Orange Yes 
NPDES Dmrjt will be allowsd to add- the msh i m e  an County coastline has shown good prn- in i~tallation and 
Orange &mly beaches. Tcn trash and debris h r r  have ope&on ofbest managrms~pr&li& (swh an hash and 
beeninstalled in a number of flwd mntml channels and debris bwms). The initial m s ~ l m m t  of m o v a l  oftrash is 
harbam. In 2002,1562 tonsof trash and debris wcn removed comrnmdabls and the SWRCB staffam optimistic that the 
by b m .  The& akvities an in addition to mutins m o v a l  nermit will svmh~ally Lnfng thesewatem &to comliancc with 
of debris, bsash cleanup day initiatives, and rsgular beach i a b  quality stendais. While s t emmte  are mnds that trash 
raking. Regularsbcet sweeping m o v e d  over41,MM ton of is k ing  h e e d  them is only data fmrn2002 prewntd and it 
material during the last war. an increaseof 25% ovcr2MM- is unclear how these data e o m m  to the d t s  d t h c  1998 
2001. These &tivitis have significantly reduced the amounts s ~ d y .  
oftrash found an Orange County beashes fmm levels 
observed in the stody conducted in 1998. On February 4.2003, the SWRCB placed the Orange County 

Coastline ~ r n d  listing for hash on the Monitoring List. 



COMMENT SUMMARY OF COMMENT 
NUMBER 

RESPONSE REVISION DOCUMENT 
SECTION 

G.426.2 ScMAl nctinu h.ve bcsl i m p l m t e d  that wppi.9 M i l s  many vtiom have bcm impl-lsq Mtrrqunlity No 
p l m m a n  of b b y  Barh in D m  Poi111 Harbor on the standards are d i l  not ma. It amel be d*anined if Uh 
Enfixable RogM1 Lia Fcxsxpmplc, all m drainsm -led rtians will bringthiswata body inm mmpli.net 
the hatmare b k k a d  during w n m m  periods and with wnrmquality standards. 
accumulated w a m  is rmu,vsd by w u m  W. hedging of 
banaibladen sediments has mumd in thevicinity of 
wfaIIs in the hark+. (hmon instream film have ban 
i m l l e d  in mrm drain &h basirs to m v e  organis and 
polhdants that pmvidchabitaf forbxtuial gmwth in 
sediments. 7w demmpovd infiltrativeswala wac indalled 
in n d y  parking arru mhsatpwking lot moff. 

6.426.3 The mpperwdimcnlanalysis data which mmrpondr to the Low toxicity and low coppcreonemtrations in sediments Ysr Volume Ill, 
toxicity sampling m d u N d  in Dana Poinl Harbor- supports the conclusion that the Harbor should not be listed RMon 9 
submitlad. All thrss sediment -1- wen f m d  lobe not for copper. Other data in the m r d  that shows that UlMs am 
toxic and d l  copper IsyeIr wenbelow mM vahres The u a e d c d  in the Hnrbor but no toxicity data is npomd. The 
cammentermed thatthew data suppon that the qus~tionsblc dissolved mppadata in the harbor areofqucrtionablequality 
water quality data indicating n c s s d a n w  of dissolved coppcr and should nol be uwd to s u p p i  the listing of Dana Point 
level$ in Dana Point H h r  are crmneow. Harbor for dissolved copper. 

The fact sheet has ban revised to reflsl this assesrmsnt 
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Region 5: American River, Lower 
Group A Pesticides 

Water Body American River, h e r  

StressorlMedinlBenenclal Use Group A PesticideslTissuelAquatic Life 

Data qunliiy ancssment. Extent to Generally limited consideralion to those organizations that conduct 
which data quality requiremeats mel. monitoring using documcntcd QAlQC proccdurcs. 

Llnkage behveeo measurement endpoint Gmup A Pesticides are linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

Utillty ofmeasure for judging if Basin Plan, WQO for peslicides and toxiciry for Group A pcsttcidcs. 
standard5 or user are not sttalncd NASNSFDA tissue criteria. 

Water Body-speclnc Information Data = 11 years (1979-1990) and 2 yean later (1997-1999), Data measured 
at the site, Species or Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions 
considered at site. 

Dsts used to assess water quallry The American River was originally placed on [he 303(d) Ltrt for Group A 
Pcsticide Conccnlralions based on fish tissue dam reported by thc TShIP. 
Thc TSMP analysis included all lhc group A pesticide for I5 fish tissue 
samples. 3 out of those15 samples wire above 100 D D ~ .  The15 samples 
hadin avcragc concentralion bf56.2 ppb. exceedln'i the criteria ~ ~ ' N A S  
and USFDA. When only considering Dieldrin and Chlordane 
concentration the wcightcd average changes to 55.7 ppb. Therefore 
Dieldrin and chlordane account for almost all of the~~rourr  A pesticides 
historically found nt fish in the R~ver. Recently fish tlssuc coliccted for 
SRWP, 7 t~ssuc samples were examincd for D~eldnn and Chlardanc. None 
of the samplcs analyzed cxcccdcd !he crllcna for NAS and USFDA The 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

WQO is b;ing attained. A direct comparison of the earlier TSMP study and 
the SRWP study can be made, the recent data show the criteria are not 
being exceeded. 

In the TSMP studies. fish were collected from the River at Hinhwav 160 
and downstream of watt Ave. In thc SRWP sudicr the fish were colkctcd 
from the river at Discovery park and J St. Thc spatial coverage from !he 
hvo sNdies overlaps sufficiently so that fish tissue concentration are 
comparable, 

The data were collected for the TSMP study from 1979-1990, and the 
SRWP sNdy sampled from 1997-1999. 

Numerical Data. 

Use of standard method TSMP and SRWP methods, 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Urban Runoffl Storm Sewers. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 



Region 5: American River, Lower 
Group A Pesticides 

water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafTfindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suN~cicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established. 

. 

4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard mdhods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

The new data show that the NAS and USFDA criteria are not being 
exceeded. The WOO for Grouo A oesticides for toxiciw and oesticides are 
being a,tained an&o longer ;cedito be lined on the 3b3(d) List for 
Group A Pesticide, WQO cxceedance. Remove the entire length of the 
lower American River. Nimbus Dam to the Sacrarncnto Rwcr allains WQO 
for Group A pesticides. 



Region 5: Arcade Creek 
Copper 

Water Body 

StressorlMedirlBenenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spstlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Altern~ltlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaB Recommendation 

Arcade Creek 

CopperNaterlAquatic Life 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QMQC procedures. 

Copper linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 

USEPA CTR Freshwater Aquatic Life Criteria for Dissolved Copper, 
WQO. 

Data = 4 years (2196-3/00), Data measured at the site, Species or lndicatoz 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Copper Concentration Data = 40 samples, 8 exceeded the CCC and 3 
exceeded the CMC. They used the USEPA CTR criteria for dissolved 
copper. 

The USGS and the SWRP combined wllected 40 samples from Arcade 
Creek. 

Data collected by USGS and SWRP from 211996 to 512000. 

Numerical data. 

USGS and City ofsacramento methods. 

Urban RunoNlStarm Sewers 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the KWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staNconclude lhat the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because applicable . . . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staNfindinm that: 
1. The data is considered lo be ~fade~uatcquali iy.  
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv stahhard used is aoolicable . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements cxcceded the water 
qual~ty standard The staNconRdcncc that standards wcre cxrecdcd 1s 



Region 5: Arcade Creek 
Copper 

high. List the entii  reach of Arcade Creek from it's headwaters to the 
Natornas East Main drainage Canal. 



Region 5: Avena Drain 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StressorMedls/Benenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeitlc Infarmatian 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StalTRecornmendation 

Avena Drain 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Pathogens linked to REC-I Beneficial Uses. 

WQO for toxicity, USEPA Criterion. 

Data = 4  months (1012000-IROOI), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

E.eali Data = 14 sam~les collected from six locations. three locations have 
Gcomcmc Mcms, and they all exceeded USEPA cntcrlon for E. coll 13 
of rhe 14 samples collecred exceed lhe USEPA single sample cnlcnon for 
E. coli levels. 

Data collected from six locations on Avena Drain. 

Data collected on 5 dates behveen 1012000 and 112001. 

Numerical data. 

Delta Keeper Bacteria Data. ' 

AgriculNrelDairies (manure carried in wastewater to Avena Drain) 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on thc statTfindings that: 
I .  Thc data is considcrcd to bc of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatialand t;m~&l coverage, 
3. Beneficial uses aaalv to the water bodv. 

. 

4 Waer qualnty s&dard used is applica61c. 
5. Thc cvalual~on gu~del~nc used to lntcrprct narratlvc water qual~ly 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 



Region 5: Avena Drain 
Pathogens 

standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. List 
for Pathogens, the drain begins on a dairy f m  east ofBnnnan Ave. The 
upper 6.5 miles of Avena Drain has E. wli. levels in exceedance of 
USEPA criterion. 



Region 5: Avena Drain 
Ammonia 

Water Body 

St ressor~edls /Bene~ela l  Use 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

Utility ofmeasure for Judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specl~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spsthl  representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Soureq(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRReeommendation 

Avena Drain 

~&onieAVater/Aquatic Life 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using document4 QAIQC procedures. 

Ammonia linked to Aquatic Life. 

CDFG criteria for ammonia levels, WQO 

Data=10 years (1991- 2001), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Ammonia Data = Over a oeriod of lovean. all ofthe samoles contained 
undtssociated ammoni~ l~vels  above ~ D F G  criterion, and all ofthe 
samples exceed some to most of the LCSOs for various freshwater species. 

The Avena Drain, (at Van Allen Rd. and Brennan Avenue), 10 of the I2 
Dairies located along the drain are located on the upper 6.5 miles. 

Data collected over a period of 10 yean, during known discharges of 
wastewater. 

Numerical data. 

CDFG methods 

AgriculNrefDairies (manure carried in wastewater to Avena Drain). 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud; that the 
watcr body should bc placcd on the secuon 303(d) 1st because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a Dollutant contributesto or 
causesihe imblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequate qualify. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraee. - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr qualify standard used in applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to internret standards is adequate. 
6. Data are nume&al. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 



Region 5: Avena Drain 
Ammonia 

The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. List for 
Ammonia, the drain begins on a dairy farm east of Bnnnan Ave. The 
uppz 6.5 miles of Avena Drain has disassociated ammonia levels in 
exceedance of CDFG criterion, WQO for Toxicity is being exceeded. 



Region 5: Bear Creek 
Mercury 

Water Body 

StressorlMedin/Benenei.l Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are  not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to nssess water qu~~ l i t y  

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Bear Creek 

Mercury/rissue/Fish Consumption 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QNQC prccedures. 

Mercuty linked to Fish Consumption. 

USEPA CTR for Mercuty, WQO, 

Data = 13 days over two years (4196 to 2/98), Data measured at the site, 
Species or Indicator present at site, Enviranmenlal Conditions conridcred 
at site. 

Water quality data = 19 samples total, 13 samples out of the 19 had 
concentrations of mercury above USEPA criterion (50 n@). 

Four separate locations were sampled along the creek. 

Data collected on thirteen days between April 1996 and February 1998 

Numerical data. 

ExtractiodAbandoned Mines. 

List. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the slaff findings that: 
I. The data is considmd to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temoorai coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the watcr body. 

' - 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Mosl of the water quality measurements excecdcd !he water quality 
standard. The staffconfidcncc that standards were excecdcd is high. L~st  



Region 5: Bear Creek 
Mercury 

for Mercury in Bear Creek from it's wnflucnce with the unnamed creek 
that flows along RaU~bum Mercury Mine to it's confluence with Cache 
Creek. 



Region 5: Bear River, Lower 
Diazinon 
-- 

Water Body Bear River, Lower 

Stredsor/MedlllBeneilclal Use Diazinon~WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quallty sssessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whleh data quality requirements met. monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Linkage hehveen measurement endpolnt Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneilcal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards o r  uses are not nttalned 

Water Body-speciilc Information 

Data used to assess wnter quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatloo 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

CDFG criteria for Diazinon levels(acute and chronic), WQO. 

Data = 2 years (1994 and 2000), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Diazinon Data = 14 sampler total, 3 samples exceeded the CDFG criteria. 

The Data was collected from Berry Road along the River. 

Data was collected over 14 days, 14 times during two years (1994 and 
2000). 

Numerical data. 

CDFG methods 

Agriculture (Diazinon Spray used on dormant almond and stonefruit crops). 

List. 

Aflcr revuewing the avatlablc data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
wnter body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll&nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeouate aualihr. . . ,  
2 The data exhibited sufiicicnt spattal and temporal coverage 
3 Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water ~ u a l i N  standard used is avplicable. . . . . 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. List Lower Bear River, Diazinon was shown to be in exceedance 



Region 5: Bear River, Lower 
Diazinon 

of the objectives by using CDFG criteria to determine criterion exceedance. 



Region 5: Bear River, Upper 
Mercury 

Water Body Buu  River, Upper 

StressorlMedl.IBenefid.1 Use MercuryRissueffish Consumption 

Data quallty arsescment. Exlrnt lo Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conducl 
whlch dnts quality requirements met. monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attafned 

Water Body-specl~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Mercury linked to Fish Consumption. 

USEPA criteria for Mercury, Human Consumption Levels. 

Data= 3 fish in I day, Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Mercury Data. Three fish were collected from the River by USGS, tissue 
had concentrations of0.38 to 0.43 ppm, all ofthem exceeding the USEPA 
mercury criteria of 0.3 ppm. This criteria is used to determine attainment of 
the narrative toxicity objective. 

All the trophic level 3 fish were collected in the river at Dog Bar Road. 

All the fish were collected on Sept. 23, 1999. 

Numerical data. 

USGS methods 

Resource Extraction (abandoned mines), 

List. 

After reviewing lhc available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommendalion. SWRCB staffconclude than the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because apvlicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeouate aualitv. . . ,  
2 'The data cxhtbltcd sufIictcnt spatlal and temporal coverage. 
3 Benefic~al uses have been establshed for the water body 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 



Region 5: Bear River, Upper 
Mercury 

The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. List for 
Mercury in the Upper Bear River from the Rollins reservoir to Lake 
Combie. Data shows the WQO is not being attained. 



Region 5: Black Butte Reservoir 
Mercury 

Water Body Black Butte Reselvoir 

Stressor/MedlllBene~cid Use Mercury~issue/Fish Consumption 

Data quality aascrsmcnt. Exlemt lo Generally limited consideration to hose organizations that conduct 
whlch data quality rcqulrcmcnts met. monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Linkage bchvwn mcalurement endpolnt 
and bencncal uae o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speelnc lnfarmatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Mercury linked to Fish consumption. 

USEPA criteria for Mercury, Human Consumption Levels. 

Data = 3 days aver lyear, Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data =There were 65 fish sampled total. 38 composite samples oftrophic 
level 3 fish, 27 composite samples of tmphic level 4 fish, all of the samples 
were at or above USEPA mercury criteria, this criteria is used to determine 
attainment of the narrative toxicity objective. 

Fish collected from three regions of the reservoir, Burris Creek arm, Stony 
Creek Arm and Angler's cove. 

The samples of65 fish were collected on 11/25/97, and 1214-5/97. 

Numerical data. 

OEHHA methods. 

Resource Extraction (abandoned mines). 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
watcr quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to bc of adcquatc quality. 
2. The dam exhibated suff~cicnt spstial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established. 

. 

4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Thc evaluation guideline uscd to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numericaL 
7. Standard methods were uscd. 
8. Other watcr body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered 

5-15 



Region 5: Black Butte Reservoir 
Mercury 

List for Mercury in all o f  Black Butte Reservoir. All of the composite 
samples were at or above USEPA criterion, used to determine that the 
objective is not being attained. 



Region 5: Butte Slough 
Molinate 

Water Body 

Stres~orlMedlslBeneIIclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage hehveen measurement endpoint 
and henencal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Informptioa 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendntlon 

SWRCB StaBRecommendatlon 

Butte Slough 

MolinatelWater/Aquaiic Life 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Molinate linked to Aquatic Life. 

CDFG criteria for Molinate levels, WQO 

Data = 6 years (1994-2000), Data measured st  the site, Species or indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at the site. 

Molinate Data = 99 samoles were collected and over six vears 7 samoles 
exceeded the CDFG criterion for Molinate. The CDFG htcr ia  was ;red 
to determine that the nanati\,c objectives for pesticide and loxicily are not 
being attained. An inadmuate number of samoles exceeded the evaluation - 
criteria valuc. All the data used in this assessment !were collcc~cd during 
the period of application of mollnalc lo rice (gcncrally may and June). The 
data reviewed show that the evaluation values was exceeded five times in 
1996 and two times in 1997. The magnitude of the observed - 
concentrations were very close to lhc 13 upR evaluation valuc; in 1996 
and 1997 the highest values observed were 15.7 ugiL and 16.42 u@. The 
evaluation valuc was not excccdcd in data from 1994, 1995, 1998, 1999, 
and 2000. Given the circumstances in this  articular situation. Butte 
Slough should not be llsted for mollnale Thcrc IS a low confidence in 5% 
of thc ramplcs exceedtng the objecttvc. 

Samples were collected at one site only, Lower pass road 

99 samples were collected during 1994 to 2000 during May and June 

Numerical data. 

CDPR and Regional Board s ~ d y  method. 

Agriculture Wolinate Aerial Spray used on rice fields) 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because an inadequate 
number of measurements exceed water quality standards. 



Region 5: Butte Slough 
Diazinon 

Water Body 

StrersorlMediPIBeneflclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage bchvcen mcarurcmenl endpoinl 
and bcneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility o i m e ~ s u r e  for judging l i  
standards or uses are noi attained 

W d e r  Body-specinc Information 

Data used to asseas water quality 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use oistandard method 

Potential Source(s) oiPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendatlon 

Butte Slough 

Diazinoflater/Aquatic Life 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documenled QMQC procedures. 

Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life. 

CDFG criteria for Diazinon levels (acute and chronic), WQO 

Data = 2 years (1994 and 2000). Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Diazinon Data = 38 samples total, 20 samples exceeded the chronic CDFG 
criteria and I8 samples exceeded the acute CDFG criteria. 

Samples were collected at one site only, Lower pass road. 

Samples were collected during two yean, 1994 and 2000 during January 
and February. 

Numerical data. 

Regional board and USGS smdy methods 

Agriculture (Diazinon Spray used on dormant almond and stonefruit 
crops). 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendationi SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on the sectjon 303(d) list because appl~cablc 
watcr quality rlandards are exccedrd and a pollutanl contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. . . 
2. The data exhibited suficient svatiaiand temvoral caveraee. 
3. Bcncficisl uses have been es t~bl~shed 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Thc evaluation guideline used lo inlcmret nanalivc water qualiw . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered, 



Region 5: Butte Slough 
Diazinon 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 5: Cache Creek, Lower 
Mercury and Unknown Toxicity 

Water Body Cache Creek, Lower 

StressorlMedl~~/Beneficid Use Mercury and Unknown Toxicity 

Data quality sssosment. Extent to NIA 
whlch d.1. quality rcqulrrmrnts met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
stsndards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staffand 
RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been remapped and the revised extent impacted is 96 
miles. The new extent is calculated by the Geospatial Water Body System 
(GeoWBS), using staffs best estimate of the extent to which water quality 
standards are not met. 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. Change listine from the total 
lengthof 60 rn~les to 81 miles. Extent of impurmcnt be changed from 
35 rntlrs to 81 miles. Foe and Croyle (1998) indicated that the total length 
of Cache creek is 8 1 miles 

SWRCB SIaN Recommendmtion Changc in Tolal S i x  and Size Affected. The area extent is from Clear Lake 
Dam to Cache Creek Scnling basin near the Yolo Bypass. RWQCB staff 
worked with SWRCB staffand this area was rema~oed. I1 was aerccd that . . - 
the new extent impacted is 96 miles. 



Region 5: Calaveras River, Lower 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StresroriMedis/Bene~clal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
snd  beneneal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Calaveras River, Lower 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Pathogens linked to REC-I Beneficial uses. 

WQO, USEPA Criterion. 

Data = 2 years (2000- 2001), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

E. coli Data = 37 samdes collected from two locations.26 sam~les from 
an upsueam location have a Geometric Mean, and they all exccedcd 
USEPA criterion for E. coli. The I I samples collected from the 
doxnstream location have a Geometric that doesn't exceed the USEPA 
criterion for E.cali. However some of the downstream sam~les  individually 
exceed the CDlIS 'single' sample criterion for E. coli lcvel~. The USEPA . 
criteria is urcd to translalc the narrative WQO, and it has been shown that 
it has been exceeded. 

Two sampling locations exist. One Sampling location is near the mouth of 
the river and the other is 4 miles upstream. 

Temporal rcpreseulnllon The upstream location sampler were collcctcd over 10 months, 2000-2001. 
The downstrcam location was sampled ovcr 7 months in 2000. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Delta Keeper data. 

Potentlsl Souree(s) of Pollutant Urban RunoffiRecreation. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommmdmtlon ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this mommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that lhc 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because ao~licablc 
water standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributesii or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeouate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data cxhibiled suflicienl spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 



Region 5: Calaveras River, Lower 
Pathogens 

6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or sibspecific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water aualitv measurements exceeded the water aualitv 
standard. The staff;onlfdedcnce that standards were exceeded & hi&. Both 
sampling locations arc within the urban Stockton Area. The lower 5 miles 
of Lower Calavcrar River arc in cxcccdance of USEPA criterion, WQO is 
exceeded. 



Region 5: Calaveras River, Lower 
Diazinon 

Water Body Calaveras River, Lower 

Stressor/MediaiBenefifi.I Use DiazinonAVaterIAquatic Life 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
which data qunllty requirements met. monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utllity ofmeasure for judglng if 
standards o r  uses are  not attained 

Water Body-speelfie Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representadon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

-- ~~ ~- ~ - 
~ ~- RWQCB Recommendation 

~~~ - 
.- 

~~ - -  

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

CDFG criteria for Diazinon levels(acute and chronic), WQO. 

Data = 2 years (1994 and 1996), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Available data summarized by Lee and Jones-Lee (2001) and data reponed 
in the Department ofpesticide Regulation's Surface Water Database 
(SWDB-2000) were reviewed. Diazinon data summarized by Lee and 
Jones-Lee were taken in conjunction with toxicity testing. All four 
samples collected in 1994 had diazinon levels above CDFG criteria (199 
n& to 450 uglL). The samples collected in 1996 had a diazinon 
concentration of36 ug/L. 

The data used from the SWDB were from a reoort oreoared for the eiw of . . .  
Stockton's storm water program Three o f a x  samples collected in 1996 
had samples greater than CDFG crltcna (I30 nglL, 1,300 ngR and 1.700 
npn )  Two of the samvlcs (1.300 nUL and 1.700 nUL) wcrc taken at two . . .  - . - 
different sites on the same day. 

Out o f a  total of I I data points available, 7 are above CDFG criteria 

Samples collected from Lower Calaveras River, including two sites in the 
Stockton urban area. 

l l Samples total, collected during 1994 and 1996. 

Numerical Data. 

CDFG methods. 

Uhan RunofVStom Sewers. 

List the Lower Calaveras River, betwccn the Stocktan Diversion Canal and 
the San Joaquin River. 
. -- 

Aner rcv~ew~ng the avatlable data andtnformalton and the RWQCB 
documentat~on for !his recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that !he 
water body should be placed an the sccl~on 303(d) list because avvltrsblc 
water quaiiw standards are exceeded and a ooll;&t conh ibu t e s~~  or 



Region 5: Calaveras River, Lower 
Diazinon 

This conclusion is based on the naRfindings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibated suilicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualiN standard used is aoolicnble. . . . . 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water qualiq 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water oualiN measurements exceeded the water aualiN ~~ ~~ ~ 

standard. The rtaff;o"cdedcnce that standards were exceeded ih high. List 
the Lower Calavcras River, between the Stockton Divenian Canal and the 
San Joaquin River. 



Region 5: Calaveras River, Lower 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Calaveras River, Lower 

Stressor/Medlr/BeneflcIal Use Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved OxygenlWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assesrmmt. Extclt to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data quallty rcqulrcmcnts met. monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Low Dissolved Oxygen linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for fudging if Basin Plan WQO for Dissolved Oxygen. 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Informatlon Data = 2 Years (1996 and 1999-2000), Data measured at the site, Species 
or Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to srsesr water quality Dissolved Oxygen Data =44 samples were collected, and of those samples 
18 were below the Objective (5.0 mglL), showing that the WQO IS not 
being attained. 

Sprtlal representation 

Tempord representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPaUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Samples were collected at one site in the middle of the Stockton Urban 
area. 

44 samples were collected over a 2 year period. Samples were taken 
0ct.Mov. 1996 and from Nov. 1999 -Feb. 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Delta Keeper data. 

Urban RunofVStorm Sewers. It is likely this problem is due to pollutants 
such as nutrients or pollution (low flow or channel morphology of the 
water body). 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentalion-for this recommcndat~on, SWRCB staffconclud;that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesihe droblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiaiand temooral coveraee. 
3. Benelicial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Calaveras River, Lower 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The stafTconfidcnce that standards were exceeded is 
hiah. List for Low Dissolved Oxymn in the Lower Calaveras River 
be-ween Stockton Diversion ~ h s n i e l  and the San loaquin River. 



Region 5: Camanche Reservoir 
Aluminum 

Water Body Camanche Reservoir 

Stre8sor1MediaiBenellei.l Use Aluminum/WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality a~scssment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
which data quality requlrcments met. monitoring using documented QAIQC pmccdumn. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benenca! use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judping if 
stssdards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Bady-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Aluminum linked to Aquatic Life uses 

WQO, USEPA NWRAQ criteria far aluminum. 

Data = 7 Years, Data nieasured at the site, Species or Indicator present at 
site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

There were 260 samples taken over seven years. Of those samples 18 
cxcceded the NWRAQ criterion. The NWRAQ was used to dctrrmlne the 
narrative objective for toxicity. In 1995 data had unusually htgh TSS 
values based on the EBMUD data set. Three of I8 the cxcecdances were 
during storm events. Since storm cvcnts that resulted in the h~ghca  
observed aluminum ievcls it  is unl~kcly that the aluminum rritrris will be 
exceeded. There exists a low confidence in 5.7% ofthe samvles 
exceeding the objective. 

Data collected from 8 locations on Camanche Reservoir 

Data were collected over 7 years (1993-2000). 

Numerical data. 

EBMUD methods for sampling. 

Resource Extraction (abandoned mines). 

List 

Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docurnentat~on for thts recommendation, SWRCB stalTconciude that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because an 
inadequate number of measurements exceed water quality standards 



Region 5: Camanche Reservoir 
Zinc 

Water Body Camanche Reservoir 

StresrorlMedls/Benellclal Use Zinc 

Data quality assessment. Extent to N/A 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage beween measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal uae or  standard 

Utillty ofmeasure forjudglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Camanche Reservoir was included in the 1998 303(d) list as part of the 
lower Mokelumne River listing for Zinc. RB wants to list the Camanche 
Reservoir separate from the Mokelumne River, as a listing for Zinc. 

The entire lake was orieinallv listed in 1992. Camanche Reservoir is listed 
for Zinc as part of the Mokciumne. RB feel;lhat it should now bc lirtcd 
separate from the or~ginal Mokclumnc River listing because, it  is more 
appropriate to list reservoirs separate from their downstream drainages, 
from a watershed management strategy perspective. Rivers and reservoirs 
have different management strategies. 

Resource ExtractionlAbandoned Mines. 

Change in listing to include reservoir an list separate from the river. 

Change in listing to include reservoir on list separate from the river. 



Region 5: Camanche Reservoir 
Copper 

Water Body Camanche Reservoir 

S t r e s so r~ed l s lBene~c l a l  Use Copper 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

. . 
Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt NfA 
and benencal use o r  atandard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If NIA 
standards or uses .re not stlained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representanon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

Camanchc Rrrervoir was included in the 1998 303(d) llst as pan of the 
lower Mokelumnc River listins for Copper. RB wants to list the Camanche 
Reservoir separate from the ~ i k e l u m n e  River, as a listing for Copper. 

The entire lake was originally listed in 1992, Camanche Reservoir is listed 
for Zinc as van of the Mokelumnc. RB feels that it should now be listed 
separate from the original Mokelumne Rivcr listing bccause, it is more 
appropriate to list rescrvoin separate from their downstream drainages, 
from a watershed management stmtegy perspective. Rivers and reservoirs 
have different management strategies. 

Resource ExtractionIAbandoned Mines. 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in listing to include reservoir on list separate from the river. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon Change in listing to include reservoir on list separate from the river. 



Region 5: Camp Far West Reservoir 
Mercury 

Water Body Camp Far West Reservoir 

StressorlMedlP/Beneflclal Use Mercuryrnissu*Fish Consumption 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
which data quality requirements met. monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB St~RRecommendatlon 

Mercury linked to fish consumption 

Basin Plan WQO, USEPA criterion for human health consumption levels 
of mercury. 

Data = 12 years (1987 to 1999), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data = 36 sampled fish from Trophic level 4. The fish had an average level 
of mercury of 0.69 ppm, more than double the concentration level criteria 
of the USEPA which is 0.3 ppm. OEHHA is in the process of developing a 
state advisory for Placer, Yuba and Nevada Counties, based on this USGS 
data. 

Sampled 4 targeted areas of the Reservoir. 

Samples were collected during twelve years, 1987 to 1999 

Numerical data. 

USGS and TSMP sampling methods. 

Resource Extraction (abandoned mines). 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) lisl bccausc appl~cablc 
water quality standards are cxcccdcd and a pollutant conuibutcs to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffmdings that 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and tem~oral coveraee. " 
3. Benelicial uses apply to the waterbody. 
4. Walcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to intcmret nanativc walcr quality . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 



Region 5: Camp Far West Reservoir 
Mercury 

data were considered. 

List all of Camp Far West Reservoir (2,002 acres) for Mercury. 



Region 5: Clover Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlllBenefleIaI Use 

Data quality anemment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeiflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiReeommendstion 

Clover Creek 

Fecal ColifonnW'aterlREC-1 

Generally limild considcration to those orgsnimtions that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAlQC procedures. 

Fecal coliform linked to (REC-I) WQO for Bacteria 

WQO for bacteria, REC-I objective. 

Data = 5 months (June -October 1999), Data measured at the site, Species 
or Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data was collected and the average levels were above 300 MPNl100ml. 
exceeding the WQO Gcomelric Mean levels of200 MPN/IOOmI for at 
leas! 5 monlhs. The WQO has bccn cxcccded. Many ofthe samples were 
above the 30 day basin plan criteria of400 MPN1100ml. 

Data were collected from the lower reach of Clover Creek (10.5 miles). 

5 Months from 611999- 1011999. 

Numerical data. 

Hannaford and North State Institute for Sustainable Communities, 
sampling methads. 

Human andlor Livestuck Sources. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntatian~for this rccommendation, SWRCB s1affcanclud;thal the 
water body should be placed on the scclion 303(d) list bccausc applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to 01 

causes the problem 

This conclusion is bascd on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considcrcd lo be of adcquatc qualiiy. 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses apply to the watcr bcdy. 
4. Waler quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considend. 

An adequate numter of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 



Region 5: Clover Creek 
Fecal Colifom 

high. The data have shown that using the WQO criteria there exist 
exccedances of Ule WQO for bacteria for REC-I, lin the lower 10.5 miles 
of  Clover creek 



Region 5: Colusa Basin Drain 
Azinphos-methyl 

Water Body Colusa Basin Drain 

St r e s ro r~ed l r /Bene~c l a l  Use Azinphos-meUlyVWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data quality requirements met, monitoring using documented QAlQC procedures. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt Azinphos-methyl linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglng if WQO, USEPA criteria for azinphos-methyl 
standards or uses are  not attained 

Water Body-spcclnc Information Dala = 3 years (1996-1998), Data measured a1 the site, Species or lndicalor 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered a1 site. 

Data used to assess water quality Data = 21 samples were analyzed, out of lhose 6 (28%) of the samples 
wcre equal or above the USEPA criteria used to dctennine the nanativc 
objectives attainment. 
The majority ofthe data (15 of21 sample dates) occurred in 1997. The 
samp~cE da&s in 1997 1ik;ly spanned a.morc representative prriod than the 
1996 (two sample dates) and 1998 (4 ramplc dater) periods and indicated a 
signincan1 frequency of exccedance (40% in 1997.28% overall threr 

Spstisl representation 

Temporal represenbtion 

Data type 

Use ofshndard  method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Data were collected at Road 99E, along the Colusa Basin Drain. 

Data were collected over 3 years (1996-1998), at least once a month. 

Numerical data. 

CDPR method 

AgriculNrc (Used to convol insects on almonds, walnuts and other crops). 

List. 

ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB sta~concludcthat the 
water M y  should be placed on the section 303(d) list bccause applicable 
water qualitv standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesihe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral covernee, - 
3. Beneficial uses have been established. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guidel~ne used to interpret narrative waler quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Dana are numerical. 
7. Standard methods wcre used. 



Region 5: Colusa Basin Drain 
Azinphos-methyl 

8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considend. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the 
water aualitv standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
ir hid;. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staffand this area was 
remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 49 miles. 



Region 5: Colusa Basin Drain 
Diazinon 

Water Body Colusa Basin Drain 

Streaor/MedldBene11cial Use Diazinoflater/Aquatic Life. 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whleh data quality requlrements met. monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judglng If WQO, CDFG criteria for Diadnon. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data = 5 years (1994-2000), Data measured at the site, Species or indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at the site. 

Data used to assess water qnallty Data = 56 samples were analyzed for Diazinon, out ofthose 14 (25%) 
exceeded the chronic CDFG criterion, and 10 (18%) samples exceeded the 
CDFG Acute Criterion for Diazinon. The CDFG criterion was used to 
determine whether the WQO was being attained. 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNReeommendation 

Data were collected at Road 99E, along the Colusa Basin Drain 

Data were collected for 5 years from 1994-2000. 

Numerical data. 

CDFG methods. 

List. 

Aner reviewing the available data and informatton and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this recommcndalion, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ~fadc~uatciuality.  
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been eslablished. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 5: Colusa Basin Drain 
Diazinon 

quality standard. The staff wnfidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. List the entire Colura Basin drain. The levels of Diazinon a n  in 
exceedance of the WQO. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff and 
this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 49 
miles. 



Region 5: Colusa Basin Drain 
Molinate 

Water Body Colusa Basin Drain 

Stressor/Medla!Bene~elal Use MolinateAVsterIAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
which data quality requirements met. , monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpolnt Molinate linked to Aquatic Life 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judging If CDFG criteria for Molinate levels, WQO. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelne Information Data = 6 years (1994-2000), Data measured at the site, Species or indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at the site. 

Data used to assess water quallty Data = 133 samples, of those 42 (32%) samples were equal or above the 
CDFG criterion used to determine if the WQO was being exceeded. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data were collected in the Colusa Basin Drain 

Data were collected over 6 years (1994-2000). 

Numerical data. 

CDPR methods. 

Agriculture (Molinate Aerial Spray used an rice fields). 

List 

Ancr reviewing the availablc data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rewmmmdation. SWRCB staffconrludc hat the 
watcr body should be placed on thc section 303(d) list bcrausc applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollu&nt contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data is constdered to bc of adcquateguality. 
2. The data exhibited sumcicnt spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been established 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurcmcnts cxcccded the watcr 
quality standard. Thc staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 



Region 5: Colusa Basin Drain 
Molinate 

high. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff and this area was 
remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 49 miles. 



Region 5: Deer Creek (Yuba River) 

pH 

Water Body Deer Creek (Yuba River) 

Stres~or/MedlllBene11cial Use pWater1Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data quallty requirements met. monitoring using documcnted QAlQC procedures. Friends of Decr Creek 

QAPP provided adequate assurance that data were of acceptable quality. 

Llnkage between-measurement endpoint pH linked to Aquatic Life beneficial use. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if Basin Plan Water Quality Objective. Numeric Objective for pH. 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data =I year and 5 months. Data measured at site, indicator present at 
Site, enviroomental conditions considered at site. , 

Data used to assess water quality pH measured monthly (up to 18 measurements) between December ZOO0 
and May 2002. A diurnal study was performed at two sites: a control site 
upstreak ofLakc Wtldwuod and an ;xpcrimental site dotmslream of Lake 
Wildwood. pH and other parameters wcrc measured at 6-hour intervals 
during four days within a one-week period. Temperatures at the control 
site raneed from 9.20eC ta 14.5S°C and OH during the same ~er iod  raneed - - - 
from 6.53 to 7.13. Thc pli mcasurcmcnls at the control site gcncrally 
increased or decreased as the temperature increased or decreased. 
Temperatures at the experimental site were generally higher than at the 
control site and raneed from 20.2Z°C to 29.88PC. OH measurements at the 
experimental site during thc same period wcrc generally higher and ranged 
more widcly from 7.2 lo 9.9. The pH mcasurcmcnts at the enpcnmenlal 
site fluctuated more widely to temperature diurnal variations than at the 
control site. 

pH levels exceeded the Basin Plan numeric criteria (6.5 to 8.5) and were 
greater than 8.5 at several sites downstream from the Lake Wildwood Dam 
between May and October 2001. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

The data were collected at six sites upstream from Lake Wildwood and at 
four sites downstream of Lake Wildwood. 

Data were collected monthly between December 2000 and May 2002 

Numerical data. 

Standard methods are presented in the QAPP. 

Algal respiration and probably nutrients downstream form Lake Wildwood. 

NIA 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 



Region 5: Deer Creek (Yuba River) 

pH 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
2. Beneficial uses have been established. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water qualihl measurements exceeded the water oualihl . . 
standard. Data has $how" that the pH valuer exceeded the WQO f i r  pll. 
The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. List for high 
pll for approximately four miles of Deer Creek, from below the Lake 
wildwood Dam to the confluence with the Yuba River 



Region 5: Del Puerto Creek 
Diazinon 

Water Body 

StlossorlMedldBeneflclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Del Puerto creek 

DizinonlWatcrlAquatic Life 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QA/QC procedures. 

Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life 

Narrative WQO for Toxicity and pesticides, CDFG criterion for Diazinon. 

Data = 3 Years (1991-1993), Data measured at the site. Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site 

Data= 30 Samples, of those 10 samples (33%) exceeded the chronic 
criteria, and 9 of those samples (30%) exceeded the acute criteria of the 
CDFG. These criteria wen used to show exceedance of the WQO. 

Data were collected for the lower section (5 miles) of the creek 

Data were collected for 3 years from 1991-1993. 

Numerical data. 

CDPR methods. 

List. 

ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud; that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water aualitv standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: - 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data cxhibitcd suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Del Puerto Creek 
Diazinon 

An adequate number ofthe wavr qualily measurements exceeded the water 
qualtty standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is  
high. List the lower 5 miles between 1-5 and the San Joaquin River. 



Region 5: Del Puerto Creek 
Chlorpyrifos 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedinlBenetlcld Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water qunllty 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Del Puerto Creek 

ChlorpyrifosANater/Aquatic Life 

Gcncrslly limited consideration to those organizations that condun 
monitoring using documented QAlQC pmccdurcs. 

Chlorpyrifos linked to Aquatic life. 

CDFG criterion Chlorpyrifos levels, WQO. 

Data = 3 Years (1991-1993). Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data = 30 Samples, of those 10 samples (33%) exceeded the chronic 
criterion, and 10 of those samples (33%) exceeded the acute criterion of 
CDFG. These criterion were used to show exceedauce of the WQO. 

Data were collected for the lower section (5 miles) of the creek. 

Data were collected for3 yean from 1991-1993. 

Numerical data. 

CDPR methods. 

Agriculture (application an orchards and field crops). 

List. 

Ancr reviewing the available data and information and [he RWQCB 
documenlation for this rccommendation, SWRCB staff ~ n c l u d c  that !he 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"~nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses to the water bodv. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to inte~pret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Del Puerto Creek 
Chlorpyrifos 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence thatstandards were exceeded is 
high. List for Chlorpyrifos, the lower 5 miles between 1-5 and the San 
Ioaquin River. 



Region 5: Delta Waterways (Eastern Portion) 
Chlorpyrifos, DDT, Diazinon, Group A pesticides, Mercury, Unknown Toxi + 
Water Body Delta Waterways (Eastern Portion) 

StressorMdl.IBenefld.l Use Chlorpyrifos, DDT, Diazinon, Gmup A pesticides, Mercury, Unknown 
Toxicity. 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to a r ras  water quallty The total size and size afiected were reassessed by SWRCB stafiand 
RWQCB stafi, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been remapped and the revised extent impacted is 
22,904 acres. The new extent is calculated by the Geospatial Water Body 
System (GeoWBS), using staffs best estimate of the extent to which water 
quality standards are not met. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatton 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(8) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon 

Change in Total S i x  and Sire Aficcted. Change listing from the total size 
of480,OOO acrcs to 48.000 acrcs. The total size of the Delta is 48,000 
acres, s misprint occurred in the final 1998 303(d) list. The size should bc 
chaneed frdm 480.000 acres to 48.000 acres fo;dhlomwifos. DDT. - .. . . 
Diazinon, Group A pesticides, Merculy, and Unknown Toxicity. Electrical 
Conductivity is impaired for 16,000 acres. 

Change in Total Size and Sire Affected. RWQCB stafiworked with 
SWRCB stafiand this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new 
extent impacted is 22,904 acres. A distincr "water only" eastern ponion of 
the ~ e l t a h a s  been created and the aame has been revised to reflect this 
change. 



Region 5: Delta Waterways (Stockton Ship Channel) 
Low Dissolved Oxygen, Organic Enrichment 

Water Body Delta Waterways (Stockton Ship Channel) 

Stressor/MldldBeneficial Use Low Dissolved Oxygen, Organic EnrichmentlWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requfrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endp,olnt NIA 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if NIA 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Dats used to asscsa wslcr quality The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's fin1 change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been remapped and the revised extent impacted is 952 
acres. The new extent is calculated by the Geospatial Water Body System 
(GeoWBS), using staffs best estimate of the extent to which water quality 
standards are not met 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

It is likely this problem is due to pollutants such as nutrients or pollution 
(low flow or channel morphology of the water body). 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. Change listing from the total sire 
of 480.000 acres to 48.000 acres. Extent of affected area to be changed -~~ 
from ;size affected of 75 acres to 1.461 acres. The total sizcof the Delta is 
48.000 acres. a misprint occurred in the final 1998 303(d) list. Thc sizc 
should be changed to the true size. The area of the Dclta affected bv Low 
Dissolved oxygen is an area of 1,461 acres. Therefore the total size of the 
Delta should be changed for Low D.0 listing. 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. RWOCB staffworked with 
SWRCB staffand this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new 
extent impactcd is 952 acres. A distinct "water only" Stockton Ship 
Channel ponion of the Dclta has bcen crcalcd and the name has been 
revised to reflect this change 



Region 5: Delta Waterways (Western Portion) 
Chlorpyrifos, DDT, Diazinon, Group A pesticides, Mercury, and EC , Unk + 

Water Body Delta Waterways @Vestern Portion) 

Streasor/Medln/Beneficlal Use Chlopydfos, DDT, Diazinon, Gmup A pesticides, Mercury, and EC, 
Unknown Toxicity. 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA . 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnksge behveen measuremenl endpoint NIA 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for Judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific InformaUon 

Data used to assee water quality The lotal sne  and snze affected were rcarscsscd by SWRCR staff and 
RWQCB staff, soubscgucnt to the RWQCD's first change rccommundauon 
This waterbodv has been remaoned and the revised extent impacted is for . . 
Elccmcal Canducttvtty is 22,904 acres. The extent ~mpacted for the other 
pollutants was agreed to bc 22.904 Acres. The new extent I, calculated by 
the Geospatial Water Body System (GcoWUS), using ,taff< bcct est~matc 
of the exient to which water quality standards are not met. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. Change listing from the total size 
of 480.000 acres to 48.000 acres. The total size of the Delta is 48.000 
acres, a mispnnt occukcd in the final 1998 303(d) Itst. The sizc should bc 
changed from 480.000 acres to 48,000 acres for Chlorpynfos, DDT, 
Diazinon, Group A pcsticidcs, Mcrculy, and Unknown Toxtclty Electrical 
Conductivity isimp&red for 16,000 aires. 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. RWQCB staffworked with 
SWRCB staff and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new 
extent imoacted for Electrical Conductivitv is 22.904 acres. The extent ~ ~ ~ ~ 

impacted for the other pollutants was agreed to bc 22,904 Acres. A distinct 
" water only" westem ponion ofthc Delta has been crcatcd and the name 
has been revised to reflect this change. 



Region 5: Delta-Mendota Canal (DMC) 
Selenium 

Water Body Delta-Mendota Canal @MC) 

StressorlMedl./Beneflcl~l Use Selenium/Water/Aquatic life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Limited consideration to those organizations that conduct monitoring using 
which data quallty requirements met. documented QNQC procedures. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Selenium linked to WARM (warm fresh water habitat) beneficial use 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If Selenium California Toxics Rule criterion of 5 ppb as a four-day average 
stsndsrds or uses are not attained applies to waters of the U.S. with aquatic life beneficial uses. 

Water Body-speelflc Information Four years of data from two sites. 

Data used to assess water quallLy 92 data points from sites in the DMC upstream and downstream of 
agriculhlral tile drainage sumps. 19 samples were above the criterion 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Data collected upstream of tile drainage sumps represents DMC from 
O'Neil Forebay to mile post 100.85. Downstream site represents reach to 
Mendota Pool. 

Four years ofdata reviewed. 

Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Ground water inflow and tile drainage discharge 

Alternative Enforceable Program N/A 

RWQCB Reeommendation List. 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendatlon On February 4,2003 the SWRCB removed the Delta Mendota Canal from 
the 303(d) List and placed it anto the Monitoring List in response to 
comments about the recent acheivement of the water quality standard. 



Region 5: Don Pedro Lake 
Mercury 

Water Body 

StressorlMcdWBenelleM Use 

Data quallly assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkagr beween measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use or snndard 

UtUily of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specine information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiReeommendatlon 

Don Pedro Lake 

MsrcuryIWatcrlFish Consumption 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Mercury linked to Fish Consumption. 

Basin Plan WQO, USEPA criterion for human health consumption levels 
of mercury. 

Data = 6 Years (1981-1987). Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator prcscnt at site, Environmental conditions considered st site. 

Data = 32 Tmphic Level4 fish, the fish sampled had an average O.Yppm 
conccntration of mercury, clearly exceeding thc USEPA criteria of0.3 
ppm. Thc USEPA criterion was used to determine that thc narrative WQO 
was being exceeded. 

Data were collected from the northern most arms of Don Pcdm Lake, 
(12,960 acres). 

Data were collected from 1981-1987 (6 years). 

Numerical data. 

TSMP methods. 

Resource Extraction (abandoned mines). 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and informalion and the RWQCB 
documenration for this rscammendation. SWRCB sraff conclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water aualiw standards arc exceeded and a nollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . , 
2. Thc data exhibited sufiicient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water qualiry standard used is applicable. 
5. The eviluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water bcdy- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Don Pedro Lake 
Mercury 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard, 
The staff confidencethat standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 5: Dunn Creek 
Mercury and Metals 

Water Body Dunn Creek 

Stressor/Medla!Benenei.l Use Mercury and Metals/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty ~ s e ~ m e n t .  Exteat to N/A 
whlch data quallty rqulrements mel. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint N/A 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specl~c Informatlon 

Dnts used to assess water quality The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been remapped and the revised extent impacted is 0.7 
miles. The new extent is calculated by the Geospatial Water Body System 
(GeoWBS), using staffs best estimate of the extent to which water quality 
standards are not met. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Resource Extraction/Abandoned Mines. 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. Change listing from the total 
length of 9 miles to 3 miles. Extent of affected area to be changed from 9 
miles to 1 mile. The impaired extent is from below MI. Diablo Mine to 
Marsh Creek. Stotton et al. (1996a) and Lovenitti st al. (1989) indicate that 
the total length of the creek is 3 miles. 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. RWOCB staff worked with 
SWRCB staffand this area wasremepped. It was egreed that the w w  
extent impacted is 0.7 miles. The exte~t  is below Mt. Diablo Mine to 
Marsh Creek. 



Region 5: Englebright Lake 
Mercury 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medis/Benenel.l Use 

Englebright Lake 

Menury~issuslFish Consumption 

Data quallty wsessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefieal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternittiye Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StsllRecommendatlon 

Gelrerally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAlQC procedures. 

Mercluy linked to Fish Consumption, 

Basin Plan WQO for Toxicity for Mercury, USEPA criterion for human 
health consumption levels of mercury. 

Date = 4 Years (1996-1999), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

USGS and UC Davis Data = 21 troohic level 4 fish and 9 troohic level 3 ~ ~ 

fish. The level 4 and level 3 fish had an average mcrcury concentration of 
0.55 ppm and 0.5lppm rcspccl~vcl). exceeding lhc 0.3 ppm USEPA 
criteria. OEHHA is in [he process of developing a slatc advisory for 
Nevada County based on ihis Data 

Data was collected for fish tissue at three locations on the lake. 

Data was collected between 1994 and2000. 

Numerical data. 

USGS and UC Davis methods 

Resource Extraction ( all from abandoned mines). 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
dacumentalionior this rccommcndation, SWRCB slaflconclud; thal the 
water body should be placed on the scction 303(d) list because applicable 
water sualih,standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributesto or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to intclpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 
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Region 5: Englebright Lake 
Mercury 

Al l  ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard 
The natTconfidcnce that nandards were exceeded i s  high. 



Region 5: Fall River 
Sedimentation and Siltation 

Water Body 

StressorMedlP/Benefldnl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data qusllty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Fall River 

Sedimentation and Silhtio~l~Water/Aquatic Life 

The tolal Sire and sire affected were reassessed by SWRCB staffand 
RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbodv has b k n  remaooed and the revised extent imoacted is 9.5 
miles. Then& extent s calcuiaicd by thc Gcospat~al Water ~ o d y  System 
(GeoWBS), using staffs best estimate ofthe extcnt to \\hlch water qual~ry 
standards are not met. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in size affected. Change listing from the impaired length of 25 
miles to 9.5 miles. Evidence suggests that the upper Fall River is impaired 
relative to lower Fall River. CRWQCB-CVR 1982, CDWR 1998, NSR 
and T. Holmes 1997, Tetra Tech 1998, USDA 1983. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change in total size affected. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 
9.5 miles. 



Region 5: Feather River, Lower 
Diazinon, Group A pesticides, mercury, unknown toxicity 

Water Body Feather River, Lower 

Stressor~MedldBeneficial Use Diazinon, Group A pesticides, mermly, unknown toxicity 

Dats quallty assessment. Extent to N/A 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint N/A 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging if N/A 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality The total size and s i z  affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB staff. subseauent to the RWOCB's first change recommendation. 
~hiswatcrbod; has been remapped and the revised exknt impacted is 42 
miles. The new cxlent is calculated by the Ocospatial Water Body Syslcm 
(GcoWBS), using slafPs best estimate ofthc extent to which water quality 
standards are notmet. 

Spatial representntlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. The impaired extent is from Lake Orville 
Dam to the confluence with the Sacramento River. The mapped impaired 
extent was changed from 86 miles to 42 miles. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change in total size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 
42 miles. 



Region 5: Five Mile Slough 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

Stresror~edis/Benefleinl Use 

Dstn quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage betneen me8surement endpoint 
and beneflrsl use or standsrd 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelfle InformatIan 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Five Mile Slough 

PathogensJWater/REC-I 

Generally limited cansidcration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Pathogens linked to REC-I Beneficial uses. 

Basin Plan WQO. 

Data = 10 Months (2000-2001). Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data = 29 samples were collected and the average levels were above the 
USEPA bacterial criteria, exceeding the WQO. Some of the Geometric 
Mean levels also exceeded the single day USEPA criterion. 

Data were collected at two locations, one upstream and one downstream. A 
total of 29 samples were collected. 

The samples were collected during 10 months, 2000-2001. The upstream 
location was sampled once each month in April, August ZOO0 and 
February 2001. 

Numerical data. 

DeltaKeeper methods. 

Urban RunofVRecreation. 

List. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraae - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used IS  applicable. 
5. The cvaluatton guideline used lo interpret nanatlve water qualiry 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Five Mile Slough 
Pathogens 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
Tho staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. The bacteria 
date have shown exceedance far the USEPA criterion i d  the WOO has ~~~ ~~ . - ~  ~ 

b;;n exceeded. List the Five Mils Slough from Alcmdns   lace to the 
confluence with Foun- Mile Slough. RWQCB staKworkcd with 
SWRCB staff and this area was remipped. It was agreed that the new 
extent impacted is 1.6 miles. 



Region 5: Five Mile Slough 
Organic Enrichrnent-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Five Mile Slough 

Stressor~edl./BeneflclaI Use Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data quality requirements met. monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Information 

Data used to.assesr water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potenflal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommendatlon 

Dissolved Oxygen linked to Aquatic Life. 

Basin Plan WQO for Dissolved Oxygen. 

Data = 2 Years (1999-2000 and 1996), Data measured at the site, Species 
or Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data = 41 samples of Dissolved Oxygen values, with 24 of those samples 
falling below the WQO of5  m a .  

Data were collected in the Five Mile Slough. 

The Data were collected over 2 years, from 11199-2/00 and also from 
10196- 11/96. 

Numerical data. 

DeltaKeeper methods. 

Urban RunofflStonn Sewers. It is likely this problem is due to pollutants 
such as nutrients or pollution (low flow or channel morphology of the 
water body). 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB . ~ 

documentalion-for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the scclion 303(d) list because applicable 
water qualify standards are exceeded and a ~ollutant contributesib or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . 
2. Thc data exhibited sulficienl spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Brncficial uses apply to thc water body. 
4. Water qualify standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Otherwater body- or site-specific information includingthe age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate ofthe water qualtty mcasuremcnts exceeded the watrr qualify 
standard. Thc staff ronfidencc that standards werc exceeded is high. Lisl 



Region 5: Five Mile Slough 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

for dissolved oxygen in Five Mile Slough From Alexandria Place to the 
confluence with Fourteen Mile Slough. RWQCB staff worked with 
SWRCB staffand this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new 
extent impacted is 1.6 miles. 



Region 5: French Ravine 
Bacteria 

Water Body French Ravine 

StrersorlMedidBeneflciaI Use Bacteria 

Data quality nsressment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB sta& subsequent to the RWOCB's first chanze recommendation. 
~hiswaterbodv has b;en remaooed and the revised extent imoacted is 4 ~ ~~ ~~~~~ , ~~ . . 
miles. The new extent is calculated by the Gcospaual Water Body System 
(GeoWBS), using stalfr best estimate ofthe cxtcnt to which water qualiiy 
standards are notmet 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(r) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in Total Size and Size Affected. Change listing from the total 
length of I mile to4 miles. French Revine has a length of4 miles from it's 
headwaters to it's confluence with WolfCreek. Horizons Technology, Inc. 
1997. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change in total size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 
4 miles. 



Region 5: Harding Drain 
Ammonia, chlorpyrifos, diazinon, unknown toxicity 

Water Body 

StreasorMedI1IBeneiic1al Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specliic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Harding Drain 

Ammonia, chlorpyrifos, diazinon, unknown toxicity 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Spelled out [he abbnviatcd words in thc water body name to read Harding 
Drain (Turlock Irrigation District Latcral115). Size change: The mapped 
impaired extent was changed from 16 miles to 8.3 miles. 

Thc lotal size and size affcctcd wcrc reassessed by SWRCB slaff and 
RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB'r first change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been remapped and the revised exfent impacted is 8.3 
miles. The new extent is calculated by the Geospatiai Water Body System 
(GwWBS), using staffs best estimate of the extent to which water quality 
standards are not met 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standnrd method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total sire affected. 

SWRCB StnRRecommendation Change in total sire affected. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 
8.3 miles 



Region 5: Horse Creek 
All metals (Cadmium, Copper, Lead, Zinc) 

Water Body Horse Creek 

StressorlMedll/BeneflcIal Use All metals (Cadmium, Copper, Lead, Zinc) 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Iniormatlon 

Data used to assess water quality The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbodv has been remaooed and the revised extent imoacted is 0.52 
miles. The new extent is calcuiifed by the Geospal~al Water uody System 
(GcoWBS). using staffs best estimate of the extent to which water qualtty 
standards are not met. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion Change in size affected. Change listing from the impaired length of 2 miles 
to I mile. Water Quality data indicate that metals affect Horse Creek 
downstream from risine star mine. which is located I mile downstream of ~ ~ 

lhc headwater.  onto; and Pan (1992) indicate that Horse creek is 2 
miles. The listing should stan at the mine which is I mile downstream. 
Total size oflisting for metals should be I mile, not 2. 

SWRCB Staif Recommendation Change in size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff and this 
area was remapped. The extent is from Rising Star Mine to Shasta Lake. It 
was agreed that the new extent impacted is 0.52 miles. 



Region 5: Humbug Creek 
Sedimentation and Siltation, Mercury, Copper, and Zinc. 

Water Body Humbug Creek 

Stresaor~edll/Beneflcld Use Sedimentation and Siltation, Mercury, Copper, and Zinc. 

Data quallty aeesament. Extent to NIA 
whlch data qudlty rqulrements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-specfnc Information 

Dam used to assess waier quality The total size and sire affected were reasscsscd by SWRCB naffand 
RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbodv has been remaooed and the revised extent imoacted is 3 
miles. The new extent is calcuiaied by the Geospatial Water i(ody System 
(GeoWBS), using staffs best estimate of the extent to which water quality 
standards are not met. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Resource Extraction/Abandoncd mines. 

Change in size affected. Change listing extent of impairment from 9 miles 
to 3 miles. Montoya and Pan (1992) indicate that Humbug creek is 9 miles. 
The listine should start at the Malakoff Dimins mine which is 3 miles 
upstreamif the confluence with the ~ u b a z v e r .  Total size of listing for 
metals should be in Humbug creek downstream of Malakoff Diggins mine 
3 miles, not 9 

Change in size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff and this 
area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 3 miles. 



Region 5: Ingrarn/Hospital Creek 
Diazinon 

Water Body IngranvHospital Creek 

StressorlMedidBenend.I Use DiazinonlWaterlAquatic Life 

Dnts quallty ssaersmenl. Extent to Generally limited consideration to lhose organizations that conduct 
whlch data quslity requirements met. monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure Tor judging if 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

D a h  type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO, CDFG criteria for Diazinon 

Data = 3 yean (1991-1993), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data = 32 samples, out of those 16 samples exceeded the chron~c cr~tcnon 
and I I samplcs cxcccdcd the acute cntcna. The critcnon used are the 
CDFG cntcr~on uscd to dctcrmtne rf thc WQO has been cxcccded 

The samples were collected from the IngramHospital Creek. 

The samples were collected over 3 years, with 32 samples total. 

Numerical data. 

CDFG methods. 

Agriculture. 

List. 

After reviewina the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this rccommcndation. SWRCB s l a ~ c o n c l u d ~  that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to 01 

causesthe problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraee, - 
3. Bcncficial uses apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water qualiry standard uscd is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to intcrprst narrative watcr qualiw . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 



Region 5: Ingrarn/Hospital Creek 
Diazinon 

high. The data have s h o w  exceedance for the CDFG criterion and the 
WQO has been exceeded. List the Ingram/Hospital Creek from their 
confluence east of Diary Rd. to the San Joaquin River. 



Region 5: IngramkIospital Creek 
Chlorpyrifos 

Water Body IngramMospital Creek 

Stresror/MedinlBenefleirl Use Chlorpyrifos/WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent lo Generally l~mitcd consideralion to those organizations thal conduct 
whlch dala qusllty requirements met. monilonng using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Informntloa 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spstisl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaffRecommendstion 

Chlorpyrifos linked to Aquatic Life. 

CDFG criteria Chlorpyrifos levels, WQO. 

Data = 3 years(1991-93), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data = 26 samples, out of those 7 samples exceeded the chronic criteria 
and 7 samples exceeded the acute criterion. The criteria used are the CDFG 
criterion used to determine if the WQO has been exceeded. 

The samples were collected from the IngramMospital Creek. 

The samples were collected from December to June, for three years. 

Numerical data. 

CDFG methods. 

Agriculture. 

List. 

Ancr reviewing the available data and informalion and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because spplicablc 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes;b or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation mideline used to internnt narrative water aualitv - . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data wen  considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the watez 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 



Region 5: Ingradospital Creek 
Chlorpyrifos 

high. The data have shown exceedance for the CDFG criterion and hence 
the WQO has k e n  exceeded. List the IngramiHospital Creek from their 
confluence east of Diary Rd. to the San Joaquin River. 



Region 5: Jack Slough 
Diazinon 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedldBenencl~ Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal uae or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeiflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB ~ecommendntion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

lack Slough 

DiarinoflaterlAquatic Life 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO, CDFG criteria for Diazinon. 

Data = 2 yean (1994 and 2000), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data = 19 samoles. out of those 19 samoles exceeded the chronic criterion 
and lhc acule critcrion.19 tolai of 19 (lboO/o). The crtterion uscd arc the 
CDFG critcnon uscd lo determine if lhe WQO has been exceeded. Somc 
of the samples wercl6 timcs the chronic level; of CDFG water qualtty 
criterion 

The samples were collected from the slough during rain events 

The samples were collected over 2 years (1994 and 2000), during January 
and February. 

Numerical data. 

Regional board and USGS study methods. 

Agriculture (application on orchards and field crops). 

List. 

Aflcr rcvlewlng the avallabie data and ~nformat~on and thc RWQCB 
documcntat~on for thus recommcndatlon. SWRCB slaffconcludc that the 
waler body should be piaccd on the section 303(d) itst because ap~llcabic 
water auaiiw standards are exceeded and a ooll"tlnt contributesio or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindines that: 
1. The data is considered lo be of ad~~uatequaliry. 
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spaliai and temporal covcragc. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret nanative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 



Region 5: Jack Slough 
Diazinon 

season and age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard 
The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 5: James Creek 
Nickel and Mercury 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlllBenend.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

James Creek 

Nickel and Mercury 

N/A 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water qusllty The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB statT. subseauent to the RWOCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been remapped and thc revised exLent impacted is 8.5 
miles. The ncw cxtcnt is calculated by the Gcospatial Water Body Systcm 
(GcoWBS), using stafFs bea estimate of the extent to which water quality 
standards are notmet. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB Stall Recommendation 

Resource Extractio~~lAbandoned mines. 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. Change listing from the total 
leneth of 6 miles to 9 miles. Extent of affected area to be chaneed from 6 
miles to 8.5 mile. Buer et al. (1979), Montoya and Pan (1992), ~ S G S  
(1980, 1987a, 19874 1997), indicate that the total length ofJames Creek is 
9 miles. The inflow mine drainage starts 0.5 miles downstream, hence 8.5 
miles affected size. 

Change in total size and size affected. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB 
staff and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent 
impacted is 8.5 miles. Total length is 9 miles. 



Region 5: Keswick Reservoir 
Cadmium, copper, zinc 

Water Body Keswick Reservoir 

Stressor/Medil/Benefld.l Use Cadmium, copper, zinc 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflesl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If NIA 
standards or usis are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB staff, subseauent to the RWOCB's first change recommendation. - 
This watcrbody has becn rcmapped and the rcvtscd cxtenl impacted is 135 
acrcs. The new extent is calculated by the Gcospst~al Water Body System 
(GeaWBS), uslng stairs best esumatc of the extent to wh~ch w8tr.r qual~ty 
Ptandards are noimet. 

Spatial representadon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Sourei(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. The impaired extent is the portion 
downstream from Spring Creek. Size change: The mapped impaired 
extent changed from 555 acres to 135 acres. 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon Change in total size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 
135 acres. 



Region 5: Kings River, Lower 
Electrical conductivity, molybdenum, toxaphene 

Water Body Kings River, Lower 

Strwsor/MedlllBenefidaI Use Electrical conductivity, molybdenum, toxaphene 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt NIA 
and beneneai use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If NIA 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specilic Information 

Data used to assess water qusllty The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB staff subseauent to the RWOCB's first chan~e  recommendation. 
~h i rka l c rbod i  has b k n  rcmappcd and the revised extent impacted is 36 
miles. The new extent is calculated by the Geospatiai Water Body System 
(GcoWBS), using rtsfFs best rnimae of the extent to which water quality 
standards are notmet. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstlon Change in total size affected. The impaired extent is from Island Weir to 
Stinson and Empire Wein. Size change: The mapped impaired extent 
changed from 52 to 36 miles 

SWRCB StafiRecommendatlon Change in total size affected. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 
36 miles. 



Region 5: Lake Combie 
Mercury 

Water Body 

Stressor/MdlrlBeneficlal Use 

Dais quaUty ascssmcut. Extent to 
whlcb data quality rquirements met. 

Linkage behueen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spntlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendstion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Lake Combie 

MercurytTissuslFish Consumption 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Mercury linked to Fish Consumption. 

Basin Plan WQO, USEPA criterion for human health consumption levels 
of mercluy. 

Data = I Year (1999), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

USGS Data = 9 rmphic level 4 fish. They had an average mercury 
concentration of 0.9lppm, exceeding the 0.3 ppm USEPA criteria. 
OEHHA is in the or&ss of develooinn a s&advisotv for Nevada . - 
County based on ;his data. 

Data was collected from Lake Combie (360 acres), 

The data was collected during one year, 1999. 

Numerical data. 

USGS methods. 

Resource Extraction (Abandoned mines) 

List. 

ARer rcvicwing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water bcdv should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable . . . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: - 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sulficient spatial and tcmpoml coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is aoolicable. . . . < 

5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Lake Combie 
Mercury 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 5: Little Cow Creek 
Cadmium, copper, zinc 

Water Body Little Cow Creek 

StreworMedis/Beneflclal Use Cadmium, copper, zinc 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB staff. subseauent to the RWOCB's first chanee recommendation. ~ ~ - 
This waterbody has been remapped and the revised extcnt impacted is 1.1 
miles. The new extent is calculated by the Geospatial Water Body System 
(GeoWBS), usinp slaffs best estimate of the extcnt to whlrh waar quallw 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) oiPoilutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. The impaired extent is downstream fmm the 
Afterthought Mine. Size change: The mapped impaired extent changed 
fmm 2.7 miles to 1.1 miles. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change in total size affected. RWOCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was-agreed that the new extent impacted is 
1.1 miles. 



Region 5: Little Deer Creek 
Mercury 

Water Body 

StressorlMedl.IBeneIicId Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benelical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attnlned 

Water Body-specilic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon 

Little Deer Creek 

MercurytTissuelFish consumption 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Mercury linked to Fish Consumption. 

Basin Plan WQO for Toxicity for Mercury, USEPA criterion for human 
health consumption levels of mercury. 

Data= 1 Year (1999), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

USGS and UC Davis Data = 6 trophic level 3 fish. They had an average 
mercury concentration of 0.32 ppm, exceeding the 0.3 ppm USEPA 
criterion. OEHHA is in the process of developing a state advisory for 
Nevada County based on this data. 

Samples collected in Little Deer Creek at Pioneer Park. 

Samples were collected on October 6th, 1999. 

Numerical data. 

USGS methods 

Resource Extraction (abandoned mines). 

List 

Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . . . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadcquatequaliry. 
2. The data exhibiled sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered, 



Region 5: Little Deer Creek 
Mercury 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 5: Lone Tree Creek 
Ammonia, BOD, Electrical Conductivity 

Water Body Lone Trec Creek 

StressorlMediPlBenenel.l Use Ammonia, BOD, Electrical Conductivity 

Data quality sssescmrnt. Extent to N/A 
which data quality requlremenlr met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benelleal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if N/A 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specille Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality The total size and s i x  affected were reassessed by SWRCB naff and 
RWOCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
 his katerbodv has been remaoocd and the revised extent imoacted is IS . . 
miles. The new extent is calculated by the Gcospatial Water Body System 
(CicaWBS), using statTs best estimate ofthe extent to u,hich water quality 
standards are not met. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) orPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. The mapped impaired extent changed from 
25 miles to 15 miles. 

SWRCB StaIIRecommend~tion Change in total size affected. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 
IS miles 



Region 5: Marsh Creek 
Metals 

Water Body Marsh Creek 

Stressor/MedinlBenenclai Use Metals 

Data quality assessment. Extent to N/A 
which data quality requirements mel. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflenl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality The total size and sire affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB staff. subseauent to the RWOCB's first chanee recommendation. - 
This watcrbody has been remapped and lhe revised extent impacted islo 
milc scclion and a sccond I I miic seclion. The ncw extent is calculated by 
the Gcos~arial Water Body System (GeoWBS). usinn rtafPs ben estimate 
of the exient to which water quality standards are not met 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source($) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stafl Recommendation 

Change in Total Sire and Size Affected. Change listing fmm the total 
leneth of 24 miles to 8.5 miles. Extent of affected arca to be chaneed 
from all ofMarsh Creek to Marsh Creck from DUM Creek to ~ a &  Creck 
Reservoir. The affected length of Marsh Creck for this lisung is only thc 
8.5 miles from Dunn Crcck to lhc Marsh Creek Rcscrvoir. 

Change in Total S I X  and Size ACTcctcd. RWQCB slaffworked with 
SWRCB slaffand this arca was remapped. This arca was split into a ten 
mile rcction from Marsh Creek Reservoir to the San Jaaquin River far 
mercury and metals and a sccond I I mile section from Dunn Creek to 
Marsh Creek Reservoir for metals only. 



Region 5: Marsh Creek 
Mercury 

Water Body Marsh Creek 

Stresror/Medis/Benenelnl Use Mercury 

Dsla quality saeasmenl. Extcnt lo NIA 
whlch data qusllty requlremenls mct. 

Llnluge behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assesr water quality The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB sta& subseauent to the R W O ~ B ' S  first change recommendation. 
Thiswa~crbod~ has been remapped and the rcvlscd cxyent ~mpartcd I S I O  
mile secllon and a second I I m~ le  scctlon. The new cxtcnt IS calculated by 
the Gempatial Waler Body Sysam (GcoWBS), uslng staffs best esumatc 
of the extent to which water quality standards are noi met. 

Spatial representatlvn 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforeenble Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. Change listing from the total 
l e n ~ t h  of 24 miles to 16.5 miles. Extent ofaffected area to be changed 
from all of Marsh Creck, to Marsh Creek from Dunn Creek to ~ a &  
Creek Rcwrvair. The affected length o f M a ~ h  Creck for this listing 1s only 
the 16.5 m~lcs from Dunn C ~ r c k  to the Marsh Creck Rcscrvoir. 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. RWQCB staff worked with 
SWRCB staffand this area was remapped. This area was split into a ten 
mile section from Marsh Creck Rcscrvoir to thc San Joaquin Rivcr for 
mereurv and metals and a second I I mile section from ~ h n n  Creek to 
Marsh ?reek Reservoir for metals only. The new extent impacted for 
Marsh Creek Reservoir for mercury is 728 acres. 



Region 5: Mendota Pool 
Selenium 

Water Body 

Stre#or/Medll/Bene11ciaI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch dala quality requiremenls met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utlllty of measure far judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specltlc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Mendota Pool 

Limited consideration to those organizations that conduct monitoring using 
documented QAIQC p d u r e s .  

Selenium linked to WILD (wildlife) beneficial use. 

Selenium objective (2 ppb monthly mean) applicable to nearby wetlands 
used to evaluate impact to wetland habitat associated with Mendota Pool. 

The Mendota Pool includes the San Joaquin River 3 miles upstream of the 
Mendota Dam and Fresno Slough 8 miles upstream of the Mendota Dam. 

Data from 3 years from the Mendota Pool and 2 years just downstream of 
the Mendota Pool. Seven of 26 samples from the Mendota Pool and 4 of 
20 just downstream of the Pool were greater than 2 ppb. 

Data analyzed is from one site within the Mendota Pool and one site just 
downstream of the Mendota Pool. 

Samples were collected over a several year period 

Numeric water column concentration data. 

RWQCB sample collection and analytical protocols for selenium were 
used. 

Ground water pumping into the pool and the source water (Delta-Mendota 
Canal). 

NIA 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and infonat~on and the RWQCB 
documentalion for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water auaiiw standards are exceeded and a ooll"tant contributes& or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualih. . . 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established forthc water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Mendota Pool 
Selenium 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 5: Merced River, Lower 
Chlorpyrifos, diazinon, Group A pesticides 

Water Body 

StressorlMedislBene~clai Use 

Data qusllty ssscasment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

L lnbge  behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or  standard 

Utility ofmeasure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

Merced River, Lower 

Chlorpyrifos, diazinon, Group A pesticides 

NIA 

The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWQCB sta& subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been remapped and the revised extent impacted is 50 
miles. The new extent is calculated by the Geospatial Water Body System 
(GeoWBS), using stams best estimate of the extent to which water quality 
'standards are not met. 

Chanee in total size affected. The im~aired extent is from McSwain 
~ e s e k o i r  to the San Joaquin River. i ize change: The mapped impaired 
extent was changed from 51 miles to 50 miles. 

SWRCB StaKRecommendation Change in total size affected. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 
50 miles. 



Region 5: Middle River 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMedls/Beneflclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requlrements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Informatian 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Middle River 

Low Dissolved Oxygen~WaterlAquatic Life 

Data comer from real-timc sensors operated by the California Department 
of Watcr Resources as pan ofthc Interagency Ecological Program. 

Dissolved oxygen linked to various aquatic life uses 
(WARM/COLDIMIGWSPWN). 

RWQCB dissolved oxygcn water quality objective. 

10 months afdata from one site. (Janualy 2001-October 2001) 

22,000 data points. DO analyzed about every 15 minutes. Range 2.7 mg/L 
to saturation. 4.5 %of  samples below 5.0 m a .  More frequent violations . 
in June & July. 

Data collected from the approximate midpoint of the identified impaired 
reach. No major inflows in the reach identified. 

One year of 15-minute interval data available for the critical time period 
(JunelJuly). 

Numerical data 

Unknown. It is likely this problem is due to pollutants such as nutrients or 
pollution (low flow or channel morphology of the water body). 

NIA 

List Middle River from the San Joaquin River to the Victoria Canal. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on lhe slaff findtngs that: 
I. The data is considered lo be of adequav quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient tem~oral coverage - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 

5-85 



Region 5: Middle River 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. List Middle River fmm the San Joaquin River m the Victoria Canal. 



Region 5: Mokelume River, Lower 
Aluminum 

Water Body Mokelume River, Lower 

Stresror/Medin/Benefldrl Use Aluminum/Water/Aquatie Life 

Data qunllty 8ssessmenl. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data qusllly requirements met. monitoring using documenld QAlQC procedures. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt Aluminum linked to WQO for Toxicity and chemical constituents. 
and benefical use or standard 

UtUlty ofmeasure for judging If WQO , USEPA NWRAQ and MCL criteria for aluminum. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfic Information , The older U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Data = 257 samples collected 
between 1988 and 1992. 35 samples exceeded the NRWAQ Maximum 
Criterion. and 24 exceeded the MCL criterion. Reeional Board staff 
cvalualed this data in lteu oilhe older U.S. Fish aid W~ldl~fe Serv~cc data 
that was collccled prtor to the remcd~alton at Penn M~nc. 

Two of the 76 samoles were above USEPA national acute criteria for the 
protection of aquaiic life (750 u a ) .  The two samples were also above the 
MCL (1,000 ugn). The two samples were collected in January 1997 and 
Februarv 1997resoectivelv. No samoles taken from 1994 to that time or 
aRcr habe bccn above the &ua~is lifior MCL criteria. The average 
concenlration ofall samples taken since 1994 is 250 u g i l  (see EBMUD 
comment letter) 

Data used to assess water quality The issue addressed is whether the two samples collected were tluly 
outliers (unlikely to occur) or whether the two samples were representative 
of conditions that may occur again. The significant rainfall that fell during 
December and January likely triggered the high aluminum levels observed 
in Janualy and February of 1997. The high and frequent rainfall likely 
resulted in higher than n o m l  amounts of erosion. In addition, the 
retention time for water in uosueam reservoirs would have been decreased. 
since higher than normal releases would have been required. The 
decreased retention lime would give less time for suspended sediment, 
which would be the source of most ofthe aluminum, to settle. 

Prerlpitation data from Camp Parder, wheh is locatcd upstream of the 
Camanchc reservoir and the lower Mokelumnc R~ver were reviewed. The 
highest rainfall recorded at Camp Patdcc in the last 50 years occumd on 
J & U ~ W  2. 1997. The freauencv-of rain-davs in ~ecember  and Januarv 
1997 washigher than aveiage (1 rained ovir 51% of the days versus a 
historic average of 32%) (UC IPM, 2002). 

Flow records for the Mokelumne River below Camanche Dam were 
reviewed. The US. Geological Survey's historic monlhly mean dally flow 
records (USGS, 2002) indicate that the monthly mean dally flow in 
January and February 1997 were the highest and third highest, 
respectively, on recdrd. (97 years). 

- 

Since the storm events that resulted in the high observed aluminum levels 
are the most severe on record, it is unlikely that the aluminum criteria will 
be exceeded. The data set consists of 76 samples from the Camanche 



Region 5: Mokelurne River, Lower 
Aluminum 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal represeniation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternntlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendstlon 

reservoir, just downstream of the Camanche reservoir since 1994. 

The samples were collected at three locations along the river. 

The samples were collected over4 years (1988-1992). 

Numerical data. 

EBMUD methods for sampling. 

Resource Exhaction (abandoned mines). 

Exclude from Listing 

Exclude from listing. In the review of the available data and information 
and the RWQCB documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff 
conclude that the water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) 
list because applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 



Region 5: Mokelumne River, Lower 
Zinc 
p~ 

Water Body Mokelumne River, Lower 

Stressor/MedlllBenenclal Use Zinc 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If NIA 
standards o r  use6 are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Mokelumne River was included in the 1998 303(d) list as all of the lower 
Mokelumne River listing for Zinc. RB wants to list the Mokelumne from 
the Camanche Dam to the Delta, as a listing for Zinc. 

Data used to assess water aualitv The original listing was in 1992. all of lower Mokelumne River was listed . . 
for ~ i n f  as pan ohhc  ~okelumne. RB feels that it should now be listed as 
Lower Mokelumnc Rwcr listing frum Camanchc Dam to Delta because, it 
is more appropriate to list reservoirs separate from their downstream 
drainageifrom a watershed management strategy perspective. Rivers and 
reservoirs have different management strategies. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Resource ExtractionIAbandoned mines. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in areal extent. 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendatlon Change in areal extent. 



Region 5: Mokelumne River, Lower 
Copper 

Water Body Mokelumne River, Lower 

StressorNediaAenefldII Use Copper 

Data quallty aaessment. Extent to N/A 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If NIA 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Mokelumne River was included in the 1998 303(d) list as all of the lower 
Mokelumne River listing for Copper. RB wants to list the Mokelumne 
from the Camanche Dam to the Delta, as a listing for Copper. 

The original listing was in 1992, all of lower Mokelumne River was listed 
for Copper as pan of the Mokelumne. RB feels that it should now be listed 
as Lower Mokelumne River listing from Camanche Dam to Delta because, 
it is more appropriate to list reservoirs separate from their doullstream 
drainages, from a watershed management strategy perspective. Rivers and 
reservoirs have different management strategies. 

Resource ExtractionlAbandoned mines. 

Change in areal extent. 

Change in areal extent. 



Region 5: Mormon Slough 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Mormon Slough 

StressorlMedin/Benenelal Use Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
which data quality requirements met, monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specilie lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommrndatlon 

Low Dissolved Oxygen linked to Aquatic Life. 

Basin Plan WQO for Dissolved Oxygen. 

Data= 2 Years (1999- 2000), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data = 30 samples with 27 of those samples falling below the WQO of 5 
m a .  

The data were collectcd from Mormon Slough. 

The data were collected over 2 years, from 11/99-2100. 

Numerical data. 

DeltaKeeper methods. 

Urban RunoffIStorm Sewers. It is likely this problem is due to pollutants 
such as nutrients or pollution (low flow or channel morphology of the 
water body) 

List 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data an numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 
RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staffand this area was remapped. It 



Region 5: Mormon Slough 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

was agreed to split Mormon Slough into a 0.93 mile section from 
Commerce Street to Stockton Deep Water Channel for organic 
enrichmenfflow dissolved oxygen and pathogens and a second 5.2 mile 
section from Stockton Diverting Canal to Commerce Street for pathogens 
only. 



Region 5: Mormon Slough 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

Stressor~edWBenetlcIal  Use 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to 
whieh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards o r  user are not attalned 

Water Body-specltlc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlnl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlsl Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB St~iiRecommendntlon 

Mormon Slough 

PathogensN'aterlREC-I 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Pathogens linked to REC-1 beneficial uses. 

CDHS and USEPA criteria 

Data = 10 Months (2000-2001), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data =31 samples with a calculated Geometric mean. The Geometric mean 
= 1,272 MPN per IOOml, exceeding the 126 per 100 ml USEPA criterion. 
The WQO has been exceeded. 

The data were collected from Mormon Slough at one sampling location. 

The data were sampled from one location over a ten month period of time 
(2000-200l). 

Numerical data. 

DeltaKeeper methods. 

Urban RunofVRecreation 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the secljon 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a poilutan1 con!ribules lo or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1.7he data is considered to be of adequate quality 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the water bodv. .. , 
4. Water qual~ty standard uscd is applicable. 
5. The cvaluat~on guidcl~nc uscd lo lntcrprct narrative water quality 

~ ~ 

standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 



Region 5: Mormon Slough 
Pathogens 

The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. RWQCB staff 
worked with SWRCB staff and this area was remapped. It was agreed to 
split Mormon Slough into a 0.93 mile section from Commerce Street to 
Stockton Deep Water Channel for organic enrichmenflow dissolved 
oxygen and pathogens and a second 5.2 mile section from Stockton 
Diverting Canal to Commerce Street for pathogens only. 



Region 5: Mosher Slough 
Diazinon and Chlorpyrifos 

Water Body Mosher Slough 

StressorlMedls/Beneflcid Use Diazinon and Chlorpyrifos 

Data quality ssstasmcnt. Extent to NIA 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen meaaurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-apecine Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality The tolal size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB staff. subseauent to the RWOCB's first change recommendation. . ~ " ~ ~~ 

This waterbody has been remapped and the revised extent 1mpac1r.d is a 1.3 
mile section and a second 3.5 mite secuon. The new cxlcnl is caluula~ed by 
the Geospalial Water Body Syslcm (GooWBS), usine naWs be,! eslimate 
of the exient to which wa&r quality standards are notmet. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Change ~n Toml slzc affectcd Change l ~ r l ~ n g  from the tolal length of 3 
miles lo 5 mlles. Mosher Slough 1s 5 mtles m length Honzons 
Technology, Inc. 1997. DrLormc 1998. 

Chanee in Total size affected. RWOCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and t k s  area was remapped. it was ;greed to split Mosher Slough into a 
1.3 mile section downstream of 1-5 for chlorpyrifos, diminon, organic 
enrichmenflow dissolved oxygen impacts and a second 3.5 mile section 
upstream of 1-5 for pathogcni~pacts: 



Region 5: Mosher Slough 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StressorlMedl.IBenenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty reqvirementr met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
stsndards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water qunllty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Mosher Slough 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitorbg using documented QAIQCprocedures. 

Pathogens linked to REC-I Beneficial uses. 

CDHS and USEPA Bacteria criteria. 

Data = 10 months (in 2000- 2001), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data = 3 1 samples, 29 of which exceeded the CDHS 30 day criterion for 
E. coli. 

The date were collected in Mosher Slough. 

The data were collected from May 2000 - Febluaty 2001 

Numerical data. 

DeltaKeeper methods. 

Urban RunofflStom Sewen, 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bod" should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
waterquaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&nt contributes~~ or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered lo bc of adcquatc quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal wverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr qualiry standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequite. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered, 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 



Region 5: Mosher Slough 
Pathogens 

standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. The 
bsctcrhl data show the WQO is exceeded (REC-I). RWQCB slaNworkcd 
with SWRCB staffand this area was remapped. It was agreed to split 
Mosher Slough into a 1.3 mile section downstream of 1-5 for chlo&yrifos, 
diminon, or&ic enrichmentnow dissolved oxygen impacts and ayecond 
3.5 mile section upsncam of 1-5 for pathogen impacts. 



Region 5: Mosher Slough 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medis/Benencid Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging iI 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representanon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Poliutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Mosher Slough 

Low Dissolved OxygenlWaterlAquatic Life 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Low Dissolved Oxygen linked to Aquatic Life. 

Basin Plan WQO for Dissolved Oxygen. 

Data = 2 Years (1996 and 1999- 2000), Data measured at the site, Species 
or Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data = 43 samples of Dissolved Oxygen values, with 19 (44%) of those 
samples falling below the WQO of 5 ma. 

The Dissolved Oxygen data were collected in Mosher Slough. 

The data were collected 11/99 and 2/00, and also in 11/96 and 10196. 

Numerical data. 

DeltaKeeper methods. 

Urban RunofVStorm Dmins. It is likely this problem is due to pollutants 
such as nutrients or pollution (low flow or channel morphology of the 
water body). 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. 
2. Thc data exhibited sufictent spatiaiand tcrnporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
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Region 5: Mosher Slough 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
hieh. RWOCB staff worked with SWRCB staff and this area was 
rekppsd>r was agreed to split Moshcr Slough into a 1.3 mile section 
downmeam of I d  for chlorpyrifos, diazinon, organic c~chmenVlow 
dissolved oxyacn impacts and a second 3.5 mile section upsueam of 1-5 for 
pathogen im&crs. 



Region 5: Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, Upper 
Diazinon, PCBs 

Water Body Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, Upper 

Stresror~edil/Beneficial B e  Diazinon, PCBs 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging If NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality The total size and size affected were rcasscsscd by SWRCB staffand 
RWQCB staff, subscqucnl to the RWQCB's fim change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been r e m a ~ ~ e d  and the revised extent imvacted is a 3.5 
mile section &d a second 12 mile section. The new extent is calculated bv 
the Oeospatial Water Body System (OeoWBS), using staffs best estimatc 
of the extent to which water quality standards are not met. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. Split Natomas East Main Drainage Canal into 
a 3.5 mile section downstream of the confluence with Arcade Creek for 
Diazinon and PCBs and a second 12 mile section upstream of the 
confluence with Arcade Creek for PCBs. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change in total size affected. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was split into 3.5 mile downsheam and I2 
mile upstream sections. 



Region 5: Newman Wasteway 
Chlorpyrifos 

Water Body Newman Wasteway 

StressorlMedislBenenelal Ure Chlorpyrifos/Waer/Aquatic Life 

Data quality asseament. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whleh data quallty requirements met. monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Chlorpyrifos linked to Aquatic life. 
and beneneal use o r  a tandud 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards or  user are not attained 

Water Body-speeine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatla1 representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstsndsrd method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

CDFG criteria Chlorpyrifos levels, WQO. 

Data = 3 years(1991-1993), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data =I0 sampler, out of those, 2 samples exceeded the chronic criteria 
and 2 samples exceeded the acute criteria. Data ranged to up to 15 times 
the criteria levels. 

The data were collected from the Newman Wasteway. 

Data were collected for3 years from 1991-1993. Sampling behveen 
January and April. 

Numerical data. 

CDFG methods. 

List. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) list because appl~cablc 
water quality standards arc cxccedcd and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adcquatc quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient saatialand temairal coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uses aaalv to the water badv. 

. .. , ~~~ 

4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 5: Newman Wasteway 
Chlorpyrifos 

quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. List the entire Wasteway. The data have shown exceedance of 
the WQO. using CDFG criteria. 



Region 5: Newman Wasteway 
Diazinon 

Water Body Newman Wasway 

StressorMedis/Benenclal Use DiazinonAVaterlAquatic Life 

Dsts quality auosmcnt. Extcmt to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
which data qusllty rcqulrcmcnts met. monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if WQO for Toxicity and Pesticides, CDFG criteria for Diazinon. 
standards or uses are not attnlned 

Water Body-speclnc Information Data= 3 y e m  (1991-1993), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water quality Data=lO samples, out of those, 4 samples exceeded the chronic criteria 
and 3 samples exceeded the acute criteria. Data ranged to up to 700 times 
the criteria levels. 

Spatial representation The data were collected from the N m a n  Wasteway. 

Temporal representation Data were collected for 3 years (1991-93). 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method CDFG methods, 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant AgriculNre (Used on nut and fruit orchards in winter months). 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Afkr reviewin= the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this rccommcndation, SWRCB naff concludc that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temoorsl coveraee. - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation rmideline used to intemret narratit,c watcr quality . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 



Region 5: Newman Wasteway 
Diazinon 

high. List the entire Wweway. The data have shown excedeace of the 
WQO, using CDFG criteria. 



Region 5: Oak Run Creek 
Fecal Colifonn 

Water Body 

Stressor~edis/Benefleld Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whieh data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlai representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Oak Run Creek 

Fecal ColiforrdWaterlREC-l 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Fecal colifom linked to REC-I WQO for Bacteria. 

WQO for bacteria, REC-I. 

Data = 5 months (June - October 1999), Data measured at the site, Species 
or Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data was collected and the averape levels were 400 MPN/100ml. 
exceeding the WQO Geometric Mean lcvels of200 ~ ~ ~ 1 1 0 0 m l ' f o r  at 
least 5 months. The WQO has bccn exceeded. Many ofthe samples were 
above the 30 day basin plan criteria of400 MPN/iOOml. 

Data were collected from the middle reach of Oak Creek. 

Data were collected between June and October of 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Hannaford and North State InstiNte for Sustainable Communities, 
sampling methods. 

Human andlor Livestock Sources. 

List. 

AAer revicwinz the available data and infomation and the RWOCB - 
documentation for this rccommendat~on, SWRCB staficoncludr. lhbt the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) Ixst because spplicablc 
water quality standards are exceeded and a oollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinas that: 
I. The dala is considered to bc ofadcquatcquality. 
2. The dala cxhibitcd sullicienl spatial and lcmporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality sta;;dard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Oak Run Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is hi&. List the middle 
reach. 4.5 miles of Oak run creek. From 16.5 miles be& the confluence 
to 12 miles from the confluence. 



Region 5: Old River 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Stressor~edislBenenclal  Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to as'sess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Old River 

Low Dissolved Oxygen/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data comes fmm real-time sensors operated by the California Department 
of Water Resources as pan ofthe Interagency Ecological Program. 

Dissolved oxygen linked to various aquatic lifc uses 
(WARM/COLD/MIGRlSPWN). 

RWQCB dissolved oxygen water quality objective, 

10 months of data from three sites. (January 2001-October 2001). 

55.000data ooints. DO analvzed about ever, 15 minutes. Ranee 1.0 m d L  
to saturation: 13 % ofsamp~is below 5.0 m g i .   ore frequent iiolationi 
during June-September. 

Data collected from the near to San loaquin River to near the Delta- 
Mendota Canal and midway behveen. 

Two years of data available for the critical time period (June-September). 

Numerical data 

Unknown. It is likely this problem is due to pollutants such as nutrients or 
pollution (low flow or channel morphology of the water body). 

N/A 

List Old River from the San Joaquin River to the Delta-Mendota Canal. 

ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationiorthis recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud;that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to oz 
causesihe pkblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeouate aualitv . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Old River 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality srandard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. List Old River fmm the San Joaquin River to the Delta-Mendota 
Canal. 



Region 5: Orestimba Creek 
Azinphos-methyl 

Water Body 

StressorMedls/Beneflelal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measuremcnl endpoint 
and benefleal use or  standard 

Utllity of measure for Judglng if 
standards or user are not attalned 

Water Body-speelfle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Orestimba Creek 

Azinphos-methyl~Wster/Aquatic Life 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAJQC procedures. 

Azinphos-methyl linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO, USEPA criteria for azinphos-methyl. 

Data = 2 yean (1992-1993). Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at sits. 

Data = 46 samples, 9 of which are above the USEPA criteria levels. 

Data were collected from the Creek at River Road. 

Data were collected from 1992-1993 from Feb. 1992- November 1993. 

Numerical data. 

USEPA methods. 

Agriculture (Used to control insects on almonds, walnuts and other crops). 

List. 

After reviewina the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conelude'that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causer the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water qualiw . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
hieh. RWOCB staff worked with SWRCB staff and this area was - 
remapped. It was agreed to split Orestimba Creek into a 9.1 mile section 
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Region 5: Orestimba Creek 
Azinphos-methyl 

above Kilbum Road for azinohos-methvl. chlomvrifos. DDE. and diazinon 
impacts and a second 2.7 miie section kiow ~ i i i u m  dosd fdrazinphos- 
methyl, chlorpfifos, DDE, diazinon, and unknown toxicity. 



Region 5: Orestimba Creek 
DDE 

Water Body 

~ t r e s s o r ~ e d i l l ~ e n e f l c ~ n l  Use 

Data quaiity ascessment. Extemt to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Orestimba C m k  

DDE/Tissue & Waterffish Consumption and Drinking Wate~ 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

DDE linked to Fish Consumption and Drinking Water for the protection of 
Human health. 

USEPA - CTR for DDE, WQO. 

Data= 1 year (1993). Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data =40 samples, I5 of which exceed the USEPA criterion for DDE, 
exceeding the WQO. 

Data were collected by USGS from the Creek at River Road. 

Data were collected in 1993, primarily in Jan. and March, with additional 
sampling May- June, and minimal sampling during the rest of the year. 

Numerical data. 

USGS methods. 

Historical Agriculture (prior to being banned in 1972). 

List. 

AAcr reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntation-for this recommcndarion, SWRCB s ta~conciud~that  the 
watcr body should be placed on rhc scclion 303(d) list because applrcablc 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to 01 

causes the problem, 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and tcmooral coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 

' - 
4. Watcr qualily standard used is applicable. 
5. Thc evaluation mideline used to intcmret narrative watcr qualiw . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 5: Orestimba Creek 
DDE 

quality standard. The slaffconlidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staffand this area was 
r&ppd. It was agreed to sd i t  Orsstimba Creek into a 9.1 mile section 
abov;~ilburn ~ o s d  for azinphos-methyl, chlorpyrifos. DDE, and diazinon 
impacts and a second 2.7 mile section below Kilbum Road for azinphos- 
methyl, chlorpynfos, DDE, diazinon, and unknown toxicity. 



Region 5: Panoche Creek 
Mercury, sedimentationlsiltation, selenium 

Water Body 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Bodyapeclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Panoehe C m k  

Mercury, sedimentatiolllsiltation, selenium 

NIA 

NIA 

The total size and size affected were reassessed bv SWRCB staffand 
RWQCB staff, subscqucnt to the RWQCB's first change recommendatton 
Thls uatcrbody has been rcmappcd and thc rev~red extent Impacted 1s 18 
m~les The new extent is calculated bv the Gcospsttal Water Body Svstcm 
(GeoWBS), using stavs best estimate ofthe exient to which water quality 
standards are not met. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstsndsrd method 

Potential Source(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size aNectcd. The impaired exlent is from Silver Crcck to 
Bclmonl Avenue. Size change: The mappcd impaircd extent changed form 
46 miles to 18 miles. 

SWRCB StaiiRccommendation Change in total size affected. RWQCB staffworked wlth SWRCB staff 
and this area was rcmappcd. It was agreed [hat the new exlcnt impacted is 
18 miles 



Region 5: Putah Creek, Lower 
Mercury 

Water Body Putah Creek, Laver 

StrearorlMedin/Benencial Use Mercury/Iissueffish Consumption 

Data qusllty anosment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
which data quallty requirememls met. monitoring using documcntcd QAIQC procedures. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt Mercury linked to Fish Consumption. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if Basin Plan WQO, USEPA criterion far human health consumption levels 
standards or uses are not attained of mercuty. 

Water Body-speci~c Information Data= 2 Years (1997-1998), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site. Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water aualltv USDHHS-ATSDR and UC Davis Data = 67 uoohic level 4 fish and 204 . . 
trophic level 3 fish. I h c  level4 fish had 39 fishin exccedancc ofthe 
criteria levels above 0.3 ppm. Four ofScvcn Tmphic Level 4 fish spccics 
had mcan mercury concentrations exceeding the 0.3 ppm USEPA critcna 

Spatial representanon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of atandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StatTRecommendation 

Data wan collected from Lower Putah creek behveen Lake Berryesa and 
Putah Creek. 

Data was collected in 1997 and 1998. 

Numerical data. 

USDHHS-ATSDR and UCD methods. 

Mining, unknown source. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntationffor this recommendation, SWRCB soff conclud; that the 
water body should be placed on thc section 303(d) list because applicable 
watcr quality standards are exceeded and a oollutant contributes10 ar 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. . . 
2. The data exhibited suliicicnt spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation rmideline used to intemret narrative water sualiw . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Putah Creek, Lower 
Mercury 

Most ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidencc that standards were exceeded is high. List 
the Lower Putah Cnek from Lnkc Solano to Pumh Creek for Mcreurv. 
The data show exceedance of the WQO using VSEPA criteria for me;cluy. 



Region 5: Putah Creek, Lower 
Unknown Toxicity 

Water Body Putah Cresk, Lower 

StressorlMedinlBeneliclal Use Unknown Toxicity/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty ~ s e r m e n t .  Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data quality rqulrements met. monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolyt Toxicity linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benefical use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specllic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

Basin plan WQO for toxicity and comparing toxicity data results to Lab 
control results. 

Data = 2  Years (1998-1999), Data measured at the site, Environmental 
conditions considered at site. 

Toxicity Dam was collected monthly and during rain events as well (at 
least 24 samples). 16 of the samples resulted in impaired growh, impaired 
reproduction andlor mortality. Further TIE test were run and the tests 
failed to pinpoint the cause while ammonia and pathogenicity were 
eliminated as causes because no toxicity was observed. 

Routine monthly samdes and samdes durina rain events were collected. 
Water quality analysir, toxicity tesk and TIES were conducted on water 
samples collected in lower Putah Creek. 

The water samples were collected during 1998 and 1999, routine monthly 
sampling and sampling rain events. 

Toxicity, TIE, and Numerical data for diuron, ammonia, and pathogens. 

Laboratory Methods conducting TIES. 

Unknown. 

List. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon Aflcr reviewing the avatlable data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staficoncludc that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List for unknown toxicity, 
the toxicitv is transient and because a ~ollutant or ~ollution that contributes 
or causes any standards exceedance has not been ihentified. 



Region 5: Putah Creek, Upper 
Unknown Toxicity 

Water Body Putah Creek, Upper 

StressorlMedldBeneflcial Use Unknown ToxicitylWaterlAquatic Life 

Data qualtty assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
which data quallty requirements met. monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Toxicity linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility ofmeasure for judglngif Basin plan WQO for toxicity and comparing toxicity data results to Lab 
standards or uses are not attained control results. 

Water Body-speciflc Informatfon Data = 2 Years (1998-1999). Data measured at the site, Environmental 
conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water quality On four of the sampling dates the water caused reproductive impairments 
to Ceriodaphnia They were analyzed using TIE. The results indicate an 
unknown toxicant that suaests that a non-oolar. oreanic chemical caused . . -  
the impairments. A July 1999 sample showed impairment to gmwh to 
Sclcnart~m, toxiciiy unknown. Overall 5 out of 12 (42%) of !he samples 
resulted in toxicity. Follow-up toxicity tests showed not toxicity. SNdies 
did show that non-oolar chemicals when increased to three times the 
concentralion ambient waters did cause toxicity. These higher 
concentrations do not represent ambient water concentrations and could 
not be linked tot he originally observed toxicity 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Sta~Recommendatlon 

Data were collected just upstream from Lake Berryesa on Upper Putah 
Creek. 

Data were collected from the Upper Putah Creek behveen 1998-1999 and 
were collected once a month. 

Toxicity, TIE data, and Numerical Data for metals. 

Laboratory Methods wnducting TIES. 

Unknown 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List for unknown toxicity 
because of the transient observed toxicity and because a pollutant that 
contributes or causes any standards exceedance has not been identified. 



Region 5: Rollins Reservoir 
Mercury 

Water Body 

StressorMedls/BenefleIal Use 

Data qunllty hssessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and bendeal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeYe Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntion 

SWRCB StaNReeommendation 

Rollins Reservoir 

Mercnry~TissueiFish Consumption 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Mercury linked to Fish Consumption 

Basin Plan WQO, USEPA criterion for human health consumption levels 
of mercury. 

Data = 15 Ycan (1984-1999), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

USOS and TSMP Data - 50 trophic level 4 fish. The level 4 fish had an 
average mercury concentration of 0.32 ppm exceeding the 0.3 ppm USEPA 
criteria used to determine attainment of the WOO. The WOO has been . 
exceeded. OEHHA is in the process of developing a state advisory for 
Nevada County based on this Data. 

50 Fish were collected ham Rollins Rcscwoir from the midsection. Bcar 
River Arm and the Greenhorn Creek Arm. 

50 fish were collected horn Rollins reservoir behveen 1984 and 1999, over 
IS years. 

Numerical data 

USGS and TSMP sampling methods 

Resource Extraction. 

List 

Alter reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
warer body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water aualilv standards are exceeded and a ooll&nt contributesib or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatiaisnd temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualilv standard used is applicable. 
5. The cv~lnatkn rmideline used t i  internret narrative water aualilv . , 
standards is adcqt&. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 



Region 5: Rollins Reservoir 
Mercury 

8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is huh. List all of 
Rollinr Reservoir for Mercury. The data show exceedakc ofthc WQO 
using USEPA criteria for merculy. 



Region 5: Sacramento River (Red Bluff to Delta) 
Diazinon, mercury, unknown toxicity 

Water Body Sacramento River (Red Bluffto Delta) 

Streaor/Medl.IBenelleirl Use Diazinon, mercury, unknown toxicity 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benenesl use or  standard 

Utlllty of measure for]udgiog if NIA 
standards or  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB staff. subscauent to the RWOCB's first chance recommendation. -~~~~ ~ 

This watcrbody has been remapped and the revised cxtenl impacted is an 
82 mile section and a second 16 mile section. The new extent is calculated 
by the Geospatial Water Body System (GeoWBS), using staffs best 
estimate of the extent to which water quality standards are not met. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. Solit Sacramento River (Red Bluffto Delta) 
into an 82 mile section ham ~ ; d  Bluffto Knights landing for unknown ' 
toxicity and a second 16 mile seclion from Knights Landing to the Delta 
for diazinon, mercury, and unknown toxicity. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon Change in total size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was split into two sections, an 82 mile 
section and a second 16 mile section: 



Region 5: Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Bluff) 
Zinc 

Water Body Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Blum 

StreaorMedis/Bene~clal Use ~ i n c ~ r s t e r l ~ q d t i c  Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to N/A 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint N/A 
and henencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendntion 

N/A 

TMDL Completed. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the TMDLs Comoleted List because a 
TMDL ha; been deveiopcd for the water b~dy-~oiiutan! combination. The 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 5: Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Bluff) 
Unknown toxicity 

Water Body Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Bluf?) 

StreasoriMedIdBenelldal Use Unknown toxicity 

Data quality ssressment. Extent to N/A 
which data qusllty rcqulremcrts met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judging if NIA 
standards or uses are  not attained 

Water Bodyapeclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB staff. subsequent to the RWOCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbody has bicn rcmapped and the revised exLent impacted is a IS 
mile section and a 16 mlle section. The new extent is calculated by the 
Georpatial Water Body Syslcm (GcoWBS), using stall's bcsl estimate of 
the extent to which water quality standards are not met 

Spatial representanon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source($) of PoUutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Change in total size affected. Split Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red 
Bluff) into a 16 mile section from Cottonwood Creek to Red Bluff for 
unknown toxicity and a scccnd IS mile section hom Keswick Dam to 
Cottonwood for unknown toxicity and cadmium, coppcr, and zinc on the 
TMDL Completed List. 

Change in total size affecled. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was split into rwo sections, a IS mile 
section and a second 16 mile section. 



Region 5: Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Bluff) 
Copper 

Water Body 

~ 

Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Bluff) 

StrerorlMedillBenelicial Use CopperANaterIAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

LInksge behvcen measurement endpoint NIA 
and heneflcal use or  standard 

Utility of meaaure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc InformaHon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StsRRecommendation 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

TMDL Completed. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the ~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

watcr body should bc placed on the TMDLS Completed List because a 
TMDL has becn developed for the watcr body-pallulant combtnation. Thc 
TMDL has becn approved by USEPA. 



Region 5: Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Bluff) 
Cadmium 

Water Body Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Bluff) 

StressorlMedidBene~cial Use Cadmium/WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
qnd benencal use o r  standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specl~c InformsHon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeabie Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

NIA 

TMDL Completed. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 5: Salt Slough 
Boron, chlorpyrifos, diazinon, Electrical Conductivity, unknown toxici + 
Water Body Salt Slough 

StressorlMedinlBeneUclal Use Boron, chlorpyrifos, diazinon, KC, unknown toxicity 

Data quality assessment. Extent to N/A 
which data quality requlrementr met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint N/A 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If N/A 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB staff. subseaucnt to the RWOCB's first chanee recommendation. 
  hi skater bod; har bien remapped add the revised exyent impacted is 17 
miles. The new extent is caiculaled by the Geospatill Water Body System 
(GeoWBS), using mans best cslimatc ofthc extent to which water quality 
standards are normet. ' 

Spatlal representation 

Tempoml representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. The impaired extent is upstream from the 
confluence with the San Ioaquin River. Size change: The mapped 
impaired extent changed fmm 33 miles to 17 miles 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Chanae in total size affected. RWOCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. R wasagreed that the new extent impacted is 
I7milcs. 



Region 5: Salt Slough 
Selenium 

Water Body 

StresiorlMedlslBenefield Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requlrernents met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

Utllity or  measure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assers water quaUty 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recammendatfon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Salt Slough 

SeleniumlWaterIAquatic Life 

NIA 

NIA 

TMDL Completed. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on thc T ~ L E  Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. Thc 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 5: San Carlos Creek 
Mercury 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medls/Benefleisl Use 

Data quality asseument. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements me t  

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or  standard 

Utillty of measure for Judglng if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeYc Information 

Data used to assess water qusUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

San Carlos Creek 

Mercury 

NIA 

NIA 

The total size and size affected were reassessed bv SWRCB staff and - - 

RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been remapped and the revised extent impacted is 5.1 
miles. The new extent is calculated by the Oeospatial Water Body System 
(OeoWBS), using stat% best estimate of the extent to which water quality 
standards are ~t met, 

Add a new pollutant source: Acid Mine Drainage. 

Change in Total S ~ r c  end Stze Affected. Change ltsttng from the total 
length of I mlle to 9 mtles. Extent of affccted area to be changed fmm I 
mile to 4 mllcs San Carlos Creek has a length of9  miles. fmm its 
headwaters at San Benito Mountain to its confluence with Silver Creek. 
CRWQCB-CVR 1995, USGS 1958-2000. 

Change in Total Sile and Sire Affected and add "Acid Mine Drainage" as 
a nollutant source. RWOCB staffworked with SWRCB staff and this area 
was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 5.1 miles The 
impatrcd extent is downsueam from the New ldria Mtnc. The mapped 
impacted extent was changed from 8.5 miles to 5.1 miles. Acid mke  
drainage has been added 6 the pollutant source, along with Resource 
Extraction. 



Region 5: San Joaquin River, Lower 
Mercury 

Water Body San Joaquin River, Lower 

StreaorlMedidBeneficid Use MercwyrnissueIFish Consumption 

Data quality asswsment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
which data quality requirements met, monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpoint Mercury linked to fish consumption. 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if Basin Plan WQO, USEPA criterion for human health consumption levels 
standards or uses are not attalned of mercury. 

Water Body-specific Information Data= 20 Yean (1979-1999), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Envimnmental conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water quality TSMP and SFEL Dala = 264 trophic level 4 fish. Thc level 4 fish had an 
average mercury conccnlration of 0.45 ppm exceeding lhc 0.3 ppm 
USEPA criteria used lo dctcrminc anainmcnt of the WQO. Thc WQO has 
been exceeded. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Data were collected in the San Joaquin River. 

Fish were collected in the San Joaquin River between 1979 and 1999, over 
a 20 year period. 

Numerical data. 

TSMP and SFEl methods. 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant Resource Extraction (abandoned mines) 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rewmmendation List. 

SWRCB SIaNRecommendstion ARcr reviewing the available data and information and Be RWQCB 
doeumcntation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 3031d) list because aoolicable . . . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
1. Thc darn is wnsidcrcd to be of adequatc~ualiry. 
2. The data cxhibiled suflicient spatial and temporal coveragc. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

5-128 



Region 5: San Joaquin River, Lower 
Mercury 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. List Lower Sun 
loaquin River for Mercury from its confluence with Bear Creek to 
Vernalis. The data show exceedance of the WQO using USEPA criteria 
for mercury. 



Region 5: San Joaquin River, Merced River to the South Delta Boundary 
Selenium 

Water Body San loaquin River, Merced River to the South Delta Boundary 

Stresror/MdidBeneflc1al Use Selenidater lAquat ic  Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specillc InformaHon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spstisl representation 

Tempqral representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

TMDL Completed. 

ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the T ~ L S  Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutanl combination. Thc 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 

The San Joaquin River from Mud Slough to ihe conllucncc with !he 
Mcrccd River should continue to be lisled as not artlining water quality 
standards for selenium. This reach is approximately 3 river miles long. 



Region 5: Scotts Flat Reservoir 
Mercury 

Water Body Scotts Fiat Reservoir 

Strersor/Medlr/Btnelidd Use Mercury~issuc/Fish Consumption 

Data qu8lity 8rseasment. Extent to Gcncrally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data quaUry requlrements met. monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standlard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards o r  user are not attalned 

Water Bodyapecillc Inform~tlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(8) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatfon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Mercury linked to fish consumption. 

Basin Plan WQO, USEPA criterion for human health consumption levels 
of mercury. 

Data = 2 Days (911999). Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

USGS Data = 7 trophic level 4 fish. The level 4 fish had an average 
mercury concentration of 0.38 ppm exceeding the 0.3 ppm USEPA criteria 
used to determine attainment of the WQO. The WQO has been exceeded. 

Data were collected from Scotts reservoir. 

7 fish were collected on September 7 and 8th, 1999 

Numerical data. 

USGS sampling methods. 

Resource Extraction (abandoned mines). 

List. 

Aner reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this tccommendation, SWRCB staRconcludc that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303id) list because aoolicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a po~~;6nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

Tllis conclusion is based on the stantindings that: 
I .  The data is considered to bc afadequatc quality. 
2. The dam exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses a o ~ l v  to the water bodv. 

. .. , 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to intelprct narrative water qualiry 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Scotts Flat Reservoir 
Mercury 

All ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water qusliry standard. 
7 % ~  staffconfidcoce that standards were exceeded is high. List all of Scotis 
Flat Reservoir for Mercury. 7 % ~  data show exccedancc of the WQO using 
USEPA criteria for mercury. 



Region 5: Shasta Lake 
Cadmium, copper, zinc 

Water Body 

StressorMedinlBeneflcinl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirement8 met. 

Linkage behween measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Shasta L&e 

Cadmium. wpper, zinc 

NIA 

The total size and sizt affw~cd were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
~hishaterbodv has been remaooed and the revised extent imoacted is 20 
acres. Thc new extent is caicuiaied by the Geospatial Watcr Body System 
(GeoWBS), using s t a r s  bcst cstimate of the extent lo which water quality 
standards are not met 

Change in total size affected. The impaired extent is only approximately 20 
acres ofthe lake, where West Squaw Creek enters. Size change: The 
mapped impaired extent changed from 27,335 acres to 20 acres. 

Change in total size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. It was agreed that the new extent impacted is 
20 acres. 



Region 5: Smith Canal 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StresaorlMedlllsenendrl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Smith Canal 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QMQC procedures. 

Pathogens linked to namtive WQO for toxicity. 

Basin Plan WQO for toxicity. 

Data = LO months (May 2000- Feb. 2001), Data measured at the site, 
Species or Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at 
site. 

Data = A Geometric Mean has been calculated for samples at three 
serrarate locations along the canal. Two of the three locations all exceeded 
th; USEPA criteria  for^. coli. Two of the locations exceeded the criteria 
up to 50 times thc crlterla levcl, and the other locat~on has exceeded the 
USEPA stnglc sample bacter~al crttctlon Uslng the USEPA cntcna the 
WQO is exceeded. 

The data were collected at three separate locations. Yosemite Lake canal, 
one quarter mile downstream in the canal, and near the mouth of the canal. 

The data were collected during 10 months ( May 2000 to Feb. 2001). 

Numerical data. 

DeltaKeeper methods. 

Urban RunoWRecreation. 

List. 

After reviewins the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentatton for this recommendation, SWRCB stafTconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on the scctlon 303(d) l~s t  because appl~cablc 
water auaiiw standards are exceeded and a rrollutant contributes to or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret namtive water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 



Region 5: Smith Canal 

8. Other watsr body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

All of the water aualitv measurements exceeded the water qualily standard. 
The sca~confidenee &at standards wsrs cxcccdcd is high. iist smith 
Canal from Yoremite Lake to the confluence with the San Joaquin River 
for Pathogens. Thc data show an cxcecdance of the WQO. 



Region 5: Smith Canal 
Organophosphorus Pesticides 

Water Body Smith Canal 

StressorlMedis/BeneUc1d Use Organophospholus Pesticides/WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality arrenment. Eaten1 to Generally IimiM consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data quality requlrements met. monitoring using documented QAIQC pmcedurcs. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benetlul use o r  shndard 

Utillty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specltlc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial reprewntation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use olstsndard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

Pesticides linked to WQO for pesticides. 

WQO, USEPA criteria for Organophosphorus Pesticides. 

Data = 5 Years (I994 - 98). Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data = OP pcslicidcs were lcstcd from 8 water samples between 1994-98. 
TI0 , toxicity tests and TUs olths OP pesticides were run and calculated. 
418 samolesshowed sulvival imoairment as indicated by 100% mortaliw to 
~eriadabhnia within 7 davs. ~ a k  indicate that the OP oesticide caused ihe ~~ 

~~ ~ ,~ 
toxicity, Diazinon and Chlorpyrifos were present but did not account for 
all organo-phosphorus pesticide toxicity. The OP concentralions are all 
above the chronic and acute CDFG criteria. Usina the CDFG criteria the - 
WQO has been exceeded. 

Data were collected from one location in the Smith Canal. 

Data were collected between 1994 and 1998. 

Numerical data. 

CDFG methods. 

Urban Runoff. 

List, 

SWRCB StaflRecommendslion ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this tecommcndation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should be daced on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water standards are exceeded and a poll"6nt contributes~o or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5 .  The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adeqoste. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 



Region 5: Smith Canal 
Organophosphorus Pesticides 

8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water aualitv measurements exceeded the water aualitv 
standard. The staff'confihcnce that standards were exceeded ib high. List 
the Smith Canal fmm the Yosmite Lake to the confluence with the Sun 
Joaquin River for OP pesticides. m e  data show exceedance of the WQO. 



Region 5: Smith Canal 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StreaorMedi.IBenenclal Use 

Data quality asseds~ent. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnksge behveea measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Informalion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representalion 

Temporal repredentatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Smith Canal 

Low Dissolved OxygenlWaterlAquatic Life 

Generally limited considemlion to those organizations that conduct 
m o n i t o ~ g  using documented QNQC pmceduns. 

Low Dissolved Oxygen linked to Aquatic Life 

Basin Plan WQO for Dissolved Oxygen. 

Data = 5 Years (1994 - 98), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

RBDelta Keeper Data = 41 samples of Dissolved Oxygen values, with 31 
(75%) of those samoles fallina below the WOO of 5 m a .  Other data was 
;onsidered from rc;idcnt obsek'ation of fish kills in 1954 to DeltaKcepcr 
Data collected over the years. The WQO for Dissolved Oxygen has not 
been attained. 

Data were collected from Smith Canal by the RB and others. 

The data were collected from Smith Canal over a period of 5 years, during 
dly seasons and rain seasons, yearly. 

Numerical data. 

RWQCB, DeltaKeeper, City of Stockton methods. 

Urban RunolT/Storm Sewers. It is likely this problem is due to pollutants 
such as numcnts or pollution (low flow or channel morphology of the 
water body). 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 3031d) list because auolicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a polli&nt contributesi; or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinss that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequatequalq. 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spat~al and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the water bodv. 
4. Water qualify stai&rd used is applicnble. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard mcthods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data wen considered. 



Region 5: Smith Canal 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is hiah. List 
Smith Canal fmm Yosemite lake to the confluence with the San h u i n  
Riwr for Dissolved Oxygen. The data have shown that the WQO for 
Dissolved Oxygen is notbsing attained. 



Region 5: South Cow Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorMedIIIBtnendal Use 

South Cow Cnek 

Fecal Colifodater/REC-l 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benenul use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelne Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternntlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaIf Recommendation 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QA/QC procedures. 

Fecal coliform linked to REC-l Beneficial Use and WQO for Bacteria. 

WQO for bacteria, REC-I 

Data = 5 months (June - October 1999), Data measured at the sik, Species 
or Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data was collected and the average levels were avvrox. 800 MPN/IOOmI, 
cxcecding the WQO Gcomcvie fiean levels of 20.0 MPNIlOOml, at this 
level for at least 5 months in 1999. The WQO has been exceeded. Many of 
the samples were above lhe 30 day barln plan criteria of400 MPN/IOOml. 

Waters were sampled from the middle reach of the creek. 

The samples were taken over 5 months, between June and October of 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Hannaford and North State Institute for Sustainable Communities, 
sampling methods. 

Human andlor Livestcck Sources. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcnlationror this recommendation, SWRCB slaffconclud~that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
ausesihe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufiicient soatial and temuoral coverage. - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard 
The data show an average that is clearly in exceedance of the WQO for 



Region 5: South Cow Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Bacteria. REC-I.The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is hieh. 
The RW'QCB recommendation was to list South Cow Creek 14 milcs li& 
the confluence to 7 miles before the confluence for Fecal Coliform. The 
total size and size affected were reassesxd by SWRCB staffand RWQCB 
staff. subseauent to the RWOCB's fmt chan~e recommendation. This 
waterbody has been remap&d and the new ;vised extent impacted is fmm 
3.8 milcs to 7.9 miles. The new extent is calculated by the Geospatial 
Water Body System (GeoWBS), using stall's best estimate of the extent to 
which water q-wlity standards are notmet 



Region 5: Spring Creek, Lower 
Acid mine drainage, cadmium, copper, zinc 

Water Body Spring Crcck, Lower 

StressorlMedlllBeneflcl~ Use Acid mine drainage, cadmium. wppcr, zinc 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc IniormaUon The impaiied cxtent is from lron Mountain Mine to Keswick Reservoir. 
cornmint change: Removed comments describing impaired extent because 
they are now part of the water body name. 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potenflal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Eniorceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Change in total size affected. 

Change in total slzc affected. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and [his area was remapped. The impaired extent is from lron Mountain 
Mine to Keswick Reservoir. 



Region 5: Stanislaus River, Lower 
Diazinon, Group A Pesticides, Unknown toxicity 

Water Body Stanislaus River, Lowcr 

StnsoriMedialBene~clni Use Diazinon, Group A Pesticides, Unknown toxicity 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage hehveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencai use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not amlned 

Water Body-speclflc Information Change listing from the total length of 48 miles to 58 miles. Extent of 
affected area to be changed from 48 miles to 58 miles. 

Data used to assess water quality USGS topographic maps indicate that the total length of the River is 58 
miles. (USGS 1958-2000) 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) oiPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in Total Size and Size Affected. 

SWRCB StnffRecommendatlon Change in Total Sire and Size Affected. 



Region 5: Stanislaus River, Lower 
Mercury 

Water Body Stanislaus River, Lower 

Streasor~edis/BeneneId Use Mercury~TissuelFish Consumption 

Data quallty aressment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data quallty requirements me t  monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Mercury linked to Fish Consumption. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If Basin Plan WQO, USEPA criterion for human health consumption levels 
standards or uses are not attained of mercuty. 

Water Body-speelnc Information Data = 20 Years (1978-1998), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

~ ? t a  used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofatandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

TSMP and SFEI Data = 45 trouhic level 4 fish. The level 4 fish had an 
avcrngc mcrcury concenlral~on of0.53 ppm cxcced~ng the 0.3 ppm 
USEPA crltcna used to determine altainmcnt of the WQO. The WQO has 
been exceeded. 

The data were collected from the Lower Stanislaus River. 

The data were collectedover 20 years from 1978-1998. 

Numerical data. 

TSMP and SFEI methods. 

Resource Extraction (abandoned mines). 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documcn~ation~for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the sect8011 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe piblem. 

This conclusion isbased on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral cokrage. - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5 .  The e&luation rmideline used to interpret narrative water quality . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 5: Stanislaus River, Lower 
Mercury 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 5: Stockton Deep Water Channel 
Pathogens 

Water Body Stockton Deep Water Channel 

StressorMedl.IBenenclal Use Pathogen&'ateriREC-I 

Data q u d t y  assessment. Extent to Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
whlch data quality requirements met. monitoring using documented QAlQC procedures. 

Llnknge behvcen measurement endpolnt Pathogens linked REC-I beneficial uses. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judglng if Basin Plan for WQO for bacteria (REC-I) 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information Data = 6 months (2000), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water quality Data = A Geometric Mean has been calculated for 28 samples at I4 each 
at two separate locations along the canal. Both the locations have exceeded 
the USEPA criteria far E. coli. Using the USEPA bacterial criteria the 
WQO is exceeded. 

Spatial representation The data were collected from two separate sampling, locations. One st 
McLeod Lake and the other onc mile upstream st Morelli Park. 

Temporal representation The data were collected over six months in 2000, with 14 samples at two 
different locations, 28 samples total. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method DeltaKeeper methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Urban RunotVRecreation, 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StsNRecammmdation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for thas recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be daced on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll&nt contributesi~ or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findin~s that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adcquatcquality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality sts&rd used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 



Region 5: Stockton Deep Water Channel 
Pathogens 

The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. Lin all ofthe 
Stwkton Deep Water Channel for Pathogens. The WQO has been 
exceeded. 



Region 5: Sulphur Creek 
Mercury 

Water Body 

Stressor/Mdll/Benefid.I Use 

Data quality as~ermemt. Extent to 
whlch d8ta quality rqulrementr  met. 

Llnluge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  atnndard 

Utility of measure for Judglng If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Sulphur Creek 

Mercury 

NIA 

The wmne Sulohur Creek (different countv) had been maooed. The creek 
was r e - m ~ p p c ~  to be the &lphurcrcek i n ~ o l u s a  ~ o u n & . ' ~ i x  change: 
Re-mapping the wsler body created a size changc. The mapped impaired 
extent was changed fmm 2.1 miles to I4 miles. 

The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWQCB staff, subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This &aterbodv has been remaooed and the revised extent imaacted is 14 
miles. The new extent is calcu'lated by the Geospatial ~ a t e r ~ o d y  System 
(GeoWBS), using staffs bcst estimate of the extent to which water qualiIy 
standards are not met 

Spstisl representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source($) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected 

SWRCB StslTRccommendallon Change in total size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. The extent of the impactcd area is 14 miles. 



Region 5: Sutter Bypass 
Diazinon 

Water Body 

Data quslity assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behvecn measurement endpoint 
and berencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not anained 

Water Body-specific Ioformatlon 

D%P used to assess water quality 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(a) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Suiter Bypass 

DiazinoflaterIAquatic Life 

Gcncrally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QAIQC procedures. 

~iazinon linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO, CDFG criteria for Diazinon. 

Data = 4  yean (1996-2000). Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Enviranmental conditions considered at site. 

Data = 78 sampler, out of those, 18 samples exceeded the chronic criteria 
and 6 samples exceeded the acute criteria. The criteria used are the CDFG 
criteria used to determine if the WQO has been exceeded. 

The data were collected from the Sutter Bypass. 

The data were sampled 78 times between December and March, the winter 
orchard dormant season. 

Numerical data. 

CDFG methods. 

List 

ARcr mviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommcndauon. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be daced on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant conhibutesio or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narmtive water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numericaL 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 



Region 5: Sutter Bypass 
Diazinon 

water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is high. List the entire length of Suner Bypass for Diazinon. The data show 
an exceedance ofthe WQO. 



Region 5: Tuolumne River, Lower 
Group A Pesticides, Unknown Toxicity 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medla!Benellcid Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benellcal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglng I1 
standards or user are not sttalned 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water qnallty 

Tuolumne River, Lower 

Group A Pesticides, Unknown Toxicity 

NIA 

Change listing from the total length of 32 miles to 54 miles. Extent of 
affected area to be changed tiom 32 miles to 54 miles. 

USGS topographic maps indicatc that the total length of the River is 54 
miles. (USGS 1958-2000) Chemical analysis indicatc the entire lcngth is 
affected by Group A pesticides. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. 

Change in Total Size and Size Affected. The impaired extent is from Don 
Pedro Reservoir to the San Joaquin River. 



Region 5: Tuolumne River, Lower 
Diazinon 

Water Body Tualumne River, Lower 

StresrorMedidBeneflcial Use Diminon 

Data quaUty aues8ment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
m d  beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllly of measure for judglng if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information Change listing from the total length of 32 miles to 54 miles. Extent of 
affected area to be changed from 32 miles to 42 miles. 

Data used to assur water quality USGS topographic maps indicate that the total length of thc River is 54 
miles. (USGS 1958-2000) Chemical analysis indicate the lcngth allcctcd 
by Diazinon is 42 miles. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB RecommendsHon Change in Total Size and Size Affected. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change in Total Size and Size Affected. The impaired extent is from Don 
Pedro Reservoir to the San loaquin River. 



Region 5: Walker Slough 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StressorlMedl.IBenend.l Use 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
snd benencsl use or slsndard 

Utillty ofmeasure for judglng C 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use oistandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) oiPollutsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Sta(IRecommendation 

Walker Slough 

PathogenflaterIREC-I 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QA/QC procedures. 

Pathogens linked REC-I Beneficial uses. 

Basin Plan far WQO for bacteria (REC-I). 

Data= 6 months (2000-2001), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental conditions considered st site 

Data = A Geometric Mean has been calculated for 28 samples at 14 each 
at two seaarate locations alone the canal. Both the locations have ercatlv v - .  
exceeded the USEPA criteria for E. coli. The geometric mean was 4-8 
times higher than the criteria level. Using the USEPA criteria the WQO is 
exceeded. 

The data were collected from two locations, one upstream and one 
downstream. 

The dzra wcrc rollrrtcd dwng ~ i x  months ovcr 2000-2001, and 14 
samples were taken at two scparale local~ons, fora total of 28 rample, 

Numerical data. 

DeltaKeeper methods. 

Urban RunofVRecrcation. 

List. 

AAcr reviewing [he available data and informalion and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB rtaffconcludr that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because amlicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&nt eontributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of sdeauateaualiw. -- > - ~  ~~ ~a~ ~ ~, 
2. The data cxhibitcd sufiicient spatial and tcmporsl coverage. 
3. Bencficlal uses have been cstablishcd tor the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data wen considered. 



Region 5: Walker Slough 
Pathogens 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is  high. List all of 
Walker Slough for Pathogens. The WQO has been exceeded, using the 
USEPA criterion. 



Region 5: West Squaw Creek, Upper and Lower 
Cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc 

Water Body West Squaw Creek, Upper and Lower 

Stressor/MedlllBenelidal Use Cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc 

Data quality assessment Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requlrementa met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information Upper and Lower West Squaw Creek were combined to be one 
segmenVwater body and the impaired extent begins bclow the Balaklala 
~ i n e .  Name chanie: Insetted a clarifvin~ desc~iotion to the water bod" - . - 
name that the impaired cxtmt is below Balaklala Mine. 
Comment change: Comments on lower squaw creek were deleted because 
they are now patt of the water body name. Size change: The mapped 
impaired extent was changed from 1.3 miles to 2.0 miles. 

Data used to assess water quaUty The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWOCB sta& subsequent to the RWOCB's first chanee recommendation. 
This k r b o d y  has b;cn remapped and the revised ex;cnt ~mpactcd is 
2.0m1lcs. The new cxtcnl is calculated by the Gcospattal Water Body 
System (GcoWBS), using stafFs best eslimatc of lhe extent to whtch water 
4a l i ty  standards are notmet 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. Size change: The mapped impaired extent 
changed fmm 1.3 miles to 2.0 miles. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion Change in total size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. The extent ofthe impacted area is 2.0 miles. 



Region 5: Whiskeytown Reservoir 
High coliform count 

Water Body Whiskeytown Reservoir 

Streaor/MedWBenend.l Use High coliform count 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whleh d a t ~  quality requirements met. 

Llnkage hehveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneneal use or atandard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Informatlon 

Data used to assess r a t e r  qu8Uly The total size and size affected were reassessed by SWRCB staff and 
RWQCB staR subsequent to the RWQCB's first change recommendation. 
This waterbody has been rema~oed and the revised ex& imoacted is 98 
acres. Thc new extent is calcuiaied by the Geospatiai Watcr 6ody System 
(GeoWBS), using staffs best estimate ofthc exlent to which water quality 
standards are not met. 

Spatial representstion 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. 'The impaired extent is only for the areas near 
Oak Bottom, Brandy Creek Campgrounds and Whiskeytown. Size change: 
The mapped impaired extent changed 3,116 acres to 98 acres. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change in total size affected. RWQCB staffworked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. The extent of the impacted area is 98 acres. 



Region 5: Willow Creek (Shasta County) 
Acid mine drainage, copper, zinc 

Water Body Willow Creek (Shasta County) 

StreaorMedldBenefld.I Use Acid mine drainage, copper, zinc 

Data quality nssesament. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benetleal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeinc Information Insened a clarifying description to the water body name that the impaired 
extent is from below the Greenhorn Mine to Clear Creek and that the creek 
is in Shasta County. "Whiskeytown" was deleted and Shasta County was 
added to bener reflect the location oithc crcck. Size change: The mapped 
impaired extent was changed h m  6.9 miles to 4.0 miles. 

Data used to asscss water quaiity The total size and size affected were rcassessed by SWRCB staffand 
RWQCD slaR subsequent to the RWQCB's first change rccomrnendation. 
This wavrbodv has been remaoned and the revised extent imoacted is 4.0 
milcs. The new extent is calcuiaicd by the Geospatial Water ~ o d ~  System 
(GeoWBS), using stafPs best estimate ofthe cxtcnt to which water quality 
standards are not met. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potenthi Source(s) of~Poiiutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Change in total size affected. Size change: The mapped impaired extent 
was changed from 6.9 miles to 4.0 miles. 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendation Change in total size affected. RWQCB staff worked with SWRCB staff 
and this area was remapped. "Whiskeytown" was deleted and Shasta 
County was added to better reflect the location of the creek. The waterbody 
now i* shown as Willow Creek (Shasta County. The extent of the impacted 
area is 4.0 miles. 



Region 5: Wolf Creek 
Fecal Colifom 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedlllBenefidaI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeltle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spntlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Wolf Creek 

Fecal ColiformfWater/REC-l 

Generally limited consideration to those organizations that conduct 
monitoring using documented QNQC procedures. 

Fecal colifonn linked to REC-I WQO for Bacteria. 

WQO for bacteria, REC-I. 

Data = 2 years (2000-200l), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data was collected uvstream and downstream of the GVWTP and the 
calculated ~eometrif Mean was 1491 MPN/IOOml for thc Total colifon, 
exceeding the WQO Ommetric Mean levels of 200 MPN/IOOml,. 
Downstream of the GVWTP the Geometric Mean was IOOOMPNl IOOml 
for the total wl i fom exceedine the WOO Geomebic Mean levels of 200 
MPN/IWml.The WQO has been cxceedcd. Both the upstream and 
downslrcam calculated Geometric Mcans for Fecal Colifonn were in 
excecdance as well. Some of them reached 2300MPN/100ml, in February 

The data were collected upstream and downstream of the GVWTP 

The data were collected over hvo years, 2000-2001. 

Numerical data. 

Waste Discharge Reports GVWTP, and Regional Board methods. 

Urban RunoffRecreation/Agric~Ih~re, 

List. 

Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dosumentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water auaiiw standards are exceeded and a vollu&nt contributesio or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadeauate oualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is avvlicable . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water bady- or site-specific information including the age of the 



Region 5: Wolf Creek 
Fecal Colifonn 

data w e n  considend, 

All of thc waar quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The naff confidence that standards wen cxcccdcd is high. List all of Wolf 
Creek for Fecal Coliform. 
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Water Bodies Proposed for the Monitoring 
List in Region 5 

Water Body PollutanUStresror Rationale 

American River, Lower 

Pathogma 

Arcade Creek 

Malathion 

Butte Slough 

Malathion 

Molinate 

Camanche Reservoir 

Aluminum 

Based an a single beach closure (in 2000) and wasional high fecal colifam bacteria 
-wemenla. The fecal coliform objectives specifically allow the marimum(400 
MPNlml) to be exceeded IWO of the time. The available data indicates that the fecal 
eolifo.rm number is noterceededmre than 10% of the time. Other pathogen 
meas"mnmu, nneludong E. cot,. Clyplorpondium, piadla, and virus mearurmnts, 
tndiwtc that these mdieatorsm below applirsblc guidelines The lower river has a htgh 
recreation value and with incrcued urbaniralion and inerraring use should bc monjtared 
la cnsws #hat thspsthogm loclr  in the nvcr do no1 rircsbovc srandards. 

A USGS NAWQA sNdy conducted from 1996 and 1998 analyzed 3 1 ambient water 
samples in Arcade Creek. Of the 31 sampler collected and analyzed, 3 out of 31 (about 
10%) exceeded the USEPA recommended crilerion of 0.lu~II. Samoler collected in 
4/97; 5/97, and 6/97 had eoncennatians of 0.634,0.144, an; 0.135 &/I, respectively. 
ThesNdy didnot includesampling during April rhmugh June in 1996 or 1998. Further 
assessment is needed to confirm that the eneeedanees recur. 

Between 1995 and 1998, s total of 70 ambient water samples eolieeled in the Butte 
Slough w m  analyzed for malalhion. Overall, 2 of 70 samples contained malathion 
eoncentrationr above the USEPA recommended criterion of 0.1 ugll. These two samples 
above the erileria have the same sample date, as reponed in the ~;partment of ~ssliside 
Regulation's Surface Water Database. The samples are, lherefare, likely duplicaler. 
Since only one sample date indicates malathion levels above the criterion, lhere is no 
indication thst elevated levels of malathion are recurring in Butte Slough. 

Molinale Data = 99 samples were collected and over six yeam 7 samples exceeded the 
CDFG criterion far Molinate. Tho CDFG criteria was used to determine that the 
narrative objectives for pesticide and loxicity an not being attained. An inadequate 
number of samples exceeded the evaluation criteria value. All the dsla used in this 
wessment were collected during the period of application of molinste to rice (generally 
may snd June). The data reviewed show that the evslustion values war exceeded five 
times in 1996 and nro timcr in 1997. Themagnitude ofrhcobrcrvedeaneenwtionr 
wnc  very close lo rhc 13 ugR evaluallon value; in 1996 and 1997 the htghcsr values 
observed were 15.7 uPR and 16.42 "a. The cvsluacion value was not e x c ~ d ~ d  m d m  ~ ~~ w -  ~~- ~~ - ~ w - ~  ~~~~ ~ ...~.~ 
from 1994. 1995. 1998.1999. and 2000. Given the circumslanccs in this oanieular . . . .  ~ ~ ~~ r ~ ~~~~~~ 

situation. Butle Slough should not be listed for molinste. There is a low confidence in 
5% ofthe sampb  exceeding the objective. 

Bcnvccn 1995 and 1998,atotal of77 amblcnt water ramplcscolierted m the Butte 
Slough were analyzed for Ihnokncarb. Ovcrsll, I of77 samplcs contamed throkncarb 
conccntrauonr above the CDFG rccommcnded cricennn of 3 1 unfl Smrc onlv one ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~~ - - ~  - . .. . ... . . . .. ., . . . . 
sam~lc was above the criterion. t h m  is no indication that elevated levels of thinhmcarh 
are rrsurring in Bunc Slough. 

Then were 260 samples taken over seven years. Of those samples 18 exceeded the 
NWRAQ criterion. The NWRAQ wan used to determine the nanativc objective for 
toxiciw. In 1995 data had unluuallv h i d  TSS valves based on the EBMUD data set. 
Three bf I8  the excccdanees were duri; storm events. Since storm events that iesulted 
in the highest obselved aluminum levels it is unlikely thst the aluminum crilcria will be 
exceeded. There exists a low confidence in 5.7% of the sam~les exceeding the 
objective, 
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Water Body PollutnnUStressor Rationale 

Colusa Basin Drain 

ChlOrpyrifos 

Del Puerto Creek 

Mslathion 

Bctwao 1994 and 1998, multiple sNdies d w d  a total of24 ambient w s k r m p l e s  
collected in ihc CBD for shlorpyrifoa. Overall, 3 of24 samples contained chlo~yrifos 
WnFenmtions at or above CDFG chronic (4.day average) water quality criterion of 
0.014 ua andoof 24 rsmples exceeded CDFG acute wslerqualitycriterion of 0.02 
ugil. The 3 sample dates on which chlorpyrifos conccnmtiam wen above the chmnio 
citeria were relativclyminor cxaedsnw (O.Ol9,0.0164,0.0149 ugn ). In addition, 
there was no evidence thrt thc4day average consentration would have k e n  above 
0.014 ugn. Funher srresment ofchlorpyrifos levels in Coluss Basin Dnin is nMded 

Between 1992 and 1998, multiple studies analyred a total of 38 ambient water samples 
collected in the CBD for diesmbs. Two of 38 sampl~s exceeded the Canadian 
Envimnmental Quality Guidelines of0.006 ufl. The two samples that were above the 
Canadian guidelines were collected in 1992. Sampler analyzed from 1996-1998 did not 
have detectable levels ofdicamba, so them is no indiestian that current levels of 
dicamba are above applicable guidelines. 

Between 1991 and 1993, a total of 33 ambient water samples collected in Del Puerta 
Creekurn anslyred far malsthion. OvrmII, 2 of 33 asmplescontained malathion 
eonecnuations above the USEPA mommended efitcrian of 0.lupn. An apparent 
du~liealc ofoncofrhcsam~lcs above thcrtilcrian hadnon-detectable lrvclnof ~ ~ .~~~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ .~~~ ~~~ ~ ~~~ ~~ ~~~ -~ 

malsthion. When the duolicstes are svenced. the consenhation for that dav is below the 
criterion. Since only on; sample date hadkaiathion concenmtions above ;he criterion, 
there is no indication that cvncnt levels of malathion am abovc applicable guidelines. 

Delta Waterways (Eastern Portion) 

Pathogens Data was available fmm the DeltaKceper for a large numbar of sites throughout the 
Delta. Thedata was generally limited in time, with a relatively few sampling events. 
Nonc of the sites appeared to exceed the Deppmnent of Health Services 30 day log mean 
E. eoli guidelines. A few sites had a single cxcccdance of E. coli single sample 
guidclints. Due to t k  limited number ofsampling events, it was difficult to determine 
whetherthe fewobsewed exceeda- of Deppmnmt of Health Services E. coli 
guidctinesarcducto sshmnis conditionofpollution (I~kely to rrw agsin) or an acute 
condtrlon (not ltkcly to occur again). Morc data, both temporal and spatial, is needed 
kforc dctcrmining whether or not the Delta is attaining waor qualtty standards with 
respect to pathogens. 

Delta Waterways (Stockton Ship 
Channel) 

Pathogens Data war available from the DeltaKeeper for a large number of sites throughout the 
Delta. The data was gcmnlly limilcd in time, with a relatively few sampling even&. 
Nonc of the sites appeared to exceed the Depamnent of Health Services 30 day lag mean 
E. Cali guidelines. A few sites had a single exaedsnce of E. coli single sample 
guidalints. Due to the limited number of sampling events, it was diilicult to determine 
whether the few observed cxceedancca of Depsmnent of Health Services E. coli 
guidslines arcduc to schmnic condition ofpollution (likely to oecvr again) or an acute 
condition (not likely to occur again). More data, both temporal and spatial, is needed 
before determining whether or not the Delta is attaining water quality standards with 
respect to pathogens. 

Feather River 

Group A Pesticides The Dslta waterways an currently on the 303(d) list for DDT and GroupA pesticides. 
The Feather River is cunently on the 303(d) list for Group A pesticides. Fish tissue data 
from earlier sNdies (1980's and early 1990's) had indicated that National Academy of 
Sciencea andlorU.S. Food and Drug Adminisrrarion guidelines wne not k ing  met. 
More n e a t  studies had indicated substantial reductima in these contaminants in fish 
tissue. The ~ m p l l n g  design and fish collected in the earlier and later mNd~cs were not 
dlrcctly compamblc (crpeclally in t m  ofperecnt lhpld content). Addlltanal fish ttsrur 
samples should be collected andanalyzed to drlcrmlnc whether appllcablc cntcna and 
guidelines arc eunently k ing  met. 
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Water Body PollutaotlStressor Rationale 

French Camp Slough 
Pathogens There was limited dam for F m c h  Cpmp Slwgh (4 dam points over 2 m t h s  hom a 

single aample lasation). Two out of four samples (one each month) were above lhe 
single sample value. 'I%+ geomuic mean for the four data points is well below the 
guidelines. 'I%+ cxmmciy limited e d p l s  set mDdc it difficult to determine whether the 
elevated E. wli levelsan likely to be obscrved again. Furlher assessment ofFrench 
Cpmp Slough is ncommcnded. 

Fresno River 
NuhientdPathogmr Pwther ~. rcsmcnt  is needed based on largely sncdo(al information on the water 

quality in these streams and IsLes. RWQCB staffhas been made aware of algae die ofls, 
which wvldbc s result of nutrient water qualitypmblsm. RWQCB stmfihasbetn 
mads awan of sank in or near these atreams and lakes. which wuld result in nathohm 
water quality problem. RWQCB s m f l k  st most one .r lwo water quality dam pol'nts 
fmmthcse stnsms and lakes. The dab and information available indicates a potential 
water quality problem, but is not sufficient to de tminc  whether applicable standards 
an being attsined or not. RWQCB rtsflwili try to pursue funding to monitor these 
waters to detnninc whethernuuient and or pathogen slated water quality problems 
exist. 

Hensley Lake 

Nummlflsthogcns Funher orrcrrmcnt s n d c d  bared on lsrgcly ancsdorsl infoml!an an the uatcr 
quality in thnc slreanu and lakes. RWQCB rtaffhas bcen madeswsrc ofalgar daoffs, 
which covldbcarcrull of nutnmr uatcrqualtty problem. RWQCB slaf lhsbem 
mdcawarrofeanle mor near lhcac s w a m  and lakes, whlch couldrcrull in palhogen 
water qualtty p rob lm RWWB staflhas at mosl one or IWO ualcr quality dam potnls 
from thee streams and lnkcs The dala and ~nformatmon sva!lablc ind,rsas a notmr>al ~~~~~~~~~~-~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ .  ~ ~~~~ -~ ~ ~~~ - - .~  ...... ~ 

waler aualiN ~ m b l e m  but is not sufficient to determine whelher soolicablc standards 
a n  being stia;ned or o k  RWQCB smflwdl try to pursue fundingb monitor these 
waters to determine whether nutrient and or pathogen relaled water quslzty problems 
exst. 

IngradHospital Creek 

Carbaryl Belween 1991 and 1993, a total of26 ambient water samples collected in 
I n ~ ~ o m i m l  Cnek were analyred for carbawl. Two of the 26 samdes contained 
s&styl wkcnlralionr above Ih; CDFG eritm& of2.53ugll. ~ h o s i t w a  ssmplcs ucrr 
collected in May 1991 (8.4 ugn).nd May 1992 (2.8 ugfl)rePpccli\cly. Thedata 
indicates Ihat earbawl may be a problem in May. Sinso the dala was coliencd about a 
decade ago and the elevated levels only c+cuncd in one month, funher assessment is 
needed lo  determine whether carbaryl levels arc currently elevated. 

Kaweah River 

Nuuientflalhagcns Funher assessment is needed bared on largely aneodotal information on the water 
quality in these s a a m  md lakes. RWQCB staflhar besn made aware of algae die ON$, 
which souid be a result of nutrient water quality problems. RWQCB staflhar been 
made ware  ofcattle in or near these sue- and IaLes, which could mult  in pathogen 
water quality pmblemr. RWQCB smNaff at mostone or lwo water quality data points 
from these streams and lekcs. The dataand inf-tim available indicates a ~atential ~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~ , ~ ~~~ ~~ 

water quality pmblem but is not rutXcient to de tmins  w W r  applicable MsnW 
are being attained or not. RWQCB staNwill try to punve funding to monitor these 
waters to detmine whether nutrient and or phogen  related water qualify problem 
exist. 
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Water Body PollutanUStressor Rationale 

Kern River 
NuhienWPaUlogsns Funher .sauument is &based on largaly msdotal  informtion on the water 

qunlity in  L h u e a t r r a ~  mdlakes. RWQCB staffhasbeen madcaware o f a l p  die offi, 
which could be a ~ u l t o f n u t r i c n l  water qvrlityproblems. RWQCB staffhas been made 
a m  ofcanla in or n w  t h s e a m m s  and lake,  which could result in pathogen water 
quality problem. R W W B  staffhas at most one or two waterqunlitydstapoinq fmm 
thesestream snd lakes. The data m d  information available indicam apotcntial water 
quality pmblem hut is not sufficient to determine whether applicable standards are 
being attained or not RWQCB Mffwill try to pursue finding to monitor these waters 
to determine whether nutrient and or pathogen related w t e r  quality problems exist 

Lake lsabella 
NuvicnwPathogenr Funhcrasscsmca is n& basedon largely s n ~ d o t a l  informalion on the water 

quality inthese slrrarmand lakes. RWQCB slsffhasbecn made awsreofalsac dicoffr, 
which couldbe a result ofnutrient u a t n  quality problems. RWQCB staffhas been 
d c  awan of canls in or near lhcsc smam and lakm. u hich could wrult in oalhaccn ~~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~ ~ ~~~~~~~~. ~ ~ ~~~ =~ ~~~-~ 
water aualiw o m b l m .  RWOCB staff has at most one or two water aualiw datamints 
from tdese &ms m d  iskes.'The data and informattan svsllable zndicatesa ool;ntial 
water quality problem but is not suffleient to determine whether applicable skndards 
arc being anaincd or not. RWQCB staff will try to pursue funding to monitor these 
waters to determine whether nuvient sod or pathogen related water quality problems 
exist. 

Lake Kaweah 
Nuvicnlsmathapns Further assessment is needed based on largely anecdotal information an the water 

quality in these stream and lakcs. RWQCB staff has been made aware ofalgae die offs. 
which could be a result of nutrient water quality problems. RWQCB staff has been 
made aware ofcanlc in or nearthese smams and lakes, whish could result in pathogen 
water quality problem. RWQCB staff has at most one or two water quality data pointa 
from these s t ream and lakes. The data and information available indicates a potential 
warnqualit] problem bul is nor auficscnt lo delemine whclhcr applicable rmandards 
arc beins anaincdor not. RWOCB staffwill trv to oursue fundine to monitor thrsc - ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~ ~, ~r~~~ " ~ ~~ ~ ~~~ 

waters to determine whether nutrient and or pathogen related water quality problems 
exist. 

Lake Success 
Nutrientflalhagcns Further assessment is needed based on largely anecdotal informalion on the water 

quality in t hue  slrrama and laku. RWQCB sUff has becn made aware of algae die offs, 
which could be a result of nutrient water quality problems. RWQCB aaffhas been 
made aware of cank in or mar t h t x  s w a m  and l sks ,  which could result in pathogen 
water quality problrms. RWQCB staff has at moat one or two water quality data pointa 
from these streams and b k u .  The data and information available to RWQCB staff 
indicates a potential water quality pmblem but is not sufficient lo delermine whether 
applicable standards are being attained or not. RWQCB staffwill try to pursue funding 
to monitor these waters to determine whether nutrient and or pathogen relaled water 
quality problems exist, 
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Water Body Pollutant/Stressor Rationale 

Merced River 

MCTCUN Furthn araesamnt is needed baause: 
I. Tho weighted-avcragcTmphic Level 4 VIA) fish tissvs mercury consmtration for 
each waterbody closely appmached the USEPA criterion o f  0.3 p p m  
2.Thc weighted-average mercury concentrations far the bass and white catfish samples 
fmm bath water bodies exceeded USEPA criterion. 
3. The channclcafwhcanecnmtionr w n r  wwistmtly lower than thcothrrTL4 
sp ies .  Far widespread compwims bcrwrcn wstn  bodiu throughout the Ccnml 
Vatlrv. seffconsidercd r h c l  catfish to be noohic level4 soccias hurt vruallv ~ ~ ~ ~ , , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~~ r~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~r~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~  

channel catfish fish mearurinc m o n  than 300-380 mm in leneth a n  oiscivcmus IMovle. 
2002). ~owcvcr .  n8flabserv;d that channel catfish fmm scrwal k l c r  bodies cave' 

' 

Mormon S l o u g h  

Diadnan 

Oristemba Creek 
Mcthidathion 

Putah Creek, Lower 

Unknown Toxicity 

Putah Creek, Upper 

Unknown Toxicity 

average mcnury concentrations that srs l a w n  lhsn maoury eoncentratiaw i n  white 
caliiah m d  bass samples. Additional information about which fish species humans are 
catching and eating fmmthe Mcrccd and Tualumc R i v m  is needed. Staff can then 
calsulatc the average fish tissue concatration b d  w distribution ofspecies baiog 
caught by humans, rather than baring the calculation on species sampled. 

In  February 1994 toxicity tests were performed on two ambient wa le  sampler collected 
fmm Mormon Slough Theramples wcreeollceted on wnxcuttvc da)s Diuinon 
lnc l s  were analyzed for both m p l c s  Both samples were e b r c  the CDFO acas and 
chmnie cnlcna of0.08 ugll and 005 ugll, rerpeet~vcly. Both oftherampler caused 
toxicity to Ccriodaphnia dubin. The addntlon o f  PBO to the samples eliminarcd the 
taxieity (data ss reporled in Lee and Jones-Lrc. 2001). Further assessment ofdiar~non 
levels in Mormon Slouch i a  n4cd.aincr thccunenf dam actanlv inrludcr rwadsra ~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~ o~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~~~ -~ ~~~ ~~~~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ -  ~ ~ 

~ o i n l s  fmm samoles collected on consecutive davs. The available data set is not 
;uficicnt to detLmine that elevated diarinon levds recur i n  Momon Slough. 

Between 1996 and 2000, multiple studies analyzed a tolal o f  I050 ambient water 
samples collened in Orestimba C r a k  far methidathian. Two of 1050 (abut 0.2%) 
exceeded the USEPA Integrated IRIS Reference Dose o f  0.7 ugll. The rwo samples were 
collected i n  1993 (2.14 ugll) and 2MX) (1.74 ugll). Since only 2 out o f  I050 samples 
were sbovc the referencedose snd there were seven years between detections of elevated 
levels, the frequency o f  occumnce of eievsled levels o f  methidathion is relatively law. 
I n  addition, IRIS reference doses srs far the protection o f  human health fmm 
consumption o f  drinking water. RWQCB staffis not aware of any drinking water 
intakes within Onrtimha Creek. The low frequency o f  exceedance o f  the IRIS 
reference dose combined with the low likclihwd o f  exposure suggests that water quality 
objectives relevant 0 methidathion are being met 

Toxicity Dam was collected monthly and during rain svcnu u well (at least 24 nmplcr). 
16 oflhc samples resulted in impaired growth, i m p i d  reproduction andlor mortality 
Funher TIE tesl were mnandthc lests fanled toptnpaint the cause whtlc ammoniasnd 
pathagcnlctty were cbminatcd sr causer bccawc no toxicity was obrcnrcd. 

On four of the sampling datn the water caused rcproductivr impsimmu to 
Ccnodaphn~a They were analyzed using TIE. The resulu indieme an unknown toxteant 
that supgcou that a "an-polar, organic chemical caused the impaimnu.  A July 1999 
sam~lcshowed im~a imcn t  to ~ m w h  u, Sclcnsrmm. toxicirv unlmoun. Overall I out 
o f  li (42%) o f  thc samples r u k e d  i n  toxicity. ~ o l l i w - u p  toxicity teats showed not 
toxicity. Studies did show that nonpolar chemicals when increared to three times the 
concentration ambient waters did cause toxicity. Thme higher wncentrations do not 
represent ambient water concentrations and could not be linked tot he originally 
observed toxicity. 
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Water Body PollutanUStressor Rationale 
-- 

Salt Slough 

Mduhion BeCween 1991 and 1993, amtsl of46 ambient w a t n m p l c a  collcc(ed in Salt Slough 
were uraty2cd formalathim. Ovcnll. 2 of46 umples mlnined malathion 
conccnrrstiow above the USEPA mmmended ci te ion ofO.1 ufl. The two asmplcs 
above the criterion wns collected in Mar& 1992 (0.16 "@)and M w h  1993 (0.39 
ugll). S i n a  the dsta W M  MlleNd about 8 wade ago and the e l e ~ t e d  levels only 
oecvned in one maole further . s resswot  is needed to determine wbetha malathion 
levels are cumntly dcvatcd. 

San Luis Reservoir 

Copper Data was rcectved Bom the Califomts Dcpamncnt of Water Resources (CDWR) on 
levels ofcopper m the San LUIS Rescrvorr a6 pan of the inttlal rolte~Uton Some of the 
dataaubmnned was necwdanathcininal  Msv 15.2001 deadlrna Thedata now ~ ~ ~ ~~ . . ~ ~~~-~~~~~ ~~~ 

available indicates thst copper levels exceeded California Tories Rule criteria 
fquently fmmOctobrr 1999 mseptmrbn 2OW (7 out of 10 samples nceededthe 
ehmnie criteria, 3 out of 10 exceeded the acute). Since there was only one minor 
exeeedance (0.1 ppb ebovc the nituia) prior to October 1999 and no exceedances since 
September 2000, the erscedancer may have been due to conditions unique to the 
October 1999- Septrmber 2000 time period. Regional Board staffreceived data fmm 
CDWR that included capper ~ u l f a  through June 2M)2 (CDWR, 2002). All samples 
wllccted since September 2000 have copper levels well below the CTR criteria. 

RWQCB staff has discussed with CDWR sfaff the time period in which CTR criteria 
wen exceeded and it is not clear why those cxceedances oceumd at that time and not 
before or since. RWQCB staffreviewed dam available m CDWR's web site 
~tto:l/wwwomwo.watn.eaea~ovhu~rnon.hrml~ to determine whether sites uostnam and . . - .  
downstrram ofthe Ssn Luis Reservoir showed elevated levels of eaoocr. A nvtew of 
data on copper levels at the pumping plants in the Delta, in the ~elti.~llr(endota Canal, 
and in the O'Ncil Farebay, indicates that copper levels w m  well below CTR criteria 
even when the observed exKedances in the San Luis Rcsewoir oecumd. 

Staff doer not rcu)-nd listing the San Luis Reservoir for non-attainment ofcopper 
rtsndards st this time. The combination of the finite time period of the excursions, the 
relatively low levels ofcopper since the cxcursiona ossumd, and the lack ofelevated 
levels downstreamand upstream ofthe mervoir indicate that the excursions may not 
a c w  agein (i.e. the cvidcnee suggests that standards are currently attained). 

Sampling and analysis for copper should continue and that factors that wuld affect 
copper analytical results be c arc fully tracked (e.g. timing ofapplication 0fWppsr based 
wsticides. samolin~ laation. reservoir levels, etc.). . . -  

Ten Mile River (South fork Kings 
River) 

Nunienlpm.thogens Funher assessment is needed based on largely anecdotal information on the water 
quality in these su.%ms and lakes. RWQCB staff has been made awsn of algae die affs. 
which could be a result of nutrimtwitc~ q u a l i P l p m .  RWQCB suff has bem 
made aware of canlc in or near these swam and fakes. which could nsult in ~ a t h o ~ e n  ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~ ~. ~~~~~~~- , ~ ~-~~~ 
water aualiw omblm.  RWOCB staff has at most one ortwo water oualiw dats~oinu . .. . .  . 
from there slrrams and lakes. The data and information available indicates a potential 
wsequalityproblem, but is not svtlisicnt to determine whether applicable standards 

being rttsined or nor Regional Board staffwill Lry to pursue funding to monitor 
thue waters to determine whether nutrient and or pathogen related water qualtty 
problems exist. 
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Water Body PollutauVStressor Rationale 

Tule River 
NuhicnW Pathogens Funher assemen1 is needed based on largely snccdpal information on the water 

quality in these steam and lakes. RWQCB staff has been made aware ofnlgac die off& 
which could be a ruult of nuhient water ousliw omblems. RWOCB raffhaa tern ~~~ ~ . .. 
madeaware ofcanle in or near these streams and lakes, which could result in pathogen 
water qdlityproblcm. RWQCB saffhas at mwt one or Iwo water qualitydampoints 
from thcsc rrrcams and lakes. The dala and information available lo indicates 8 
ptential wter qualify pmblrm, but i a  not suficicnt to determine whehr applicable 
amdads ars W i g  uuined or not RWQCB staff will uy to pmue W i n g  to monitor 
theac waters lo determine whether nutdent and or pathogen related water quality 
pmblems exist. 

Tuolumne River 
Mncuw 

Walker Slough 
Diazinon 

Yuba River 
Pathogens 

Further assessment is needed bnaurc: 
I. The weighted-average TL4 fish tissue mercury caneenbation for each waterbody 
closely nppmafhed the USEPA criterion of 0.3 ppm 
2. The weightad-average mercury wlncenwtions for the bassmd while catfish samples 
from bah water bodies exceeded USEPA criterion. 
3. The channel catfish eonsenmtions were consistently lower than the other TL4 
r-ies. For widesoread eomoatirons behvem water bodies thmunhout the Cenml . . ~~ 

~~ ~ 

Valley, sUff considered channel catfish to be a tmphic level 4 species because usually 
channel catfish fish measuring more than 300-380 mm in length are pircivemus (Moyls, 
2W2). However, staff observed that channel catfish from several water bodies have 
average mercury concentrations that are lower than mercury concentrations in while 
catfish and bass sumpien. Staff believes that addilional information about which fish 
species humans are catching and eating framthe Mercedand'Tuolumne Rivers is 
needed. Staffcan then calculate the average fish lissue concentration based an 
dishibulian of specis being caught by humans, rather lhan basing the caleulalion an 
spcier sampled. 

B e N l ~ n  1994and 199U,6 samples were eallcctcd from Walkcr Slough and tortclty 
less ucrc performed on Ihrm(asslunmanud m Lee and Joncr.Lce. 2001) Dlartnon 
lcvrlr were mcasurcd in three of hole samoles Most of C ~ C I C  samoles WCR colleel~d ~~ ~~~ - ~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - .  ,~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . . ~  ~~~7~~~ ~~. . . ~ ~  ..... 
during wet weather events in the winter. O f  the 6 samples, 2 resulted in 100% monality 
within 7 davs to Ceriada~hniadubia. The Iwa sam~les erhibitine IOO%mortaliw had 
diazinon co~senuations bf0.273 ufl and 0.170 ugjl. PBO was aided IO one of& 
toris sampler and climinsted the loxicity. Funher assessment is needed ofdiarinan 
levels in Walker Slough due to the limited data sel cunently available. 

The Yuba River received much press coverage last summer concerning high levels of 
bactclia in the river and far beach cIOSUM. The= has been onping concern with 
pssiblc interference in test methad. used at the river. The r ivn  was tested far both E. 
w l i  md entemaesi. The E. coli levels mained low while the snterococci levels wre 
high. Addilionally, the county and a citizens monitoring gmup have been snempting to 
determine if the m p l i n g  indicates impairment or if it  was due to a single, non-reeuning 
incident of pollution. Confirmation sampling and method evaluation for the Yuba River 
is W i g  conducted this summer. Due to the conhsdietory i n f m t i o n  regarding the 
pathogen indicators, funheraucssmcnt is necessary to delemine if water quality 
slnndards ars attained with respect to pathogens. 
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State Water Resources Control Board 

REVISION OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 303(d) 
LIST OF WATER QUALITY LIMITED SEGMENTS 

Water Body Fact Sheets Supporting the Section 303(d) Recommendations 

Volume IIl 

This Staff Report supporting the revision of the Clean Water Act 
Section 303(d) list of water quality limited segments has four parts: 
(1) Volume I contains the listing methodology and a summary of the 
additions, deletions, changes, and priorities; (2) Volume I1 contains 
summaries of the proposals for the North Coast, San Francisco Bay, 
Central Coast, and Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(RWQCBs); (3) Volume I11 contains summaries of the proposals for the 
Central Valley, Lahontan, Colorado River Basin, Santa Ana, and San 
Diego RWQCBs, and (4) Volume IV contains the responses to 
comments received. 

This document is Volume I11 of the Staff Report. Changes to the 
section 303(d) list are included for the following RWQCBs: 

Central Valley (Region 5) 
Lahontan (Region 6 )  
Colorado River Basin (Region 7) 
Santa Ana (Region 8) 
San Diego (Region 9) 

Each RWQCB section in this volume is divided into the following parts: 

Water Body Fact Sheets 
List of the data and information used 

All data and information submitted after May IS, 2001 is included in the 
submittals presented in Volume IV. 
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Region 6: Alkali Lake, upper 
Salinity, TDS, Chlorides 

Water Body Alkali Lake, upper 

StressorMedls/Bene~clal Use Salinity, TDS, ChloridesANaterDrinking 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measuremen1 cndpoimt NIA 
and benencsl use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Wster Body-specific Information 

Dsta used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Dsta type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program ' 

RWQCB kecommendatlon 

SWRCB SlaNRecommendation 

Input from geothermal springs and concentration by evaporation over 
geologic timescale. 

Delist because exceedence of standards is due to namral causes. TMDL is 
not applicable. 

ARer rcvlcwlng the avs~lable data and informauon and the RWQCB 
documental~on for this rrcommcndation, SWRCB slaNconcludcs that the 
water body should be removed from the scctlon 303(d) llst because the 
source of impacts to water quality standards is entirel; natural. 
Implementation of a TMDL is not appropriate. 



Region 6: Big Meadow Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 
Pathogens 

Water Body Big Meadow Creek vributary to Lake Tahoe) 

StressorlMedls/Beneflcld Use PathogensANaterMuman health 

Data quality assessment Extent to QA procedures used. 
whleh data quality requlrementr met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Judging If Measurement can he directly compared to WQO. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information Data collected from 1999-2000 

Data used to srrerr water quality Violations of standard (20/100mI log mean during any 30day period or 
not more than 10% of samplcs to exceed 401100 ml in any 30-day period) 
were common (50.70% ofsamples) during grazing season. They were less 
common (0.9% of samples) during non-grazing season. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Targeted in water body. 

Data collected in 1999-2000. WQO is log mean not to exceed 201100 ml 
during any 30-day period, or not more than 10% of samples to exceed 
40116 mi in a n d o d a y  period. 

WQO and fecal coliform counts are numeric information. 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Waste from livestock grazing believed to be primary source. 

Alternative Enforceable Program USFS Grazing management plan. 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation Atter reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) l~st because applicable 
watcr quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is basedon the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited sufficient s~atiaiand imporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were ussd. . 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe watcr quality mcasuremenls cxcccdcd the watcr 
quality standard. The staNconfidcncc that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Big Springs 
Arsenic 

Water Body 

StressorMedillBene~cial Use 

Data quallty assessment Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benenenl use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are no1 nltslned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spstial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source@) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Big Springs 

ArsenicANaterIDrinking 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Source is ofvolcanic origin, with no sources of industrial or agriculrural 
discharges. 

De-list due to natural causes. Beneficial use is drinking water supply for 
City of Los Angeles. Arsenic is removed from this water supply before 
delivery for use. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documenlalion-for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud& that the 
water body should be removed imm the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water qualiw standards are exceeded but the source of the 
pbilutant is entirely n a ~ r a l  (i.e., volcanic). 



Region 6: Blackwood Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 
Nitrogen 

Water Body 

Streuor~edla!Beneficld Use 

Data qunllty assessment. Extsnt to 
whlch data quality requfremerts met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyapecific Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Blackwood Creek pniutary to Lake Tahoe) 

NitmgenlWaterIAquatic Life 

QA procedures used. 

Nitrogen is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be compared to WQO directly. 

Samples collected from creek mouth between 1989-1996 by Lake Tahoe 
Interagency Monitoring Program. 

Violations of WQO for total Nitrogen (0.19 mg/L annual mean) in 6 of 8 
water years. 

Samples collected from creek mouth. 

Samples collected between 1989-1996. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Sources are atmospheric deposition, erosion, stormwater 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommendatton. SWRCB staNconcludes that the 
water bodv should be placed on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . , . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the s t a r  findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and aoolv to the water bodv. .. , 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information includtng the eNccts of 
natural sourccs, scaron, storm cvcnrs, and age ofthc data werc considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Blackwood Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 
Phosphorus 

Water Body Blackwood Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 

StressorlMedir/Bene~ciaI Use Phospho~s/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to QA procedures used. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speelnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) orPollutant 

Aiternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Phosphorous is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be compared to WQO directly. 

Samples collected from creek mouth between 1989-1996 by Lake Tahoe 
Interagency Monitoring Program. 

Violations ofWQO for total Phosphoms in 15 of 17 water yean from 
1980-1996. 

Samples collected from creek mouth. 

Samples collected between 1989-1996. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric valuer. 

Erosion from scverely disturbed areas (logging, gravel mining), 
atmospheric, deposition, stormwater, forest fire. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water bodv should be  laced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . . . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and a ~ o l v  to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
namral sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence thai standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Blackwood Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 
Iron (plant nutrient) 

Water Body 

Streuor/Media/Benefldal Use 

Data qulllty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Llukage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflwl use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judglug If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclile Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Sonree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNReeommeudatlon 

Blachvoad Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 

Iron (plant nutrient)N/ater/Aquatlc Life 

QA prccedures ussd. 

Iron is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be compared to WQO directly. 

Samples collected from creek mouth between 1989-1996 by Lake Tahoe 
Interagency Monitoring Program. 

Violations of WQO for total iron in 8 of 8 water years, from 1989-1996. 

Samples collected from creek mouth. 

Samples collected between 1989-1996. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Yes 

Erosion fmm severely disturbed areas (logging, gravel mining). 

List. 

ARcr reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documcntat~on for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water auaiiw standards are exceeded and a oollutant contributes10 or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is bared on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suilicicnt spatial and temporal wveragc. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watm body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age ofthe data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards wen exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Bridgeport Reservoir, Crowley Lake, Lake Tahoe 
Nitrogen, Phosphorus 

Water Body Bridgeport Reservoir, Crowley Lake, Lake Tahoe 

Stressor/MedlrlBenenclal Use Nih-ogen, PhosphorusAVaterIAquatic life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behvern measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speci~c Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Stomwater runoff, erosion, atmospheric deposition. 

Altern~ltive Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation Clarify previous listings for nutrients. Replace nutrient listings with 
separate listings for nitrogen and phosphoms. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation Clarify previous listings for nutrients. Replace nutrient listings with 
separate listings for nitrogen and phosphoms. 



Region 6: Buckeye Creek 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StressorlMedldBeneflclsl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkege behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
sl.ndardr or uao *re no1 attained 

Water Body-sprcinc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Buckeye Creek 

PathogeosJWaterMuman health 

QA pmcedures used. 

Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected from April 2000-June 2001. 

At least 5 of 10 (SO%), and at least 6 of 14 samples (43%) exceeded the 
40/100 ml WQO. 

Targeted in water body. 

Data collected from April 2000 -June 2001. 

Fecal colifonn counts are numeric information. 

High bacterial counts coincide with months when livestock are present. 
Nahlral sources of bacteria may also occur. 

List. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and tem~oral covernee. 
3. Bcncficial uws have k c n  cstiblishcd for ani apply to th;walcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is spplicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
nahlral sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Carson River, East Fork (was East Fork Carson River) 
Nutrients 

Water Body 

Streror/MedidBeneflclal Uae 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage hehveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards o r  user are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Carson River, East Fork (was Easl Fork Carson River) 

NutrientslWaterlAquatic life 

QA procedures u x d  for pH analysis. 

Nutrients can be linked to Aquatic Life. 

Increases in pH can results from algal blooms, which result fmm high 
nutrient levels 

pH data collected in Nevada, 12-13 miles downstream of state boundary. 

24 laboratory measuremmts ofpH taken between 1997-2001 showed no 
violations ofthe WQO for pH. 5 of26 field measuremmts were slightly 
outside the WOO for pH. These deviations arc not enough to affect 
beneficial uses. 

pH data collected inNevada, 12-13 miles downstream of state boundary. 

24 laboratory measurements of pH taken behveen 1997-2001. 

pH values are numeric. 

Delist based on faulty data used in original listing, and current data that 
shows that no impairment of beneficial uses. 

Aner rcvicwing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB statTconcludes that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because of 
faulty data used in original listing, and because current data that shows that 
standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is basedon the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of inadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 

An inadequate amount ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the 
water qual~ty standard. The staff confidence that standards were cxceedcd 
is extremely low. 



Region 6: Carson River, West Fork (headwaters to Woodfords) (was West + 
Nitrogen 

Water Body Carson River. West Fork (leadwaters to Woodfords) (was West Fork 
Carson River, Headwaters to Woodfords) 

StreworlMedliVBenefld.I Use Nitrogen/Waler/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty awesament. Extent to QA procedures used. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or atandnrd 

Utlllty ofmeasure far judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Bodyapeclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Nitrogen is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected between 1981-2000. 

Data exceeded the objcct~ves for total Kjeldahl nltrogcn (0.13 mgR mcan 
of monlhly means), nitrate (0.02 mgR mcan of monthly mcans), and tonal 
nitrogen (0.15 mgiL mean of monthly means) 

Targeted in water body. 

Mean of monthly means. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Sources may be septic systems, erosion, starmwater, historic livestock 
grazing, and nahrral nitmgen fixation. 

None. 

List. 

Atler reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntation'jor this recommcndalion, SWRCB staff conclud~s that [he 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water qualify standards are exceeded and a pollutant conhibutes to 01 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adeauate oualih. . ~. , 
2. Thc data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for the watcr body. 
4. Water aualihr standard used is avolicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical, no1 numeric'ai, bolh numerical and not numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including lhc age of [he 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 6: Carson River, West Fork (headwaters to Woodfords) (was West + 
Phosphorus 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlllBeneflcial Use 

Dstn quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utillty ofmeasure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are  not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Carson River, West Fork (headwaters to Woodfords) (was West Fork 
Carson River, Headwaters to Woodfords) 

PhosphomslWaterlAquatic Life 

QA procedures used. 

Phosphorus is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO 

Data collected between 1997-2001 

The WQO is 0.02 m g L  (annual mean ofmonthly means). Data collected 
between 1997-2001 showed the following values: 1997=0.09 m a ;  
1998=0.03 m a ;  1999=0.02 mgR; 2000=0.03 mgR 

Targeted in water body. 

Amual mean of monthly means 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values 

Sources are erosion, stormwater, atmospheric, deposition 

List. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list bccausc applicable 
watcr quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufftcient soatial and temooral coveraee 
3. Beneficial uses have been established forth;wster body: 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data ari  numerical, not numerid,  both numerical and not numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurcmcnts exceedcd the watcr quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were cxcecded is moderate. 



Region 6: Carson River, West Fork (headwaters to Woodfords) (was West + 
Percent sodium 

Water Body Carson River, West Fork (headwaters to Woodfords) (was West Fork 
Carson River, Headwaters to Woodfords) 

StreuorlMed~enefieI.I  Use Percent sodiumWaterlCrop protection 

Data quallty usnsment. E x t a t  to QA procedures used. 
whleb data quallty requlrernents met. 

Llnkqe behveen measurement endpolnt Percent sodium is linked m agricultural beneficial uses. 
and benetleal use o r  rtandsrd 

UtUlty of measure for Judglng If Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speelfle Information Data collected in 2000. 

Data used to assess r a t e r  quaUty The WQO is 20% expressed as a mean of monlhly means. Data collected 
in 2000 showed a mean ofmonthly mcans of21.7%. 

Spatial representaHon Targeted in water body. Locations unknown. 

Temporal representation Mean of monthly means. 

Data type WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Use of standard method Yes. 

PotenHal Source(s) ofPollulsnt Road salt, septic systems, natural 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaNReeommendatlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . , . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufkicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for the water bodv. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical, not numcncal, bolh numerical and not numerical 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence Ulat standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Carson River, West Fork (Woodfords to Paynesville) (was Wes + 
~ i i o ~ e n  

Water Body Carson River, West Fork (Woodfords to Payhesville) (was West Fork 
Carson River, Woodfords to Paynesville) 

StrerorlMedl.IBenenclal Use NitmgenlWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. E r t ~ n t  to QA proccduws used 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Nitrogen is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or usea are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water q u d t y  

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstive Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected between 1981-2000 

Data exceeded the objectives for total nitrogen (0.25 mgR. mean of 
monthly means), and nitrate (0.03 m f l  mean ofmonthly means). 

Targeted in water body. 

Mean of monthly means. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Pasture NOON, stormwater, erosion, atmospheric deposition. 

None. 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. not numerical. both numerical and not numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 

' 

7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered 

Mart of the water quality mcarurcmrnts exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were cxrecdcd is moderate. 



Region 6: Carson River, West ~ o r k  (Woodfords to Paynesville, Paynesvi t 
Percent sodium 

Water Body Carson River, West Fork (Woodfords to Paynesville. Paynesville to State 
Line) (was West Fork Carson River, Woodfords to Paynesville) 

St1euoriMedlllBeneflc1aI Use Percent sodiudWater/Crnp Protection 

Data quality assesament. Extent to QA prwedures used. 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoinl Sodium is linked to Agriculture and Crop Protection. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judgbg if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendation 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected in 2000. 

The WQO is 20% expressed as a mean of monthly means. Data collected 
in 2000 showed a mean of monthly means of 23%. 

Targeted in water body. 

Mean of monthly means. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Road salt, septic systems, natural. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - .-- 
documentation for thls recommendation, SWRCB suff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) llsr because applncsblc 
water quality standards are exceeded and a oollutant contributesib or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considered to be ofadeouste oualiN. . . ,  
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the - - 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 6: Carson River, West Fork (Woodfords to Paynesville, Paynesvi + 
Pathogens 

Water Body Carson River, West Fork (Wwdfords to Paynesville, Paynesville to State 
Line) (was West Fork Carson River, Woodfords to State Line) 

StressorlMedlalBeneflclal Use PathogendWaterMuman health 

Data quallty asseasment. Extent to QA procedures used. 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If Measurement can be directly compared to WQO 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data collected from 2000-2001. 

Data used to assess water qnaUty Data indicated violation of the fecal colifonn WQO in four of ten months 
sampled. Numbers of total and fecal coliform bacteria were higher during 
the summer grazing season. 

Spatial representation Targeted in water body. 

Temporal representation Ten months sampled. 

Data type Fecal coliform counts are numeric information. 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Partially natural sources (i.e. wildlife). Primaiy source is believed to be 
livestock waste. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
uatcr quality standards arc cxcceded and a pollutant contnbutcs to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical, not numerical, both numerical and not numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Crowley Lake 
Arsenic 

Water Body Crowley Lnke 

StressoriMedIdBene~clal Use ArsenidWaterlDrinking 

Data quallty assessment Extent to NIA 
whlch data quallty requlrements me t  

U n k q e  behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judglng If NIA 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Ioformation NIA 

Data used to assess water quallty NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Source is of volcanic origin, with no sources of industrial or agricultural 
discharges. 

Alternative Enloreeable Program NIA 

RWQCB Reeommendation Delist due to nahlral causes. Beneficial use is drinking water supply for 
City of Los Angeles Arsenic is removed from this water supply before 
delivery for use. 

SWRCB StaflRecommendaHon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docurncntation-for thin recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud~s ,hat the 
watcr body should be rsmovcd from the section 303(d) list bccause 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded but the source of the 
pollutant is entirely nahlral (volcanic). 

Beneficial use is drinking water supply for City of Los Angeles. Arsenic is 
removed hom this water supply before delivery for use. 



Region 6: Donner Lake 
Priority Organics (including PCBs, chlordane) 

Water Body Donner Lake 

Strer~orMedllJBeneflcInl Use Priority Organics (including PCBs, chlordane)lWatermuman health 

Data quality assessment. Extent to TSMP uses QAPP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measuremeht endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-apecine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

Priority organics are linked to Human Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to MTRL.. 

Fish collected in Lake. Most recent TSMP data from 1991, 1993. 

Two com~osite fish tissue samples (1991. 1993) showed PCB 
concentraiions of 165 ppb and'l02 ppb. The MTU for PCBs is 5.3 ppb. 
MTRL for chlordane is 8.0 ppb. One fish ttrruc sample from 1991 showed 
a chlordane concentration of 26.2 ppb. 

Two composite fish tissue samples of 6-7 fish each. 

Data collected at various times since 1978. Most recently in 1991 and 
1993. 

Numerical fish tissue data. 

unknown. 

Delist based on limited data used to list. No OEHHA advisoly in effect. 
No recent data available. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should not be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I .  Thc data is considered to be of adcquatc quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited suficicnt spatial and temporal covcragc. 
3. Beneficial u u s  havc bccn crtablished for and apply to the water badv. . . 
4. Water aualilv standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 
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Region 6: Donner Lake 
Priority Organics (including PCBs, chlordane) 

TSMP data is sufficient (Wo composite samples of 13 fish), and 
exceedances of WQO are large enough to maintaip listing. PCB 
concentrations wen 165 and 102 mb. (MTRL is 5.3 mb). Chlordane ~ ~ . . ~ ,  ~ ~~~~ 

result was 26.2 ppb. MTLR is 8.O'ipb. ~ W Q C B  may request TSMP to 
schedule additional monitoring before next listing cycle. 



Region 6: Eagle Lake 
Nitrogen, Phosphorus (was Low Dissolved Oxygen) 

Water Body Eagle Lake 

Streror/MediP18enenclai Use Nimgen, Phosphorus (was Low Dissolved Oxygen) 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencd use or  standard 

Utility of measure for Judgingif NIA 
standards or  user are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

Change listing from low dissolved oxygen to separate listings for nitrogen 
and phosphomr 

Clarify by changing listing from low dissolved oxygen to separate listings 
for nitrogen and phosphorus. 



Region 6: East Walker River 
Metals 

Water Body East Walker River 

StresrorIMtdlaiBenendaI Use MetalwTissu&uman health 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkape behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benenenl use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-rpecmc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatlal repreaentatlon NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

~ h t a  type NIA 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

Potential Source(%) of PoUutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because original listing was based on inappropriate use of EDLs as 
WQOs. EDLs are Elevated Data Levels that are the 85th and 95th 
percentiles of all data collected, and are not WQOs. 

SWRCB StafTRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because of 
faulty criteria used in original listing. Elevated Data Levels (EDLs) were 
used as a basis for concluding that water quality standards were not being 
met. This is inappropriate. EDLs are the 85th and 95th percentiles of all 
data collected, and are not appropriate guidelines. 

The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is extremely low. 



Region 6: East Walker River above Bridgeport Reservoir 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medl.IBeneflel.l Use 

Data quallty a~sessmrrt .  Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standards or uaes are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenUal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

East Walker River above Bridgeport Reselvoir 

PathogensMlaterlHuman health 

QA procedures used. 

Pathogens are linked to ~ u i a n  Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Samples collected from 2000-2001. 

At least 8 of 17 samples (47%) exceeded 40 colonies/100 ml.. The WQO 
requires that no more than 10% of samples exceed 40 colonies/100 ml. 

Targeted in water body. 

Samples collected 2000-2001. 

Fecal coliform counts are numeric information. 

Fecal colifonn counts were highest during grazing season. 

List. 

ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB .-- 
documcntathofior thts recommendation. SWRCB staffconcludcs that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) ltst because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes ti or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate qualiiy. 
2. The data exhibited sumcient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have bccn established for and apply to the water body. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age ofthe data were considered 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: East Walker River below Bridgeport Reservoir 
Nitrogen 

Water Body East Walker River below Bridgeport Reservoir 

Stressor/Medil/Benelielal Use NitrogenlWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality asaeament. Extent to QA procedures usd.  
whieh data qudlty rqulremeats met. 

Llnluge between measuremeflt endpoint Nitrogen is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and bmoncal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Judglng if Measurement can be directly compared to WQO, 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Information Samples collected from April 2000 - February 2001 by USGS. 

Data used to assess water nualltv The mean of 9 samdes was 0.64 m a .  This exceeds the WOO (0.50 . - 
mgR annual meanj. Three of 9 samples (33%) exceeded theb~ lh  
percentile value of 0.80 mgR. The WQO requires that no more than 10% 
of samples exceed the 90th percentile value. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Targeted in water body. 

Samples collected April 2000 -February 2001. 

WQO and water column chemistly data are numeric values. 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant Reservoir releases, stormwater, erosion. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) lin bccaure applicable 
watcr quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant conwibuteo to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient soatial and temwral coveraee 
3 Bcncfictal uws have been cstabl~shed for an& apply to the water body 
4 Water qualry standard used IS applleable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality meamremenls exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 

6-22 



Region 6: East Walker River below Bridgeport Reservoir 
Phosphorus 

Water Body 

StressoriMed1slBeneficl.l Use 

Data quallty assess~ent.  Extent to 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

East Walker River below Bridgeport Reservoir 

PhosphonvJWaterlAquatic Life 

QA procedures used. 

Phosphoms is linked to Aquatic Life 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Samples collected by USGS between April 2000-February 2001. 

The mcan of l l samples war 0.083 m a .  This exceeds the WQO of 0.06 
mpR (annual mcan). Four ofnine samples excecdcd the 90th percentile 
value of 0.10 m a  

Targeted in water body. 

Annual mean. 

WQO and watcr column chemistiy data are numeric values 

Release from Bridgeport Reservoir. 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303,d) list because applicable 
watcr quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant conlributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiaiand temaoral coverase. 

~ ~ =~~~ ~~ ~ ~ -~ 
3 Bcncficial uses have been cstiblished for and apply to the warm body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of thc water qualiiy measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staflconfidcnce that standards were crcccdcd is 
moderate. 

6-23 



Region 6: General Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 
Phosphorus 

Water Body General Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 

Streaor/MldidBenellei.l Use Phospho~sMraterlAquatic Life 

Dats qualily asausmcat. Extent to QA procedures used. 
which data quality requlremeots met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencat use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specYc Information 

D a h  used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommendation 

Phospholus is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO 

Datacollected from 1981-96. 

A M U ~ I  means for 12 of 16 water years exceed the WQO (0.015 m a  
annual mean) 

Targeted in water body. 

Annual means for 12 of 16 water years. 

WQO and water column chemisay data are numeric values. 

Major sources from erosion, atmospheric deposition, stormwater. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB slaffcanclud& that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water auality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe pkblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . ,  
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is arrdicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. ~ - ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific infomation including the effects of 
natural sources, season, stom-events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measuremcnls exceeded !he water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were cxceedcd is high. 



Region 6: General Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 
Iron (plant nutrient) 

Water Body General Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 

StreaorlMedidBenellcIal Use Iron (plant nutrient)MraterlAquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to QA procedures used. 
whlch data quality requlremeetr met. 

Llnkapc behvccn measurement endpoint Iron is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencsl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB StalTReeammendntlon 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected from 1989-96 

Annual means for 8 of 8 water years exceed the WQO (0.03 mgiL annual 
mean). 

Targeted in water body. 

Annual means for 8 of 8 water years 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Major sources from erosion, stormwater. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and infomation and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludes that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aonlicable . , . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient svatial and temooral coverage. 
3. Beneficial uscs have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Othcr water body- or sirc-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Grant Lake 
Arsenic 

Water Body 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requlrementa met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benel ld  use o r  standard 

Ulllity of measure for Judglng If 
standards or uses arc not atlalned 

Water Body-specillc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlsl Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Grant Lake 

Arsenic~Water, TissuelDrinking, Human health 

NIA 

NIA 

Beneficial uses are drinking water supply for City of Los Angeles and fish 
consumption. Water is blended in order to meet current drinking water 
standard at the tap. 1991 TSMP data showed no exceedences of fish 
consumption criteria. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Source is ofvolcanic origin, with no sources of industrial or agricultural 
discharges. 

Delist due to natural causes. Beneficial uses are drinking water supply for 
Citv of Los Aneeles and fish consumotion. Water is blended in order to 
meet current d&king water standardat the tap. 1991 TSMP data showed 
no cxcccdenccs of fish consumption criteria. 

ARer reviewinr the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this rcwmmcndation, SWRCB staflconclud~s that [he 
watcr body should k removed from the section 303(d) list bccause 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded but the source of the 
pollutant is cntirely nahlral. 



Region 6: Haiwee Reservoir 
Copper 

Water Body Haiwee Reservoir 

StressorlMtdlllsenelleill Use CopperkaterlMUN. REC-I, REC-2, COLD, WILD, RARE, SPWN 

Data quality assearment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benellcsi use or  standard 

Utility ofmeasure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Informstlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant City of Los Angeles applies copper-based algaecide in order to satisfy 
drinking water requirements (for color, odor). 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Existing 1998 listing, 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation The c6mment below will be added to the list and fact sheet indicating, 
where relevant. that the question of whether Haiwee Reservoir, a water- 
quality-limited scgment, is a water ofthe Untted States war raised, but that 
listing in not a determination ofthat question. 

* A determination of whether or not this water body is a "water of the 
United States" will be made by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 



Region 6: Heavenly Valley Creek, source to USFS boundary (was Heaven1 + 
Sediment 

Water Body Hcavcnly Valley Creek, source to USFS boundaty (was Heavenly Valley 
Crcek between USFS boundsly and confluence with Trout Creek) 

StressorlMedlnlBenenclal Use SedimmtAVaterIAquatic Life 

Data quallty aaessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requlremenb met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Sedimentation is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Ulllity ofmessure for judging if There is a numerical suspended sedimcnl objcc~ive (60 m a  as an annual 
standards o r  uses are not attslncd 90th perccnlile) that applies to all tribularies of Lakc Tahoc. 

Water Body-specl~c Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representstlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Progrnm 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

A TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. 
The TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 

Source is erosion from upstream developments, local streambank erosion, 
stormwater from Pioneer Trail, and other nonpoint sources. 

A TMDL has been completed 

Place on TMDL Completed List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLS Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the watcr body-pollutant combination. Thc 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 6: Heavenly Valley Creek, source to USFS boundary (was Heaven1 + 
Phosphorus 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medls/Benellcial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benelleal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stsff Recommendatlon 

Heavenly Valley Creek, source to USFS boundary (was Heavenly Valley 
Creek, within USFS boundary) 

Phosphorus/Water/Aquatic Life 

QA procedures used. 

Phosphorus is linked to Aquatic Life 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected between 1997-2001 by USFS. 

Annual means of samples collected from 6 sites all exceeded standard, 
0.015 m g n  annual mean. 

Data collected from 6 sites. 

Annual means of sampler 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Sources may be atmospheric, deposition, erosion from disNrbed areas, and 
natural. 

Coordination with TMDL for Trout Creek. 

List. 

AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffroncludes that the 
water body should be placed on !he section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a wllutant contributes to or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is bared an the stafftindings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adcauate oualilv. . . 
2. The data cxhibitcd suflicicnt spaliaiand tcmpoml covcragc. 
3. Beneficial uses have been establishcd for the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is ap~licable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard mcthods wcn used. 
7. Other water body- or sine-specific information including lhc cffecls of 
natural sources, season, stoi events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adcquatc numbcr ofthc water qual~ry measurements exceeded the walcr 
qual~ty standard. Thc stsffconfidcncc that standards were exccedcd is 

~ ~ 

moderate, 



Region 6: Heavenly Valley Creek, source to USFS boundary and USFS bou + 
Chloride 

Water Body 

StressorlMcdi.IBenenclal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
m d  benencal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for juddng if 
standards or uws are not attalned 

Water Body-specillc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatld representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StsfTRecommendation 

Heavenly Valley Creek, s o m e  to USFS boundary and USFS boundary to 
Trout Creek (was Heavenly Valley Creek) 

ChloridJWaterIAquatic Life 

QA procedures used. 

Chloride is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be compared to WQO directly. 

Data collected between 19'37.2001 by USFS. 

Annual means of samples collected from 6 sites all exceeded standard, 0.15 
mgIL annual mean'. 

Samples collected from 6 sites. 

Annual means of samples. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Sources may be road salt, atmospheric deposition, and some natural 
sources. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited suilicient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established far the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is auplicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the cfktcctr of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water qualiry measurcmenls exceeded the watcr 
quality standard. The staffconfidmce that standards were excwded is high. 



Region 6: Heavenly Valley Creek, USFS boundary to Trout Creek) (was H + 
Sediment 

Water Body Heavenly Valley Creek, USFS boundary to Trout Creek) (was Heavenly 
Valley Creek) 

Stressor/MedldBenenclal Use SedimenVWaterIAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal uae o r  shndnrd 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
rtsndards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quallly 

Spatial representation 

~ e m ~ o r e . 1  representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Continue to list the lower two portions of Heavenly Valley Creek for 
sediment. 

Due to completion of a TMDL for Heavenly Valley Creek-source to 
USFS boundary, the entire Creek should no longer be on the 303(d) list. 
Instead, the lower portion, USFS boundary to Trout Creek, should be 
specifically identified as remaining on the list. 



Region 6: Hot Creek 
Metals 

Water Body 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attplned 

Water Body-speeltle Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRReeommendation 

Hot Crak 

Metals/Water/Drinking 

NIA 

NIA 

Metals (arsenic and others) come from nahral geothermal and volcanic 
sources. 

NIA 

Delist due to natural sources of metals. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for lhis recommendation, SWRCB stafTconcluder that the 
walcr body should be removed horn rhc scnion 303(d) list bccausc the 
sources are entirely namral. 



Region 6: Indian Creek 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

Streasor/Medir/Beneflclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Indian Creek 

Pathogens/WateriHuman health 

QA procedures used. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
sbndards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water qudlty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstion 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPoilutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon 

Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Samples collected behveen June 2000- May 2001. 

13 of 30 samples (43%) exceeded lhe WQO. The WQO rcquiks that no 
more than 10% of samples exceed 40 wlonied100 ml. 

Targeted in water body. 

June 2000- May 2001. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Fecal coliform counts were highest during grazing season, 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the scctjon 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant conlnbutcs to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral caverape 
3. Beneficial uses have been cstabllishcd for th; water body: 
4. Water qualiy standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical, 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
nahlral sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Lower Alkali Lake 
Salinity, TDS, Chlorides 

Water Body Lower Alkali Lake 

Streror/MedinlBeneneinl Use Salinity, TDS, ChloridesANater/Drinking 

Data qudlty aaaessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requlrernents met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for Judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information NIA 

Dnta used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representation N/A 

Temporal representation N/A 

Data type NIA 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

Potentlal Source(s) orPollutant Input from geothermal springs and concentration by evaporation aver 
geologic timescale. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon Delist because exceedence of standards is due to natural causes. TMDL is 
not applicable. 

SWRCB StaflRecornmendatlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be removed From the section 303(d) list because the 
sources of salinity, TDS and chlorides are nahlral. 



Region 6: Middle Alkali Lake 
Salinity, TDS, Chlorides 

Water Body Middle Alkali Lake 

StresaorMedls/Beneflelal Use Salinity, TDS, Chlorides/Water/Drinking 

Data quallty arscrrment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benelieal use o r  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if NIA 
standards o r  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Sprtlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Input from geothermal springs and concentration by evaporation ovet 
geologic timescale. 

Delist because exceedence of standards is due to nahlral causes. TMDL is 
not applicable. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list bccausc the 
sources of salinity, TDS and Chlorides are natural. 



Region 6: Mojave River 
Priority Organics 

Water Body 

StreuorlMediwBeneliciaI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extemt to 
whkb d8ta quallty requlremmtl met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) olPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendation 

Mojave River 

Priority Organics~WaterlHuman health 

QA procedures used. 

Also a 1991 USGS smdy showed that priority pollutvlts arc no longer 
present in concentrations ofconcern in the area aiiected by the 
groundwater plume, 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

"Barstow Slug" of subsurface pollutants 

DeIist because pollutants were oresent in aroundwater oonion of thir 
~ntetminent st&am, and llstingE are limitez to surface waters. Also a 1991 
USGS sh~dy showed that priority pollutants are no longer present in 
concentrations of concern in the area affected by the groundwater plume. 

Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for thir recommendation, SWRCB staiiconcludes that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because while 
pol~utantswere present in groundwater poItion of this intermittent stream, 
listings are limited to surface waters. 

The staff confidence that surface water quality standards were exceeded is 
low. A TMDL is not applicable. 



Region 6: Monitor Creek 
Sulfate 

Water Body 

Stre~orlMedlnlBeneflclal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benefleal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Monitor Creek 

SulfateANaterlDrinking 

Unknown. 

Sulfate is linked to Drinking Water Beneficial Use. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected from 1990-1991. 

Data indicated an annual mean that exceeded 100 m g n  with maximum 
values of 700- 800 m a .  The WQO for sulfate is 4.0 m g n  as an annual 
mean. 

Targeted in water body. 

Applicable Basin Plan objectives (East Fork of Carson River watershed) 
are in the form of an annual mean and a 90th percentile number. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Standard methods of analysis were used. 

Acid mine drainage 

No alternative program is currently available. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the scction 303(d) list bccausc applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is bared on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coverage 
3. Bcneficisl uses have been established forth; walcr body: 
4. Waler quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data sre numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
nahlral sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate numberof the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 

6-37 



Region 6: Monitor Creek 
TDS 

Water Body 

Stre8sor/Medl.IBene~clal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requiremenb met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
rtsndards or uses are not attaioed 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial rrpresentation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Monitor Creek 

TDSIWater/Drinking 

Unknown. 

TDS is linked to Drinking Water Beneficial Use. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected from 1990-1991. 

Data indicated an annual mean that exceeded SOOmgL at 4 of7 sampling 
locations, with maximum valuer of LOO0 mgL at locations below mine 
tailings. The WQO for TDS is 80 mgn  as an annual mean. 

Targeted in water body. 

Annual mean. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Acid mine drainage. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coverage 
3. Bcncficial uses have k e n  established for th; water body: 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data a; numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequatc numkr ofthc watcr quality measurements exceeded thc water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate, 

6-38 



Region 6: Monitor Creek 
Iron, silver, aluminum, manganese (was "metals") 

Water Body Monitor Creek 

Stressor/Medla/Benetlc1al Use Iron, silver, aluminum, manganeseMraterlAquatic life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specltlc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

~ ~ a t l a l  representation N/A 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Acid mine drainage. Specific metals identified during s Section ZOS(i)- 
funded study of the chemistry and biology of Monitor Creek. 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendstion Clarify metals listing. Replace metals listing with listings for 4 specific 
metals- iron, silver, aluminum, manganese. 

SWRCB StaffRecommendatlon Clarify metals listing. Replace metals listing with listings for 4 specific 
metals - imn, silver, aluminum, manganese. 



Region 6: Mono Lake 
Salinity, TDS, Chlorides 

Water Body 

Strersor~edlP/Benencld Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion 

Mono Lake 

Salinity, TDS, ChlnridesANaterlAquatic life, Wildlife 

NIA 

NIA 

Water diversion, Natural causes. 

SWRCB Water Rights Decision 1631; 

Delist because high concentrations of salts and trace elements are from 
natural sources. SWRCB Decision 163 1 establishes conditions to control 
lake level and salt concentrations. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staficoncludcs that the 
water body should be rcmovcd from the section 303(d) list and placed on 
the ~nforceable P r o m  List because while aoolicabie water a i a~ iw - . . . , 
standards are exceeded, anolhcr program will address the problem. 
SWRCB Decision 1631 establishes conditions to control lake level and salt 
concenhations. Salt concentrations arc not solely due to natural causes. 
Fiflv vears of water diversions caused a 45 font dmo in lake level. which . . 
caused lncrcases in salt concentrations above those caused by natural 
sources SWRCB Deciston 1631 established a restored lake level of6391 
feet to men water quality standards. 



Region 6: Owens Lake 
Salinity, TDS, Chlorides 

Water Body 

Stre8sor/Medl~enenclal  Use 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qusllty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng If 
standards o r  user are not attained 

Water Body-speclfic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) o r  Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Owens Lake 

Salinity, TDS, Chlorides~Watermrinking, Aquatic life 

N/A 

N/A 

NIA 

Owens Lake has accumulated salts and trace elements from volcanic and 
geothermal sources and from concentration caused by water diversions in a 
flosed basin over geologic time 

Windblown dust control agreement by LADWP and Great Basin Unified 
Air Pollution Conh.ol District. 

Delist. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationfor this recommcndalion, SWRCB staff concludir that the 
watcr body should be rcmovcd from the section 303(d) list bccausc 
impairment is due to natural sources of salts and trace elements. Exceot 
for-a few inches ofwaler used to wet the dry lakebcd to reduce panicuiate 
air pollution, no watcr rcmams. The Lake is not a drinking watcr supply 



Region 6: Owens River 
Arsenic 

Water Body Owens River 

StressorMedlllBeneficial Use Arsenic~WaterlDrinking 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkn~e behveen measurement endpolnt NIA 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If NIA 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water qusllty 

Spatlal representanon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB ~tafl~ecommendation 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Source is of volcanic origin, with no sources of industrial or agriculNral 
discharges. 

NIA 

Delist 

Ancr reviewing the available data and mfomation and the RWQCB 
dacumcntation far this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludes lhal the 
water body should be removed from the section 303id) list because 
lmpalrme"11s from naNral causes The beneficial u;c'a dnnk~ng water 
supply for City ofLos Angeles Anenic is removed from thls water supply 
before delively for use. 



Region 6: Robinson Creek 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StressorMedlslBenenclal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qusllty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(8) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendation 

Robinson Creek 

PathogensANaterNuman health 

QA procedures used. 

Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO, 

Data collected behveen April 2000- June 2001. 

At least 5 of 6 fecal coliform samples (83%) exceeded the WQO (no more 
than 10% of samples collected in any 30-day period shall exceed 401100 
ml). 

Targeted in water body 

No more than 10% of samples collected in any 30-day period shall exceed 
401100 ml. 

Fecal coliform counts are numeric information. 

High coliform counts coincide with months when livestock are present. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the ~onitoring List because the data arc 
inadequate to determine if applicable watcr quality standards are exceeded. 

An inadeauate amount number of water aualiw measurements exceeded . . 
the watcr quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were 
cxcceded is currently low. Nonetheless, there is some evidence of impacts 
to beneficial uses. Therefore, this water body should be monitored more 
extensively before the next listing cycle. 



Region 6: Searles Lake 
Salinity, TDS, Chlorides 

- - 

Water Body 

Stre~sorMedia/Benetlcial Use 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data qunllty requlrements met. 

Llnkage beheen meslurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeltle Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Searles Lake 

Salinity, TDS. ChloridesANaterlWILD, REC-I, REC-2, SAL 

NIA 

Department of Fish and Game @Fa) believes that wastewater ponds 
created at Searles Lake are an on-eoine threat to wildlife. DFG has 
documented hundreds of bird deais,  primarily fmm salt toxicosis and salt 
encrustation (documentation enclosed). Historically, the dry lakebcd 
oNercd littlc or no open water to migrating waterfowl. Hcncc birds did not 
stoo and mortaliw was minimal.  hat is in contrast to current conditions. 
where eiiluent from salt-extraction opcrations have created a lethal 
attraction for migrating birds. 

NIA 

Some natural sources, possible discharges ofbrine fmm IMCC. Waste 
Discharge Requirements Cleanup and Abatement Orders. 

The RWQCB has issued Cleanup and Abatement Orders to address this 
oollutant omblem in Searles Lake (Cleanuo and Abatement Order Nos. 6- 
60-64 and 6-00-64Al). These ordin rqujre the company to (I) dcknbc 
methods implemcntcd to significantly reduce the number of waterfowl 
deaths, (2) eliminate ongoina sources ofcontaminant concentrations to the 
Lake, (3) mtplemcnt an; additional methods that are necessary to correct 
the problems, (4) eliminate all visible petmleum hydrocarbons from 
surface watm ofthc Lake, ( 5 )  remove or remediate to nondctect levels, 
all visible pctmleum hydrocarbon contaminated surface soils and 
sediments, and (6) to periodically repon on the effectiveness of 
remediation efforts. 

Dclist bccause impairment resulting from salinity~DSlchlorider is fmm 
naNral sources, and the lake is supponing aquatic life uses to the cxtcnt 
possible under extreme environmental conditions. 

Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staiTconcludes that 
Searles Lake should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list for raliniw. 
TDS, and chlorides and placed on the Enforceable program ~ i s t  because 



Region 6: Searles Lake 
Salinity, TDS, Chlorides 

applicable water quality standards are exceeded but other programs will 
better address the pmblem: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of ademate aualitv . , 
2. The data cxhibircd sulficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for the water body. 
4. Standard methods were used. 
5. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
nahlral sources and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate amount of the measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 

* A determination of whether or not this water body is a "water of the 
United States" will be made by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 



Region 6: Searles Lake 
Petroleum Hydrocarbons 

Water Body 

StressorlMedialBeneflclal Use 

Searles Lake 

Petroleum HydrocarbonsANaterAnLD, REC-I, REC-2, SAL 

Data quallty wseument. Extent to 
which data quallty requlrementr met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses ere not attalned 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assesswater quality 

Spatlal representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) olPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

QA procedures used. 

Petroleum Hydrocarbons are linked to Beneficial Uses. 

Measurement can be compared to WQO directly. 

13 site inspections by Regional Board staffbetween February and June, 
2000. 

Numerous (at least 13) observations of visible oil on Lake waters, banks, 
channels and oonds. Over 150 dead waterfowl collected bv CDFG. 
Waterfowl cnirusted with brine and oil. Oil found in intcmal organs of 
waterfowl. Visible oil observed. Sample collected showed 156,000 ppm 
TPH. 

DFG believes that warewater ponds created at Searles Lake are an on- 
going threat to wildlife. DFG has docummtcd hundreds of bird deaths, 
primarily from salt toxicosis and salt encrustation (documentation 
enclosed). Historicallv. the drv lakebed offered little or no ooen water to . . 
migrating waterfowl. Hence birds did not stop and mortality was minimal. 
That is m contrast to cunent condittons, where cmuent from salt-extraction 
operations have created a lethal attraction for migrating birds 

Visible oil observed at numerous locations. 

Visible oil observed on more than 13 occasions during a 5-month period. 

13 site inspections by Regional Board staff between February and June, 
2000. Visible oil observed. Sample collected showed 156,000 ppm TPH. 

Source is LMCC Chemical mineral extraction operation. Waae Discharge 
Requ~rcments. Cleanup and Abatement Orders. 

The RWOCB has issued Cleanuo and Abatement Orders to address this 
pollutant problem in Searles Lake (Cleanup and Abatement Order Nos. 6- 
00-64 and 6-00-61AI). Theoc orders require the company to (I) describe 
methods imolemented to sienificantlv reduce the number of waterfowl - 
deaths, (2) eliminate ongoing sourres of contaminant concentrations to the 
Lake, (3) implement any additional methods that are necessary to correct 
the problems, (4) eliminate all visible peuoleum hydrocarbons from 
suiace watcrsof the Lake. (5) remove or remediaie to non-detect levels. 
all visible petroleum hydr&bon contaminated surface soils and 
sediments, and (6) to periodically report on the effectiveness of 
remediation efforts. 

List. 
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Region 6: Searles Lake 
Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
SWRCB StrT(Recomrnendatlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 

documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that 
Searles Lake should be removed from the section 303(d) list and placed on 
the Enforceable Program List because applicable water quality standards 
are exceeded but other programs will better address the problem: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adetluate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatial and temporal wvcrage. 
3. Bcncficial uses have been cssblishcd for the watcr body. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality . . 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical, not numerical, both numerical and not numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
nahlral sources and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 

* A determination of whether or not this water body is a "water of the 
United Statcs" will be made by the Regional Water Qualie Control Board. 



Region 6: Snow Creek 
Habitat Alterations 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedlaBene~dd Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirement9 met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and bmencal use or standard 

Ullllly of measure for judglng if 
slandardr or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Pmgrnrn 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Snow Creek 

Habitat Alterations/Habitat/Aquatic life 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist due to implementation of a wetlandhiparian restoration program that 
included removal of fill material, restoration of the stream channel, 
revenetation. and installation of culverts to allow fish oassaae and reduce 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be removed from the'section 303(d) list because 
although applicable water quality standards were exceeded, the problem is 
not due to a pollutant and another program addressed the problem--i.e., 
imolementlrion of a wetland/n'oarian restomtion omnram that included . - 
removal of fill material, restoration of lhc nream channel, rcvegelation, 
and installation of culvcns to allow fish passage and reduce highway 
flooding. 



Region 6:  Swauger Creek 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StreaorMedislBenenelal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure forjudglng If 
standards or uses are  not s ta ined  

Water Body-specine Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stall Recommendation 

Swauger Creek 

PathogensNater/Human health 

QA procedures used. 

Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected from March 2000- June 2001 

Data exceeded the WQO (401100 ml) in at least 5 of 16 samples (31%). 
The WQO allows no more than 10% of samples to exceed the 401100 ml. 

Targeted in water body. 

Data collected from March 2000- June 2001. 

Fecal colifom counts are numeric information. 

Livestock, wildlife, septic systems, human recreational users. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconcludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list bceaurc appl~cable 
watcr quality standards arc cxcceded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causer the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temoaral coveraee. - 
3. Beneficial uses have bcen established for and apply to the watcr body 
4 Watcr qualily standard urcd is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. ~~~~ ~~ 

7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered, 

An adequate number of the water quality mcarurrmcnts cxcecded the water 
qualtly standard Thc stalTconfidence that standards wcrc cxcccdcd is 
moderate. 
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Region 6: Swauger Creek 
Phosphorus 
- -- 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medll/BeneflcIal Use 

Data qudlty aaselrment. Extent to 
whlch data qunllty requirements met. 

Llnksge behveen measurement endpolot 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use oistsndnrd method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRReeommendation 

Swauger Creek 

Phosphorus/Water/Aquatic life 

QA pmfsdurrs used. 

Phosphorus is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected from 2000-2001. 

Data showed violations of the WQO (0.06 m g n  as an a ~ u a l  mean) in 
both years. 

Targeted in water body. 

Annual mean. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values 

Partially natural sources. 

List. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffwncludes that the 
water bodv should be vlaced on the section 3031d) list because anvlicable . , . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This wnclusion is basedon the stafffindings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient svatial and temrroral coverage. 
3. Beneficial u x s  have been established for and apply to th; water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the eNccts of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 
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Region 6: Tallac Creek (Tributary To Lake Tahoe) 
Pathogens 

Water Body Tsllac Creek rributary To Lake Tahoe) 

Stressor/MedinlBeneflcinl Use PathogensAVaterHuman Health 

~ s t a  quality assessment. Extent to QA pmecdures used 
whlch data quality requlremenls met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatla1 representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StsffReeommendation 

Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO, 

Data collected in 2001. 

Data collected in 2001 fram 2 sampling stations showed4 violations ofthe 
WQO at the downstream station. 

2 sampling stations. 

Data collected in 2001. 

Fecal colifonn counts are numeric information. 

Livestock wastes are primary source. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude~s that the 
water body should be placed an the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutlnt contributes to or 
causcsihe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. 
2. The data cxhibitcd suflicicnt spatiaiand timporal covcragc. 
3. Bcncficial u x s  have bccn established for and apply to thc watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adcquatc number of the water quality mearurcments exceeded thc watcr 
quality standard. The staff conlidencc that standards wcrc exceeded is 
moderate. 
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Region 6: Tinemaha Reservoir 
Arsenic 

Water Body Tinemaha Resetvoir 

StrerorlMedldBenenclal Use AraenicAYatermrinking 

Data qudlty assessment Extent to 
wMcb data quality requirernenta met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speelllc Inlormation 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlsl representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Source i s  of volcanic origin, with no sources of industrial or agriculNral 
discharges. 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist due to natural causes. Beneficial use i s  drinking water supply for 
City of Los Angeles Arsenic is rcmovcd from this walcr supply before 
delivery for use. 

SWRCB StaflRrcommend~tion After rcvicwing thc available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staRconcludes that thc 
uwtcr body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because lhc 
source is entirely natural. The beneficial use is drinking water supply for 
City of Los Angeles. Arsenic i s  removed from this water supply before 
delively for use. 



Region 6: Top Spring 
Radiation 
p~ ~ 

Water Body Top Spring 

StressorlMedldBenefieirl Use RadiationNaterRIuman health 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and benefieal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) oiPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommend~tlan 

Natural source ofradioactivity. Spring is contained within a pipe and is 
not used as a water supply. 

Delist because exceedence of standards is due to naNral causes. TMDL is 
not applicable. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be removed from the section 30316) list because the 
sources are entirely natural. 



Region 6: Trout Creek (above Hwy 50, below Hwy 50) (was Trout Creek [ + 
Pathogens 

Water Body Tmut Creek (above Hwy 50, below Hwy 50) (was Tmut Crcek [above and 
below Hwy 501 [Tributary to Lake Tahoc]) 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflesl use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendntlon 

PathogensJWaterMuman health 

QA procedures used. 

Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected between June-Sept, 2001. 

Data showed I?eq"ent violations of WQOs for fecal coliform bacteria 

Targeted in water body. 

Data collected between June-Sept, 2001. 

Fecal coliform counts are numeric information 

Livestack wastes are primary source. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temporal coverage 
3. Bcncficial uses have becn established for and apply to th;water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Trout Creek (above Hwy 50, below Hwy 50) (was Trout Creek [ + 
Phosphorus 

Water Body Trout Creek (above Hwy 50, below Hwy 50) (was Tmut Creek [Tributaly 
to Lake Tshacl) 

StressorMedinlBeneflclal Use Phospho~sANaterIAquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to . Phosphonts is linked to Aquatic Life. 
whleh data quallty requlrementr met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Yes. 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if Measurement can be directly compared to WQO 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data collected between 1980-1996. 

Data used to assess water quaUty Annual means for 14 of 14 water years exceed the WQO (0.015 mg/L 
annual mean). 

Spatlnl representation Targeted in water body. 

Temporal representntlon Annual means for I4 of 14 water years. 

Data type WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(8) of Pollutant Sources are erosion, stormwater, atmospheric, Deposition due to wetland 
and riparian disturbance. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StsNRecommcndation Aner rewewing the avs~lable dam and informatton and !he RWQCB 
documentation for rh~s recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that lhr 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutkt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered lo be of adequate qualig. 
2. Thc dam exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have bccn cstablishcd for and apply to the water body 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data arc numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
nahlral sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Trout Creek (above Hwy 50, below Hwy 50) (was Trout Creek [ + 
Nitrogen 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlslBenefleial Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleb data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveeu measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speeinc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial reprerentation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Trout Creek (above Hwy 50, below Hwy 50) (was Trout Creek [Tributary 
to lake Tahoe]) 

Nil~oge~aterIAquatic Life 

QA procedures used. 

Nitrogen is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO 

Data collected &ween 1989-1996. 

Annual means for 6 of 8 water years exceed the WQO (0.19 m a  a ~ u a l  
mean) 

Targeted in water body. 

Annual means for 6 of 8 water years. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Source are natural as well as anthropogenic, including atmospheric 
deposition, stormwater, fertilizer use, livestock grazing, septic systems, 
wastewater disposal to land. 

List. 

Atter reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for his recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud~s that the 
watcr body should bc placed on the section 303(d) lia because applicablc 
water guality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe k b l e m .  

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatiaiand tcmporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uws have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Wsteraualicv standard used is applicable, . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe watcr quality measurements excccdcd the water 
quality standard. Thc stallconfidence that standards wen: cxccedcd is high. 



Region 6: Trout Creek (above Hwy 50, below Hwy 50) (was Trout Creek [ + 
Iron (plant nutrient) 

Water Body Tmut Creek (above Hwy 50, below Hwy 50) (was Trout Creek ~r ibula ty  
to Lake Tahoe]) 

StressorlMedlllBeneIieial Use Iron (plant nutrient)tWater/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to QA procedures used. 
whleh data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Iron is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Information Data collected between 1989-1996. 

Data used to assess water qusUty Annual means for 8 of 8 water years exceed the WQO (0.03 mgil. annual 
mean). 

Spatial repreaenbtion Targeted in water body 

Temporal representation Annual means for 8 of 8 water years. 

Data type WQO and water column chemistly data arc numeric values. 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant Natural loading has increased due to increased erosion and stormwater 
mnoff due to land disturbance. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to th; water body. 
4. Watcr qualtty standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceededtbc water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards wen exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Truckee River, upper (above and below Christmas Valley) (wa + 
Phosphorus 

Water Body Tmckee River, upper (above and below Christmas Valley) (was Uppn 
Tmckee River [Tributary to Lake Tahoe]) 

Stressor/MedlslBeneflelal Use PhosphomsAVaterIAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to QA procedures used. 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpotnt Phosphorus is linked to Aquatic Life 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging if Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speelfle Information Data collected from 1980-1996. 

Data used to assess water quality Annual means for 17 of 17 water years exceed the WQO (0.015 mg/L 
annual mean). 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Targeted in water body. 

Annual means far 17 of 17 water years. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Erosion, fertilizer use, stormwater 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303ld) list because ao~licable . , . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~atial and temvoral coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to th; water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Truckee River, upper (above and below Christmas Valley) (wa + 
Iron (plant nutrient) 

Water Body 

StreuorlMedlslBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefieal use or standard 

Utility 6f measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water qnallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendation 

Truckee River, upper (above and below Christmas Valley) (was Upper 
Tluckee River Fributary to Lake Tahoe]) 

Iron (plant nutrient)ANater/Aquatic Life 

QA prccedures used. 

Iron is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected from 1989-1996. 

Annual means for 8 of 8 water years exceed the WQO (0.03 mgn  annual 
mean). 

Targeted in water body. 

Annual means for 8 of 8 water years. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Natural background, increased loading due to land disturbance, stormwater. 

List 

After reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that !he 
water bodv should be oiaced on the section 303(d) list because aooiicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&t contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclnsian is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and aoolv to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Tmckee River, upper (above Christmas Valley) (was Upper Tr + 
Pathogens 

Water Body Tmckee River, upper (above Christmas Valley) (was Upper Tmckee River 
[Tributary to Lake Tahoel) 

StressorlMedll/Beneflelal Use PathogcnstWaterMuman Health 

Data quality assessment. Extent to QA procedures used. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for jndglng if 
standards or  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speelflc information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of atsndard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallReeomrnendatlon 

Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO 

Data collected from 1999-2001. 

Violations of WOO obserfed in lulv. Aurmst and Sent. 2001, during . - - 
grazing season (WQO = 201100ml log mean dunng any 30-day period or 
not more than 1O0A of samples lo exceed 40/100 ml in any 30day period). 

Violations of WQO observed at 2 stations in 2000 at end of grazing season. 

Violations of WQO observed in July, August and Sept. 2001, during 
grazing season. 

WQO and fecal coliform counts are numeric information. 

Waste from livestock grazing believed to be primary source. 

USFS Grazing management plan 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality rlandards arc excccdcd and a pollutant conlributes lo or 
causesthe pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adeauate ~ual iw.  . . 
2. Thc data exhibited suflicicnt spatiaiand lcmpotal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have bccn cslablishcd for and apply to the waar body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthc walcr quality measurements cxccedcd the water 
quality standard. 7hc staflconfidcnce that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Virginia Creek 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medi./Bene~cial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benenenl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rerommendation 

SWRCB Stam Recommendstion 

Virginia Creek 

PathogenslWaterlHuman health 

QA procedures used. 

Pathogens are linked to Human Health. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected between April 2000- June 2001. . 

I of I5 fecal coliform samples (7%) exceeded the WQO of40l100 ml. 
WQO requires that no more than 10% ofsamplcs collected in any 30-day 
period shall cxcecd 401100 ml. Standard is being met. 

Targeted in water body. 

No more than 10% of samples collected in any 30-day period shall exceed 
401100 ml. 

Fecal coliform counts are numeric information. 

DO not list. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should not bc placed on the lection 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not c.~cccdcd. 

An inadequate amount ofthe water quality measurements exceeded Ule 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 6: Ward Creek (Tributary To Lake Tahoe) 
Nitrogen 

Water Body 

S t r e r o r l M e d ~ e n e ~ l c l a l  Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Ward Creek (Tributary To Lake Tahoe) 

NitrogenMlaterlAquatie Life 

QA procedures used. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Informstlon 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaITRecommendatlon 

Nitrogen is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected from 1989-1996. 

Data exceeded WQO in 7 of 8 yean. 

Targeted in water body. 

Data collected over 8 year period. 

Fecal coliform counts are numeric information. 

Natural (nitrogen fixation) and anthropogenic (atmospheric, deposition, 
erosion, stormwater). 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uses have been cskblishcd for anh apply to thcwatcr body. 
4. Waer quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. Data a n  numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Ward Creek (Tributary To Lake Tahoe) 
Phosphorus 

Water Body Ward Creek (Tributary To Lake Tahoe) 

StreuorlMedinIBeneneial Use . PhosphomsP#ater/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to QA procedures used. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representalion 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendation 

SWRCB Stafi Reeommendation 

Phosphorous is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 

Data collected from 1980-1996. 

Annual means for I5 of 17 water years exceed the WQO (0.015 mgL 
annual mean). 

Targeted in water body. Locations unknown. 

Annual means for 17 water yean. 

WQO and water column chemistry data are numeric values. 

Erosion, stormwater, atmospheric deposition. 

List. 

AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentarian for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adeouate aualitv . . ,  
2. The data exhibited sulficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uscs have been established for and apply to the waler body. 
4. Water aualihr standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were consideid. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Ward Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 
Iron (plant nutrient) 

Water Body Ward Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoc) 

StreaorlMedis/Beneflclnl Use Iron (plant nutrient)nvaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality asceament. Extent to QA proccdurcs used. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Imn is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if Measurement can be directly compared to WQO. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Data used to assess water qusllty Annual means for 8 of 8 water years exceed the WQO (0.03 m a  annual 
mean). 

Water Body-speclnc Information Data collected from 1989-1996. 

Spatial representation Targeted in water body. 

Temporal representation Annual means for 8 water years. 

Data type WQO and water column chemishy data are numeric values 

I 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of PoUntant Iron is nahlrally present in soil, but loading has increased due to erosion 
from land disturbance. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

'Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I .  The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited sumcnent rpatiaiand tcmpoml coverage 
3. Benefictal uses have been establlshcd for and apply to the walcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5 .  Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceedcd the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 6: Wendel Hot Springs, Amedee Hot Springs, Hot Creek, Fales Ho + 
Salinity, metals, arsenic 

Water Body 

~ t r e r o r ~ e d l ~ e n e f l c i a l  Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utflity of measure for Judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaffRecommendation 

Wendel Hot Springs, Amedee Hot Springs, Hot Creek, Fales Hot Springs, 
Little Hot Creek, Little Alkali Lake, Deep Springs Lake, Keogh Hot 
Springs, Amaragosa River 

Salinity, metals, arsenic 

NIA 

Natural causes. 

Delist due to natural causes of imoainnents. Basin Plan amendments far 9 
watcn to remove MUN use have been approved by SWRCB Use 
atta~nab~l~ty analysns has bccn prepared by RWQCB 

After reviewing the available data and infomalion and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staRconcludcr that the 
waler body should bc rcmovcd from the section 303(d) list bccausc ihe 
source of imoacts to water qualitv standards is natural. Basin Plan 
amendmcnts'for nine water bod& to remove the MUN use have been 
approved by SWRCB. A Use Attainability Analysis has been prcparcd by 
RWQCB, 
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Water Bodies Proposed for the Monitoring 
List in Region 6 

Water Body Pollutant/Stressor Rationale 

Angora Lake, upper 
Pesticides (I6 different 
eompounda) 

Arrowhead, Lake (was Lake 
Arrowhead) 

Boat fuel constituents 
(Petroleum Praducta). 
nutrients 

Asa Lake 

Nuuicnls 

USGS study showed detectable levels of pesticides (in violation of RWQCB narrative 
objective). However, dataquantity w considered insuflicient to warrant listiog. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm impacta u, beneficial uses. 

Far boat fuel conrtimsnts: The Lake is used extensively for boating. Based an sampling 
elsewhere in Region 6, boat fuel canstituenta m y  be impacting water quality and 
aquatic life uses. Additional monitoring is neccssq to establish this likelihood. 

For nutrients: The watershed is heavily developed and the Lake is almost certainly 
impacted by starmwater discharges and atmospheric nutrient deposition. Additional 
monitoring is necessary to confirm there likelihwds. 

Thts water body war idcnttfiedas "lhreatcncd" or "lntcrmcJ~nc in earltcr Srcl!on 
305(b) asrcsrmcar due lo htgh nulnenl eoncmuatlonr These cumltt~onr llkrly pcrrln. 
but no recent data is a\aolablc inorder to asrcr the cunca ie$,cl and cxlcnl of thrcalr lo 
beneficial uses. 

Aurora Canyon Creek 

Total dissolved solids, 
nitrogen, phasphonrr, 
mercury 

Barney Lake 

Nitmgen 

Blackwood Creek 

Pesticides (4 different 
compqunds) 

Blue Lake 

Nitmgen 

Bonnie Lake 

Nitrogen 

For nitrogen, phosphorus, and total dissolved solids: A smdy sponsored by the Nonh 
Mono Resource Conservation District Showed some violations ofwater quality 
objectives, but quality assuranee/quality control infarmalion was not provided for the 
RWQCB review. 

Far mereurv: There is an abandoned menulv ore mill in the watershed. It is the subject 
of s currenily inactive CERCLA pmject.  ini in^ in 1980s showed mercury in sail ind 
sediment exceeding certain criteria used in the CERCLA proeess. However, there is no 
recent data available. Up-to-date monitoring is necessary to confirm likely impaca lo 
beneficial uses 

Smdy sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed the possibility for water qusliry 
p m b l m ,  but quality arrmncdquality contml information was not provided for the 
RWQCB review. Additional monitoring is necesrsry. 

USGS study showed detectable levels dpestieides. However, data quantity war 
considered inruflisient to evaluate eomplianee. Additional monitoring is necessary. 

study sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed the potential for impanr on ualcr 
quality, but quality asrurancdquahty conool information was not provided lor the 
RWQCB review. Additional monilonng is ncccsrary. 

S t d y  sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed the potcnllal for water quallry probicm. 
but qualaxy assurancclqqunlaty contml infomution wan not pmvlded far ih: RWQCB 
review. Additional monilonng is nccesrary. 

Region 6 Monitoring List-l 



Water Body PollutaoUStressor Rationale 

Buckeye Creek 
While the water quality objective is not exceeded, i t  ispmbably sel at. level t w  high to 
pmtect bondcial uses. In other words, existing beneficial unca are pmbably being 
&leIerionsly impacted Additional IIIo~Wring is nccesrsry w confirm this and lo allow 
nvision of the inapproptiatcobjativc. 

Total disaolvcd wlids Study sponsored by N o d  Mono RCD shows the potential for awter quality problem, 
but quality ssursncclquality wntrol infomtion was not pmvided for the RWQCB 
listing ellon. More monitoring is ncccssary. 

Carson River, West Fork 
(headwaters to Woodfords, 
woodfords to Payncsville, 
Pavnesville to SLate Line) (was 
w;st Fork Carson ~ i v e r j  

sulfale. bomn 

Chain o Lakes 
Nitmgen 

Cold Stream 
Sediment 

Cooney Lake 

Crown Lake 
Nitrogen 

The RWQCB objectives are exceeded, but insufficient data wen available lo determine 
whether the consliruent causing the problem were pollutants or from natural sources. 
Additional study is needed m determine this informstion. 

Study sponsored by Nonh Mona RCD showed the potential for s water quality problem 
but quality assuranedquality control information was not provided for the RWQCB 
review. Additional monitoring is necessary. 

The dcgnc of attainment of water quality slandards cannot be dclermined for this water 
body. Additional monitoring and assessment is required in order to determine more 
accurately the need for developmen1 of s TMDL. 

Srudy rponrorcd by Nanh Mono RCD showed some v~olationr of objcct~vcr, but quality 
assuranee/quabty wnnol lnfomlion us% not provided for the RWQCB renew. 
Addilianal monilocing is necessary to confirm likely existing impacts lo beneficial us-. 

Stud) sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed some vlolatlons alabjrcllvco, bul quallry 
assurancelqqualmty control lnformatlon war no1 provldcd for tho RWQCB revlcw 
Addfittonal monrannp is necessary toeonfirm llkcly cx,snng tmpacts to bcnclietal u s u  

Deep Creek 
Total diuolvcd solids, Prior monitocing showed some violat8ans of  ualcr quality abjeclivcr. Ilowcvcr. &la 
sulfatc, fluoride quality was msuficicnt w w m n t  lirnng. Also, quality arrumcdquahty connal 

miormanon war nor avanlablc. Funhcr study i s  necessary lo gslhcr appmpnalc data 

Desert Creek 
Sulfate, acid mine drainage An inactive mine in California discharger into this water body. Monitoring downstream 

in Nevada shows high sulfa@ lcvek. Monitoring in California is needed to confirm 
impacts to beneficial uses. 

Diaz Lake 
Numcnlr Lake uar !dml!fied .r "lhrcalmed" or '~nledtatc '  tn an earlher Seclton 30S(b) 

ssscrrmcnl RWQCB swffobscn.oonr snongly suggrsl that beneficial uscs am belng 
~mpcted. However, there ir no went data avstlable 

Donner Creek 
Sediment RWQCB staffhave observed smmbank emsion downstnam of Donner Lake. The 

Cnek is affected by nleares from lake and waa impacted by a 1997 flood. Water quality 
manilaring is required lo confirm impacts to beneficial uses. 

Region 6 Monitoring List-2 



Water Body PollutanUStressor Rationale 

Donner Lake 

Boat Fuel ConrtiNcnb A U.C. Davis s a y  shows ins- in ptmleum hydmcarbons following peak boating 
(Pcmlcum PreducD) weekends. The wulta of the ongoing Lake T a h e  study of PAH-effec~ on aquatic life 

nrsnccdcd (but c m U y  unavailable) in order to determine whether baeticial uscs at 
Donner Lake an impacted 

Pathogens The (surface water) drioking water system at the Lake was recently upgraded due to 
r e p n s  of illness; fulthcr source water monitoring is necessary m confirm likely impads 
to beneficial "sea. 

Eagle Creek 

Nitrogen, phoapharus S M y  sponsored by North Mono KC0 showed some violations of objectives, but quality 
assumcclquslity contml infomtian was not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is nccessrry to confirm likely existing impace to beneficial uses. 

Eagle Lake 

Mercury Limiled amounts of Depsrtment of Water Resources data show violations of critcria in 
water, sediment and fish tissue. (The source is probably natural.) Additional data are 
needed to confirm impairment. 

East Lake 

Nitrogen Study sponsored by North Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, bul quality 
asrumcdqualily control information was not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Addilional moniloring is ncccrrary to confirm likely existing impacts to beneficial uses. 

East Walker River above 
Bridgeport Reservoir 

Phosphorus, nickel The RWQCB water quality objective is not exceeded, but is probably sel at s level loo 
high to protect beneficial uses. In ether words, exisling beneficial uscs arc probably 
being delelsriausly impacted. Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm this and to 
ella\u revision of lhe inappropriate objective. 

East Walker River below 
~ r i d ~ e ~ o i  Reservoir 

Fuel oil (spill), mercury, For mercury, nickel, and olher metals: There is an abandoned mercury ore mill in the 
nickel and other mnalr watershed. There have been elevated metal levelr (including mercury) in Toxic 

Substances Monilaring Program fish tissue samplk. ~ddil&nal samiling is necessary 
to establish exactly to what extent W s r  quality standards are being impacted. (The 
entire Earit Walker River is proposed to be m o v e d  from the 303(d) list due to metals.) 

For Fuel otl (spill): Results of moniloring associated with slcsnup anivitlcs wcrc not 
sva~lablc lo RWQCB 303(d) arscsrmcnl stnff. Long lcrm monitoring is neccsrary to 
documenl beneficial use recovery. 

Echo Lake, Lower (was Lower 
Echo Lake) 

Nutrients 

Echo Lake, upper 

Nitrogel 

The watershed is affected by gray water discharges from summer homes and human 
waste from heavy bsfkwunnyrsrrational use. Limited monitoring by the Tahae 
Regional Planning Agency shows higher nitrogen eaneentmtiana than in oligomphic 
Fallen Leaf Lake. Additional monitoring is necessary to help protect beneficial user of 
this important water body. 

The watershed is significantly amsted by human waster from hcsvy backcountry 
mrcar!onal US. Limnled monttoring by the T a h a  Regional Planning Agency shovr 
hieher nitrocen concanmtion lcucls than in oli~ohaohic Fallen lesf  Lake. More ~~~-~~~~ ~~~~~~-~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~-~ ~~r~~~~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~~~~ 

monitorine is reouired to heln accuratelv determine the naNm and extent of imoscts to 
water quaity stahdards at thl m e .  
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Water Body PollutanWStressor Rationale 

Emerson Creek 
Sdmcnt Sueam on cast slope of Wmcr Mountains were "blown out* by January 1997 flwd; no 

quantitative data is euneotly available to determine baeiicisl use impaotr, but ongoing 
impacts an likely. 

Fallen Leaf Lake 

NufnmIs A 190s U.C. Davis sNdy indicated lhat the L.Lc is oltgolmpbic, but Ute s ~ d y  did not 
dawncnt the reason for lhc 1980s taste and odor pmblcms (associssd 41% algae 
blmnu). Periodic moniloring as pan of the overall Tahoc Basin monitoring prapnt is 
neecslmry. 

Fredericksburg Canyon Creek 
Sedimmt RWQCB staffanalysis for earlier Seetion 305(b) assessment pointed to erosion, from 

wen affected by wildfire, as a sipifisant cause ofwater quaiity degradation. However, 
there is no rscnt daWinfarmation to determine lhe extent and nahlre of oreaent.dav 

Fremont Lake 

Nilmgen 

Frog Lake 

Nitrogen 

impacts lo beneficial uses. 

SNdy sponsored by North Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, but quality 
asurancdquality control information was not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm likely existing impacts to beneficial uses. 

Sludy sponsored by North Mono RCD showed some violations afobjectives, but quality 
assurancdquality control information was not provided far the RWQCB nview. 
Addilional monitoring is necessary to confirm likely existinn impacts lo beneficial uses. 

General Creek 

Pesticides (5 different USGS study showed ddeclable levels of pesticides. However, dataquantity was 
compounds) considered insuffreient to warrant listing. Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm 

impacts to beneficial uses. 

George, Lake (was Lake George) 

Metsis Lake George war identified as "lhnalencd" or "intermediate* in a prior Section 305(b) 
arrerrmmt based on limited STORETdata. Beneficial uses may be impacted. 
However. no recent data a n  available. 

Gilman Lake 

SNdy sponsored by Nanh Mono RCD showed same violations of objectives, but quality 
asrumncelquality control information was not provided for h e  RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm likely existing impacts to beneficial uses. 

Grass Lake Wetlands 
Road salt Thin is a USFS Significant NaNral Area (sphagnum bog). Agency canem has been 

expressed about road salt impacts but no monitoring data were available for nview. 
Monitoring is necessary to establish likely impacts to water quality standards, 

Green Creek 

Nitrogen USGS data pmvided included a number of estimated values and one violation of 
objeaive. Additional data is needed to determine without a doubt whether the wsler 
quality objective is being violated. 

Green Creek, above Green Lake 

Nmgcn Sludy sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed some violalions ofobjeetives, but quallry 
asurneelqualily ~0nltol informetion was not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Addilional monilonng is necessary to confirm likely cxistinp impacts to beneficial wcr. 
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Water Body Pollutant/Stressor Rationale 

Green Lake 
Nitmgen Study sponsored by North Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, but qualify 

a+urance/qmlity contml information was not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm likely existing impacts to benoficial uses. 

Griff Creek 

Sediment An cmsion control p m j e n w  implemented in early 1980s. However, there is no recent 
manitoringdala available. Obsnvations suggest problems, but up-to-date sampling is 
necessary u, confirm impacts to water quality standards. 

Gull Lake 
Nitrogen The June Lakes watershed is significantly affeceefcd by slormwater discharges fmm recent 

development. Additional monitoring is necessary to document the types and extents of 
impacts to beneficial uses. 

Harriet Lake 
Nitrogen 

Heavenly Valley Creek, source to 
USFS boundary and USFS 
boundary to ~ r i u t  Creek (was 
Heavenly Valley Creek) 

Nitmgen 

Heenan Reservoir 

Nitmgen 

Helen Lake 

Nitrogen 

Hidden Valley Creek (was 
Unnamed creek [aka Hidden 
Valley Creek]) 

Chloride 

Phosphorus 

Hoover Lake 

Nitmgcn 

Horse Creek 

Nitmgcn 

Study rponsoced by Nanh Mono RCD showed some vloisl~olu of ob,csuver, bul qualtly 
assurancclqual~ry control tnformallon uras not provtdcd for the RWQCB renew 
Addltlonal monttonng i s  necerrary lo confirm llkcly cxla~ng tmpaels to bcncficlal uses 

The RWQCB objective was possibly vialaled in the lower reach of the Creek, which is 
affected by a former wastewater disposal area and by urban runoff. However, data 
quantity was considered insuficient to wanant listing in 2002. 

Fish kills have oecvmd here due to dissolved oxygen depletion. The Depsnment of 
Fish and Game maintains aerators there. The Reservoir i r  atserved io have high levels 
of algae. However, there was no nutrient information available at the time of lining. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm likely impacts to beneficial user. 

Study sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD ahourd some violationo afobjcclitcs, bul quallr) 
aeurancelqualiry control information was not protlded for the RWQCB rcvicw. 
~ddit ionrl monitoring rr necessary to confirm likely exirting impacts to beneficla1 urrs. 

Ancr rcvisuing thea$a~lablcdalaand infomlon and the RWQCB documental~on far 
thss cecommcndation, SWRCB rlaffconcludcs that the water body should bc placed on 
the Monitoring List because the major source of pollutants is natural. 

Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB documentation for 
lhis recommendation, SWRCB slaff concludes that the water bcdy should be placed on 
the Monitoring List because the major source of pollutants is natural. 

Study sponsored by Nonh Mona RCD showed romc violations ofobjcctivcs. bul quality 
asruranedquality ronlml mfomdon was not pmvided for IhcRWQCB rcviw. 
Addtlional monitoring is necessary lo confirm lhkcly cxisllng impacls lo beneficial uses 

Study sponsored by Nonb Mono RCD 9howcd some violalions of objcctncr, bul quality 
asrvransslqvahry control informalion was not provided far the RWQCB rcvicw. 
Addlrianal moniwnng is ncccsmry to ranfirm lbkcly existing impacts lo beneficial uses. 
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Water Body PoUutantlStressor Rationale 

Independence Creek 
M ~ W Y  M m q  levels in Toxic Substances Monitoring Pmgram fish tissue sample exceeded the 

MTRL guidance level. Additional sampling is d e d  to verify the extent and name of 
i m p 8  to beneficial ws. 

Indian Creek 

Phoaphow, nimgen hior(RWWB) sampling showed high phosphow and nihogen levels but C m k  has no 
rite speeific phospharvslnitrogen objectives. Additional monitoring is required in order 
to confirm likely impads to existing beneficial uses. 

lvanpah Dry Lake 

R s d i m t i ~ e  dements Ongoing cleanup action has been implemented far spills from Moiycorp mininglore 
(lanthanides) pmmsiag fwilitiu and past wastedisposal onto the Lake bed. More data is needed to 

assess impacrs of lanthanides on beneficial uses ofephemeral Lake waters. 

June Lake 

Nuhients. mreury 

Koenig Lake 
Nutrients 

Lassen Creek 

Sediment 

Lily Lake 

Nutricnla 

Little T ~ c k e e  River 

Sediment 

Little Walker River 

Sediment, total dissolved 
solids, niuogen 

Littlerock Reselvoir 

Sediment, imn, manganese 

For nutrients: The June Lakes watershed ir aign,ficantly affected by stormwater from 
devclapmcnr Add~lionsl monitoring is necessary to crlablirh the cxacl lc\el oltmpaetr 
to uatcr quahty standards. 

For mercury: A Toxic Substances Monitoring Pmgram fish tissue sample exceeded 
MTRL criterion. The source is probably natural (volesnic). Funher monitoring is 
needed to determine whether impacts to beneficial uses exist. 

SNdy sponsored by Nanh Mono RCD shows same violations ofwalcr quality 
objectives, but qualityassurance/quality conlroi information was not provided for the 
RWQCB listing effon. Monitoring is required in order lo determine if beneficial uses 
are tmly being impaclad. 

RWQCB staffhas on numerous aesasianr noted visual evidence of likely harmful 
impacts lo beneficial user fmm existing sediment loads. However, appropriate water 
quality sampling is needed to confirm this observations. 

From the 1970% data and RWQCB sraffobservationr indicate lake is eutmphie 
(probably natural marsh developmcn0. However, then is no recent nutrient dam 
Monitoring is necessary to confim impacts to beneficial uses. 

DFO comments during earlier list vpdatesycle identified sediment problem associated 
with diversion to Sierra Valley (Father River) watershed. However, appropriate water 
quality sampling is necerrary to confirm these obsewations. 

SNdy rpnsored by Nonh Mono RCD shows some violations ofwata  quality 
abjcetivcs, but quality assurancclquality eanh.ol information was not provided far the 
RWQCB listing effeti. Monitoring is required in order to determine if beneficial uses 
arc m l y  being impastd. 

For sediment: The Palmdale Water District is planning a large-scale sediment removal 
pmjeet. However, t h e  is no dsla available an impacts of sediment on aquatic life 
uses. Monitoring is needed to determine the exact nsNw of likely impacts to beneficial 
"%I. 

For iron and manganese: Palmdale Water District customer n p a m  show source watel 
concentntions exceeding the applicable MCL guideline (and therefore the RWQCB 
'Chemical Couslimcnra" objective). More monitoring is necessary to pin dawn the 
nature and extent ofimpaci to beneficial uses. 
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Water Body Pollut.ntJStressor Rationale 

Lonely Oulch Creek 

Sediment 

Long Lake (Lower) 

Nilmgen 

Long Lake (Upper) 

Nitrogen 

Severe impacts resulted to the Cmk in the l9Mla-1970s from subdivision development. 
Up-to-date monitoring ia necesrary confirm ~roblcmnlimprovcments fromncont 
watershed restoration pmjsts. 

Study sponsared by N o N  Mono RCD showed violations ofobjcctiws, but quality 
asruransdquality conlml information was not pmvidcd for the RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is necerrary to confirm likely exining impacts to beneficial uses. 

S ~ d y  sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, but quality 
arrurancdquality conlml information was not pmvided for the RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm likely cxirting impacts to beneficial uses. 

Long Valley Creek 

Sediment RWQCB staffhas on numerous ossasions noted visual evidence of likely harmful 
impacts to beneficial uses from existing sediment loads. However, appropriate water 
quality sampling is necessary to confirm these observations. The Creek is affected by 
grazing and gravel quanying. 

Los Angeles Aqueduct 

Copper High levels of copper have been found in the Lor Angeles aqueduet'reservoir system 
from copper-based algaecide applications. The RWQCB is concerned about beneficial 
use impacts. More moniloring is required. 

Lundy Lake 

Mine drainage (Acid Mine An inactive mine affects the watershed. Toxic Substances Monitoring Program results 
Drainage) show elevated metals in fish t ime.  However, mare monitoring is needed closer to the 

minc h order to confirm likelihood o f i m ~ e t a  to beneficial uses. 

Madden Creek 

Sediment The Creek was classified as "Marginal" fish habitat in the 1996 Tahae Regional 
Plmning agency repart. Upto-date monitoring needed to document recovery and 
impscts to beneficial uses. 

Markeeville Creek 

Nitrogen, phosphorus, total Monitoring shows some violations of applicable objective. But data quantity was 
dissolved solids, chloride insufficient to wanant listing. Additional monitoring is necessary to estsblish whether 

water quality standards are uuly being impacted. 

Martis Creek 

Nutrients The Creek is impacted by wastewater discharges to land. Concerns were recently 
expmscd by stakeholders about algae blooms in Martis Creek Reservoir and nutrient 
discharges fromgolf sourres and other deveb~ment upmam.  Additional monitoring is 
needed: , 

Mary, Lake (was Lake Mary) 

Boat fuel urnrtiNents, Comments on 303(d) list recommendations by f o m r  member of Mammoth County 
including MTBB Water District Board d i s u s e d  dctstablc MTBE in Lake waters. There is no current 
(Pelmleum Products) subtantiation, however. Monitoring is necessary to determine the naNn and extent of 

possible impacts to b a e k i a l  user. 
McGee Creek 

Mine drainage (Acid Mine An inactive minc affects the watershed. Toxic Substances Monitoring Program results 
Dminagc) show elevated metals in fish tissue. However, mare monitoring is nceded closer to the 

minc in order to confirm likelihood of impacts to beneficial uses. 
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Water Body PollutnnUStressor Rationale 

McKinney Creek 
There apps r to  be significant d i m t  impam fmm road opraticnslmaintcnance. 
C m k  nstoration is ongoing ar a nsull of Regional Board enforcement actions. The 
C m k  warclarsificd as "Marginal" fish habit* in the 19% T@w Regional Planning 
agency report. Up-to-date monitoring meded to d-mmt r e ~ o v n y  and imqacts to 
beneficial w s .  

Meeks Creek 
Sediment The Iowa reach of thir Creck is sl(caed by s~ormwavr dischsrps imm camp~ounds 

and developmen1 .ctiviticr. There have been recal  fires in the watershed, to the 
detri-I ofwslcr quality. Houcvcr, thnc is no reccnl rcdimenl sampling dam on uhich 
to bare a listing. 

Meiss Lake 

Mill Creek 

Nitrogen 

Mojave River at Dam Forks 

Sulfslc 

Mojave River at Lower Narrows 

Nuhient~ 

~ o j a v e  River between Upper and 
Lower Narrows 

Chloride 

PCE and TCE (organic 
solvents) 

The Lake appean to bc natunlly cutrophlc (marahy)d may, as such, bc pan,eularly 
affected by uartcl fmm llvrrlakand recreational usns Unfmnsbly,  then ir no 
quantltstivc dam eva8lnblc st thts smc, prompnng the need for sddlnonal monitoring 

Study sponsored by North Mona RCD shows some violations ofwater quality 
objectives, but quality arsumdquality control infarmstian was not pmvided far the 
RWOCB lidin. effon. Monitorins is reouired in order to detmninc if beneficial uses . " - .  
are lruly being impacted. 

Prior monitoring showed some  violation^ of water quality objective However, data 
quantity war insufficient to warrant listing. Further study is required to accurately 
determine the exlent and natun ofimpacts to beneficial uses. 

Prior mnitoring showed some violations ofwater quality objective. However, data 
quantity war insufficient to warrant listing. Further sNdy is required to accurately 
determine the extent and nature of impacts to beneficial uses. 

Prior monitoring showed some violations ofwater quality objective. However, the 
RWQCE dcamined that data quantity war imufficknt to wanant listing. Further study 
is required lo accurately dclermine the extent and naNre dimpact9 to beneficial uses. 

The subsurface flow of the River is affected by PCETCE contarninetion in the 
gmundwater beneath thecity ofVictonille. However, only one surface water sample is 
available. More monitoring is needed to determine the nature and extent of impacts to 
beneficial user. 

Sulfate Prior monitoring showed some violations ofwater qualily objective. However, the 
RWQCB determined that dm quantity was insufficient to wanant listing Funhsrslody 
is required to accurately detnminc the utent  and nature of impacts to beneficial uses. 

TDS 

Mojave River. Barstow to 
Waterman Fault 

Prior monitoring showed some violations ofwater quality objective. However, the 
RWQCB dctmnined that data quantity war insufficient to warrant listing. Further sNdy 
is required to accurately dctnminc tho extent and nature of impacts to beneficial uses. 

Nitrogen, lotal dissolved Samples collected when (subsurface) flow ofriver reaches thc aurfee show high levels 
solids ofnitmgen and TDS. but there ax no siteapecific nitrogen or TDS objectives for this 

m h .  Nonetheless. beneficial uws a n  likely being impacted. Further monitorina is 
needed to sonfirm thir. 
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Water Body Pollutant/Stressor Rationale 

Mojave River, West Fork (was 
West Fork Mojave River) 

Niuagen 

Monitor Creek 
Nilmgen, phosphoms 

Peeler Lake 
Nilmgcn 

Pine Creek 
Minettailings drainage. 
sediment 

Nutrients (nitrogen, 
phosphorus) 

Raider Creek 
Sediment 

Red Lake Creek 
Sulfate, acid mine drainage 

Reversed Creek 
Sediment nunimts 

Robinson Creek 
Total dissolved solids, 
phosphorus 

Robinson Creek above Barney Lake 
Nitrogen 

Prior monitoring showed some violatiom ofwerquality objective. However, data 
quantity was inrullioient to w m a t  listing. Funher study is required to accurately 
dctcmine lhc extent mdnahm of impacts to beneficial us-. 

The limited data available indicstenuhient releases fmm Heenan Reservoir as apossiblc 
source ofwater qualitypmbl-. Additional monitoring is necessary to establish lhe 
level and extent of present-day impacts. 

Study sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed somc violations ofobjcctivcs, but quslity 
suumce/quality connol informallon war not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is necessary toconfirm likely existing lmpcts la beneficial uses 

An inaetisc minc affects the watershed Toxic Substances Monitonog Prapmm rcrults 
show elevated metals in fish tissue. However, more monitorins is needed closer to the 
minc inorder toconfirm lbkcl~hood of  impacts to beneficial uscs. 

Limited dam fiamcarly 1990s indicate somc grounds for concern: Crcrk is large8 
trib~tary to mCSOtrophie Eagle Lake a d  nulrimt manitonng will be necessary far 
dc\rlopmcnt ofLakc TMDL 

S u c m  on cast slow of Wamer Mountains were"blown out" by January 1997 flood; no 
quantitative data is currently available to determine beneficial use impacts, but ongoing 
impacts a n  likely. 

An inactive mine affects the watershed. Torie Substanecs Monitoring hogram results 
show elewted metals in fish tissue. Carson River monitoring shows relalively high 
sulfate. However, more monitoring is needed closer to the mine in order to confirm 
likelihood of impacts to beneficial"ses. 

The June Lakes watershed is rignifwantly affected by stomwater from developmt. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to establish the exact level of impacts to water 
quality stmdards. 

Far TDS: Smdy spansored by Nonh Mono RCD shows somc violations ofwater quality 
objectives, but quality assunnalqualityconlml information was not provided for the 
RWQCB listing effort. Monitoring is required in order to determine if beneficial uses 
arc truly being impacted. 

For phosphorus: Water qvalityobjcstive is not exceeded, but is probably set at s level 
to+ high to protest beneficial uses. In alhcr words, existing beneficial uses are probably 
being delderiously impacted. Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm this and to 
allow revision ofthe inappropriate objective. 

Study spnsand by Nonh Mono RCD shows some violations ofwater quality 
objectives, but quality assurance/quality canuol information war not provided for the 
RWQCB listing cffon. Monitoring in retluired in order to determine ifheneficial uses 
a n  &ly beinglmpscted. 
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Robinson Creek, Barney Lake to 
Twin Lakes 

Nibogcn SNdy sponsored by N o h  Mono RCD shows some violadons ofwater quality 
objectives, but quality assursncelqurlity conhol information was not provided for the 
RWQCB listing effort. Monitoring is required in order to determine if beneficial vscs 
am M l y  k i n g  impacred 

Robinson Creek, Hwy 395 to 
Bridgeport Reservoir 

SNdy sponsored by North Mono RCD show. some violations ofwater quality 
objectivui, but quality assumcelquslity control informstion was not provided for the 
RWQCB listing elfon. Monitoring is required in order to detaninc ifbeneficial uses 
are truly being impacted. 

Robinson Lake (Lower) 
Nitrogen 

Robinson Lake (Upper) 

Nitrogen 

Roosevelt Lake 
Nitrogen 

SNdy sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showcd some violations of ablccl8vcr, but quality 
aasursnraqualiry control infonnslion was not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Additlansl monilanng is nrscssary to confirm ltkely existing impaeu to bcncfieisl user. 

Study sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed some \iolaionr ofobjcctlvcs, but qualtry 
arnurancaqualiry control ~nformation uar not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Additional mon8lo.ng is necessary to confirm likely existing imparu lo beneficial uscs. 

SNdy sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showcd somc violaions afobjeclivcl, but qualtty 
nrrurancuqualiry control information war not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Add~lional monalonng is necessary to canfirm ltkcly existing impacts lo bencfictal urcr. 

Ruth Lake 

Nitrogen Study sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, but quality 
assuranee/qualily control information was not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm likely existing impacts to beneficial uses. 

Sawmill Pond 
Sediment The Pond received a thrsatenedlintcrmedisle rating in an earlier Section 305(b) 

assessment due to eonmaion-relatedproblems. There is no recent data. It is likely 
that there are significant impacts to beneficial uses. More uptodate monitoring is 
quired to verify this. 

Scotts Lake 
Sediment RWQCB staff observations made far an earlier Section 305@) assessment suggested that 

this water body i s  significantly impacted. Impacts to existing beneficial uses probably 
continue. However, there is no recentdaWibformstion to determine the extent and 
naNrc of presentday impacu to beneficial uses. 

Shake Creek 

Total dissolved solids, Monitoring associated with landfill maintenance shows exeeedsnccs of objectives. 
nitrate, sulfate, boron, However, data qvsntity was inruI3icient to warrant listing at that time. Additional 
fluoride, landfill leachate monitoring is nccearary to confm likely impacts la beneficial user. 
Constihlentd 

Sherwin Creek 

Sediment, nutrients Apncy con- exists about the impacts ofnosion and atarmwater discharger fmm 
urban and ski resondevelopment. Deleterious effects on beneficial uscs arc likely. 
However, no went dataare available. 
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Silver Creek 
Mctaldscid mincdminsge An inactive mine sffccls the watmhed. Toxic Subsmcea Monitoring Pmgnm results 

show elevsted metals in fish tissue. More monitoring is neededcloser to the mine in 
order to eonfirm likelihood of  impacts to beneficial uses. 

Silver Lake 
Nuhicnts %June L I k s  watershed is significantly aNccvd by stomwaler discharges fmm rrecnt 

development. Additional monitoring is necessary to document the types and extents of 
impacts to beneficial wen. 

Silverwood Lake 
Salts, hace clmxnts from Elevstcd metal levels were found in Toxic Substancw Monitoring Pmgram fish tissue 
imparted water (Salinity) samples. A concern war erpmcd by stakeholders ebwt impacts ofimported watw on 

local drinking watnrupplies. Additional sampling is needed to establish the level and 
extent of im&ts to be%ficial uses. 

Snow Lake 

Nitrogen S M y  sponsored by North Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, but quality 
auuraneelquslity eanml information was not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm likely exisling impacts to beneficial uses. 

Spring Valley Lake 
Sediment The Lake was idenlified as "thrcateneb' or "inlsmKdiate" in an earlier Section 30S(b) 

assessment. RWQCB staff observations suggest the strong possibility of  impacts to 
beneficial uses, but there is no recenl data to confirm this. 

Squaw Creek Meadow Wetlands 

Pesticides A golf course was developed within the meadow, whose wetland values were damaged 
by;hc 1960 Olympics dc\clopmca aclivtlxcr. Pesticide impacts on Squaw Creek are 
monitored but no data isavailablcon wclland impacts. Funhcr data must bc collected in 
order to appropriately confirm the level and rxtcnl of  impaclp to beneficial uses. 

Stampede Reservoir 

Chlordane Ancr revtcwlng thc sva&lablc data and snformalaon and #he RWWB doeumcnmt~uo for 
xhls ~ c o m ~ n d a ~ o n ,  SWRCB 618ff~0nelud~s that the wavr body should be placcdan 
rhc Monsonng L s t  because thedata are rnadequstc lo drlcmune ifappltcsble ualcr 
quality standards are exceded 

An inadmuate amount number ofwater auslirv measurements exceeded the water 
quality s&dsrd. The staffconfidence that s&dards w m  exceeded is currently 
extremely low. Nonetheless, then is some evidence of  impacts to beneficial uses. 
Thmfon, lhis water body should be monitored moreextwsively before thc next listing 
cycle. 

Pesticides (lindane) Only one data point was available during 1989 listing. WQO for lindsns i s  2.5 ugkg  
and original sample m u l l  was 2.6 "#kg. 

Stelk Lake 
Nitrogen 

Periodic re-rampiing thmugh Toxic Substances Monitoring Program should be done to 
confirm lack of impacts to water quslity standards. 

Smdy sponsored by North Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, but quality 
arruraneelquality control information was not provided far lhe RWQCB review. 
Additiwel monitoring is neeerhlry to confirm likely existing impacts to beneficial uses. 

Summers Creek 

Nimgcn, total dissolved Study sponsored by North Mane RCD shows some violations ofwafer quality 
solids objectives, but quality assurandquaiity conml information was not provided for the 

RWQCB listing effort. Monitoring is required in order to determine if beneficial user 
arc truly being impacted. 
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Summit Creek 

Pemlcum producu ~ q u u i c  hfc (a impssrad by spills fmm s petroleum pipcline, but moniloring results were 
no# available for -view during the 2001-2002 lin updalc. Long t m  monitoring is 
necessary to d w m l  -ray of insmam wcs. 

Summitt Lake 

Niwgen S M y  apmrared by North Mono RCD showed some violations of objativw, but quality 
.asursnWquality sonrml information was not provided for lhe RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is m c e q  to c m f i  likely existing impam to beneficial uses. 

Susan River downstream of 
Susanville 

Mercury Elevated Mercury war found in Toxic Substances Monitoring Program fish tissue 
ample. Addiliond moniwring is needed to confirm impairment. 

Nickel 

PCBs Elsvaled PCBs were found in Toxic Substances Monitoring Rogram fish tissue sample. 
Additional monitoring is needed to confirm impaimrent. 

Susan River upstream of Susanville 
A Toxic Substances Monitoring Program sample exceeded Maximum Tissue Residue 
Lcvei criterion. OEHHA was considering, but has not yet issued, a fishing advisory. 
Addilional monitoring is n& to confirm likely impacts lo beneficial uses. 

Nickel 

Swauger Creek 

Total dissolved solids. For TDS: Study spansored by North Mono RCD shows some possible violatians of 
nilrogen wata quality objectives, but quality assurancelquality control information was no1 

provided for the RWQCB listing effort. Monitoring is required in order to determine if 
beneficial uses are truly being impacted. 

For nltrogm Water qushty abjecl~vc 8s not exceeded, but i s  probably scl at a level loo 
hlgh to pmtcct bcncfiszel user ino lk r  words, *Xlall"p kncfirlal user are probably 
bemn~dclcanourlv mmoaclnl Add~tlonal montlonnc a neccaatv lo confirm lhls and lo ~~~~ - ~~~ ~~ ~ 

allow revision of iheiiapprap"ate objective. 

Tahoe Keys Sailing Lagoon 

PCBs Elevated Toxic Substances Monitoring Program fish tissue concentrations have been 
found hem. Additional monitoring is needed to confirm impacts la beneficial uses. 

Toxaphcne Elevated Toxic Substances Monitoring Pmgram fish tissue concenlratians have been 
found here. Additional monitoring is needed to confirm impacts to beneficial use*. 

Tahoe, Lake (was Lake Tahoe) 

Boat lucl constituents Part studies show increases of pwleum hydrocarbons in anas with heavy motorboat 
(Pcwlcum Products) use; rcruits of ongoing study of PAH impacts on aqualic life is needed to determine 

whethex beneficial uwr are impacted. 

Iron Atbr reviewing the avsilabledata and information and the RWQCB dacwnentotion for 
this rrcommmdation, SWRCB stoRcancivdea that the water body should be placed on 
the Monitoring List h a w e  the dataare inadequate to determine ifapplicable water 
quality standards sn exceeded 

iron is a minanvtnrnt dronccm in cutraphicst~on of Lakc Tahoc. Scvcnl lributarics 
exceed thcmr imn objwti$cr and a- recommended for lirung. Coahucd moniloring of 
iron in the Lake is needed to judpr uhether listing far imn is ncccsrw. 

An inadequate mount number ofwatcr quality measurements exceeded the wator 
quality standard. Thestaffconfidence Ulsr smdards wem exceeded is cumntiy low. 
Nonetheless. there is some nidcnce of impaetr W beneficial uses. Thuefore, this wata 
body should be monitored mom extensively before the next lining cycle. 
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Water Body PollutanUStressor Rationale 

d i m e n  A U.C. Davisscdimcnl srvdy show inerrascd conmmtion(pnwnably h m  
amspheric drporilion) since Eumpcan scnlrmenl began. More moniloring i r  needed 
lo dr~crminc whether lo lin based on snlidrgradalion considcralions. 

Macury in sediment A U.C. Davis sediment study shows inerased mnanmtion @resumably h m  
ammpherio drporition) since Eu-n settlement began. Mere monitoring is needed 
to determine whether to list based on antidegradation considerations. 

Pesticides (40 different USOS shady shows detectsblcpsticidcn (in violation of RWQCB nanativc objective) 
compounds) However, the dataquantity was considered insuficient to wanant 303(d) listing. 

Funher monitoring is warmed. 

Taylor Creek 
pesticides (8 different USOS study showed detectable levels of pesticides (ill vialalion of RWQCB narrative 
compounds) objective). However, dats quantity war wnridered insuficient to warrant listing. 

Additional monitoring is  necesnaty to confirm impacts to beneficial uses. 

Tower Lake 
Nitrogen 

Tmckee River 
Chloride 

TDS 

Study sponsored by Nonh Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, but quality 
assurancdquality conml information was not pmvided for the RWQCB review. 
Additional monitoring is n e c s s q  to confirm likely existing impacts to beneficial uses. 

Monitoring by Tshae Trvfkn Sanitation Agency wastewater treatment plant indicates 
that road salt applications upstream ofTruekee are contributing high levels salt to the 
River. Additional monitoring ir needed to Wek sourees and assess impacls on 
beneficial uses. 

AAcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB doeumentalion for 
this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the water body should be placed on 
the Monitoring List because the data are inadequate to determine ifappiisablc water 
quality standards are exceeded. 

Monfloring by Tahoe Truekcc SanUl8on Agency uarlcwaler Dcalmenl plant ~ndnratrr 
tha road 41 appllraltoru uprlrcamofTmekce arc eontnbut~ng hlgh levels salt to the 
Rwn. AdJnl~onal monllonng 1% needed lo wek aoumr and asserr tmpaclr on 
beneficial uses. 

Tmckee River, upper (above and 
below Christmas Vallev) (was ., . 
Upper Tmckee River) 

Pesticides (7 different USGS study showed delectable levels ofprticides (in violation of RWQCB narrative 
compounds), nibogen objective). However, data quantity was considered insufficient lo warrant iiaing. 

Moniloring is required to determine impacts to beneficial uses. 

Tmmball Lake 
Niuogcn Study sponsored by Nalfh Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, b a  quality 

assurancelquality wntrol infonnation was not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Addilional monitoring is necessary to confirm likely existing impacts to beneficial uses. 

Twin Lake, Lower (was Lower 
Twin Lake) 

Nuuicnls Studies in  1970s-1980s indicated that the Upper and LowerTwin Lakes are 
mesohophie. However, nqreemt data arc available to wnfirm likely existing impacts lo 
beneficial user. 

Twin Lake, Upper (was Upper 
Twin Lake) 

Nutrirntr Srudicr in  1970r.1980~ ind~calcd thal the Upper and Lover Tuin Lakcsarc 
merolmphic. I larocr,  no rcccnl data are available lo confirm lhkcly cxirung lmpacls lo 
beneficial uses. 
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Water Body PollutnnUStressor Rationale 

Virginia Creek 
Niwpen, phosphm,  For local disolvcd solids, phosphaw: Study sponsored by N o d  MOM RCD s h o d  
s e d i m r ,  tolal dissolved saw violationo of objectives, but quality arourancclqu~lity cootml iofnnalion war not 
solida pmvided for thc RWQCB review. Additional monilonng is neccssaty lo co~firm likely 

existing impacls to beneficial uses. 

For sediment: CreeLwar identified ar "hatened* or "intamediatc" in an earlier 
Sation 305@) asrcrammL RWQCB staff o b m t i o n s  strongly suggest that water 
quality standad src impacted, but there is no rncnt data. 

For nitrogen: The RWQCB water quality objective vm not exceeded but is probably set 
s t  s level t w  high lo protect benckial uses. Existing beneficial uses a n  probably 
im~asted. but additional monitoring is necessary to confirm this and to allow proper 
nvision ofthe objective. 

Virginia Lake (Upper) 

Watson Creek 

Sediment 

Study sponsored by Nanh Mono RCD showed some violations of objectives, but quality 
assurancelquality control information wsl not provided for the RWQCB review. 
Addilional monitoring io nefessaty to e o n f i  likely existing impacts to beneficial uses. 

A 1996 Tahae Regional Planning Agency report identified Ihe needs for streambank and 
channel stabilization and improvement ofsueam morphology. There is no recent 
quantitative sedimmtdata 

West Walker River 

Total dissolved roltds. Study rponlored by Nmh Mona RCD shows some ,iolations o f w t n q u a l ~ t y  
nilro~cn objccti,er. bul quality ~rrurancuqualily conwl informstion was no1 provided far lhe 

RWQCB Itst~ngcNon. Manitonng is mequid in order lo dctcminc nfbencnsial urco 
are huly being impacted. 
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Region 7: Alamo River 
SedimentationISiltation 

Water Body Alamo River 

StrwsorlMediPlBenenel.1 Use Sedimentation-SiltatioNater/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to NIA 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnksgc behvcen mes~urement endpoint NIA 
and bcneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility ofmeaaure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifle Information 

Data used to assess water qunllty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB LaffRecommendatlon 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

TMDL Completed. 

After rcv~ewing the ava~lablc data and lnfomation and the RWQCB 
documentalion for thls recommendatton, SWRCB staffwnclude that the 
watcr body should bc placcd on the TMDLs Completed LEI because a 
TMDL has been dcvcloped for thc watcr body-pollutant comblnatlon. The 
TMDL has bccn approved by USEPA. 



Region 7: Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel 
Pathogens (was bacteria) 

Water Body Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel 

StressorlMcdlniBeneficlal Use Pathogens (was bacteria) 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not analned 

Water Body-speclfic Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Unknown 

Clarification. 

Change pollutant description and source, and Alternative program 
description in Fact Sheet. 



Region 7: New River 
Nutrients 

Water Body 

StreroriMedi.IBenetlclal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetlcal use or  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attnlned 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StsRRecommendation 

New River 

Nutrients~WaterlAquatic Life 

No data available. 

The RWQCB monitors the New River for nutrients. Monitoring data 
shows that the New River carries nutrients in "relatively high 
concentrations." 

No data available. 

The Region 7 Basin Plan contains a narrative water quality objective for 
biostimulatow substances (including nutrients). This obiective aoolies to 
the ~ e w k i v b .  The RWQCB starhas docuicntcd "obhclionabl; odors," 
and low dissolved oxygen conditions in the New River. Both these 
conditions may be indicative of harmful impact to beneficial uses due to 
nutrient loads: (The RWQCB staff instead boints as a cause to raw sewage 
from Mexico.) 

No data available. 

No data available. 

No data available. 

No data available, 

Phosphates from Mexico and Imperial Valley. 

Mexican-American Water Treaty. 

De-list. 

Mainlain Listing. There is no data available on which lo base deliming. 
Staff repon stales that, RWQCB has no data showing that nutrienls are 
violalink water quality standards in the New River. however the River . . 
cames large amounts of nitrogen and phosphate whlch are caustng 
eutrophic conditions and fish dtc.offs in the Salton Sea. Water quslaty 
cond~tions in the New River will need to be incornorated tnto TMDL for 
Salton Sea, so listing should be retained, 



Region 7: New River 
Dissolved oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMcdia/BenefleInl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beoellenl use or standard 

Utility ofmeasure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-apeetne Ioformation 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

New River 

Dissolved oxygen (Dissolved Oxygen) Water WARM, REC-I, REC-2 

QA used by RWQCB sta& 

Results compared directly to WQO. 

Basin Plan numeric WOO used 

Water body-specific data collected monthly tiom 1996-2001 by Regional 
Board staffpursuant to an agmement beween the United States 
~nvironmental Protection Agency and the State Water Resources Control 
Board. 

Numerous violations (see "trigger" below) of the Basin Plan objectives for 
various imoacts were observed throuehout the monitorine. and continue to -. 
this day. ~ I I  data is available for revyew a t  
hnp://www.swrcb,ca.gov/nuqcb7/newiver/daindex.html. 

Violations of WQO--waters of the New River at the International 
Boundary shall be free of domestic and industrial waste waters. 

Water body-specific monitoring performed by RWQCB at US-Mexico 
border. 

Monthly for over 5 years. 

Numeric data. 

Standard lab method. 

5-20 million gallons per day of raw sewage from Mexico discharged to 
New River. 

Mexican-American Water Treaty 

List for dissolved organic matter. 

Afler reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntationior this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud& that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water ~ual iw standards are exceeded. a lmllutant contributes to or causes 
the and there is no olhcr known program that can cffcctivcly 
addrcss the problem at this time. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I .  Thc data is considered to be ofadcquatc qualily. 
2. The data exhibited sullicicnt spatial and temporal covcragc 
3. Beneficial uses have been cstdblished for and aoolv to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
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Region 7: New River 
Dissolved oxygen 

5. Data are both numerical and non-numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water qualily measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staflconlidenee that standards were exceeded is . . 
moderate. 



Region 7: New River 
Trash 

Water Body 

Streaorlhfedlr/Beneficlal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data qunllty requirements met. 

Linkage behvccn memrurement endpoint 
and benefical uae or rlandrrd 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attaloed 

Water Body-speclfie Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

New River 

TrashlWaterlWARM, WILD, REC-I, REC-2 

Numerous observations by RWQCB staff of trash in river. Quanerly 
removal of approximalely 200 cubic yards of trash by county. 

Direct observations of trash accumulation in River. Linked to aesthetics- 
related beneficial use. 

Observed violation of US-Mexico treaty. Beneficial uses are directly 
impacted. Photographs can indicate gross impacts on beneficial uses and 
whether standards have been exceeded. Measurements of the amounts of 
trash can provide a relative measure of the potential for nuisance. 

Numerous observations by RWQCB staff of trash in river. Quarterly 
removal of approximately 200 cubic yards of trash by county. 

Numerous violations (see "trigger" below) of the Basin Plan objectives for 
various chemicals were observed throuehout the monitorina, and continue - 
to this day. All data is available for rcvicw at: 
http:l/www.swcb.ca.g0~Iwq~b7/ncWnvcr1data~ndcx.html 

Numerous observations by RWQCB staff of trash in river. Quarterly 
removal of approximately 200 cubic yards of trash by county. 

Water bodpspecific observations made at US/Mexico border and a few 
miles north. 

Monthly 8-hour and quarterly 24-hour observations made. 

Observations, trash removal. 

Anthropogenic sources 

Mexican American Water Treaty. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on thc Scct~on 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards arc cxcceded, a pollutant contributes to or causes 
the problem, and there is no other known program that can effectively 
address the problem at this time. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 



Region 7: New River 
Trash 

3. Beneficial uses have been established for and ~ D D ~ V  to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water qualtty standard used is applicable. 
5. Data arc both numerical and non-numcrrcal 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific informstion including the effects of 
nahual sources, season, s t m  events, and age ofthe data were considend. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 7: New River 
p-DCB 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medll/BenefId.l Use 

Data quality auessment Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

Utllity of measure for Judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

New River 

p-DCB/Water/MUN 

QA used by RWQCB staff. 

Results compared directly to narrative standards. No numeric guideline is 
available. 

Basin Plan quantilalivc and qualitalive standards hom Minute Number 264 
of the Mcxican.Amcrican Water Treary. The watcr qualiry objectives arc: 
(1) The waters of the River shall be frie of untreateddomisticand . . 
induslrial waste, and (2) The waters shall be free from substances that may 
bc dtrcharged into the River as a result ofhuman activity in concentrations 
which are toxic or harmful to human, animal or aquatic life or which may 
significantly impair the beneficial uses of such waters. 

Water body-specific data collected 5 to I2 times per year from 1995-2001 
by Regional Board staff pursuant to an agreement behveen the United 
~tatcs~nvironmental protection ~nencvand  the State Water Resources - .  
Control Board. 

This substance is detected in the River. None of the measurements in 19 
data sets exceed the watcr quality criterion. All data is available for review 
at: h~p:/1www.swrcb.ca.gov/mqcb7/newri~er~d~taindex.h1ml, 

Water body-specific monitoring performed by RWQCB at US-Mexico 
border. 

1995-2001. 

Numeric data 

Standard lab method. 

Untreated and improperly treated industrial waste discharges from Mexico. 

Mexican-American Water Treaty. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenlation'for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclud; that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) lisl because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate qualily. 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatial and temporal covcraac, - 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv. 
4. Water quality sta!;ia;d used is applicable. 
5. Thc evaluation guideline used to 8nlerprct narrative watcr qual~ry 



Region 7: New River 
p-DCB 

standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methodswere used. 

Detections of this substance exceeded the water quality standard. The staff 
confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 7: New River 
0-Xylenes 

Water Body 

StressorlMedldBeneneill Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requlrementa met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencsl use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Hecommendatlon 

- 

New River 

o-XyleneslWaterIMUN 

QA used by RWQCB staff. 

Results compared directly to nanative standards. No numeric guideline is 
available. 

Basin Plan quantitative and qualitative standards from Minute Number 264 
of the Mexican-American Water Treatv. The water aualih, obiectives are: 
(I)  The waters of the River shall be frbe of untreated bomistic'and 
indunrial waste, and (2) The waters shall be free from substances that may 
be discharged into the River as a result of human activiw in concentrations 
which sxioxic or harmful to human, animal or aquatic iife or which may 
significantly impair the beneficial uses ofsuch wstcn. 

Water body-specific data collected 2 to I I times per year from 1996 - 2001 
by Regional Board staff pursuant to an agreement between the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency and the State Water Resources 
Control Board. 

o-Xylcncs are detected frequently in the New River. All data is available 
for rcvicw at: http:llwww.swrcb.ca,gov/nvqcb7/ncwnver/dataindex.html. 

Water body-specific monitoring performed by RWQCB at US-Mexico 
border. 

1996-2001. 

Numeric data. 

Standard lab method. 

Untreated and improperly treated industrial waste discharges from Mexico. 

Mexican-American Water Treaty. 

List. 

After reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationfor this recommendation, SWRCB stslfconclud; that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) list bccausc applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the stalffindings that: 
1. The data is considered lo be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. - 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 



Region 7: New River 

6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 

Detections of this substance exceeded the water quality standard. The staff 
confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 7: New River 
m,p,-Xylenes 

Water Body 

Stre~or/Medis/Beneficisl Use 

Data quallty ns~essment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water'Body-speelfle Information 

Data used to'assess water quality 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaNReeommendation 

New River 

m.p,-XylenesANateriMUN 

QA used by RWQCB staff. 

Results compared directly to the narrative standard. An evaluation 
guideline is not available to assess if the numeric standards in achieved. 

Basin Plan quantitative and qualitative standards from Minute Number 261 
of the Mexican-American Water Treaty. The water qualiiy objectives arc: 
(11 The waters of the River shall be h e  ofuntreated domestic and 
industrial waste. and (2) The waters shall be free from substances that mav 
be discharged into thi  ~ i v c r  as a result ofhuman activity in concentrattoni 
which arc toxic or harmful to human, animal or aquatic life or which may 
significantly impair the beneficial uses of such waters. 

Water body-specific data collected 2 to 12 times per year from 1995-2001 
by Regional Board rtsffpunuant to an agreement bcnvccn the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency and the State Water Resources . . 
Control Board. 

Xylenes are detected frequently in the New River. All data is available for 
review at: h~p://m~w.swrcb.ca.gov/mrqcb7/newriver/dataindex.html. 

Water body-specific monitoring performed by RWQCB at US-Mexico 
border. 

1995-2001. 

Numeric data. 

Standard lab method 

Untreated and improperly heated industrial waste discharges from Mexico. 

Mexican-American Water Treaty. 

List. 

Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that thc 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(dl list because aoolicable . . . . 
water standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
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Region 7 :  New River 
m,p,-Xylenes 

6. Data ace numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 

Detections of this substance exceeded the water quality standard. The staff 
confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 7: New River 
1,2,4-trimethylbenzene 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medl./Benelld.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judplng if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstsndard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

New Rive, 

QA used by RWQCB staff. 

Results compared directly to standards. An evaluation guideline is not 
available to assess if the numeric standards in achieved. 

Basin Plan quantitative and qualitative standards from Minute Number 264 
of the Mexican-American Watcr Treaty. Thc water quality objcctivcs arc: 
(I) The waters of the River shall be free of untreated domestic and 
industrial waste. and (2) The waters shall be free from substances that mav . . ,  
be discharged into the River a s s  result ofhuman activity in concentrations 
which are toxic or harmful lo human, animal or aquatic life or which may 
significantly nmpair the beneficial uses of such walcrs. 

Water body-specific data collec~cd 1 lo 4 times per year from1998-2001 by 
Regional Board staffpursuant lo an agrecmcnl bcween lhc United States 
Environmental Prolcction Agency and the Slate Water Resources Control 
Board. 

1,2,4-trimethylbenzene is detected frequently in the New River. All data is 
available for review at: 
htrp://www.swrcb.ca.gov/nvqcb7/newriver/dataindex.html, 

Water body-spccific monitoring performed by RWQCB at US-Mexico 
border. 

1998-2001. 

Numeric data. 

Standard lab method. 

Untreated and improperly treated industrial waste discharges from Mexico. 

Mexican-American Water Treaty. 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
waler body should be placed on the sectjon 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are cxcecdcd. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate-quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and lemporal covcragc. 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 



Region 7: New River 
1,2,4-trimethylbenzene 

standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 

Detections of this substance exceeded the water quality standard. The staff 
confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 7: New River 
p-Cymene 
~p 

Water Body 

StressorlMedll/Beneflel.l Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quaUty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards o r  uses are not sttalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

TemQaraI representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

New River 

p-CymeneNater/MUN 

QA used by RWQCB staff. 

Results compared directly to nanattve standards. An evaluation guidclinc 
is not available to assess if the numeric standards in achieved. 

Basin Plan quantitative and qualitative standards from Minute Number 264 
of the Mexican-American Water TreaN. The water oualiw abiectives are: . , .  
(I)  The waters ofthe River shall be h e  ofuntreated domestic and 
industrial waste, and (2) The waters shall be free from substances that may 
be discharged into the River as a result of human activitv in concentrations 
which are toxic or harmful to human, animal or aquatic itfc or which may 
significantly impair the beneficial uses of such waters. 

Water body-specific data collected I to 6 times per year from 1995 to 2001 
by Regional Board staffpursuant to an agreement between the United 
States Envimnmental Protection Agency and the State Water Resources 
Control Board. 

pCymcnc (p.isopropyltolucnc) is detected frequently in the New River. 
All data is available for review at: 
hllp:llw.swrcb.ca.govlmqcb7lncwriveddata~ndex.html. 

Water body-specific monitoring performed by RWQCB at US-Mexico 
border. 

1995-2001. 

Numeric data. 

Standard lab method. 

Untreated and improperly treated industrial waste discharges from Mexico. 

Mexican-American Water Treaty. 

List. 

ARcr revicw~ng the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because appl~cablc 
water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considcrcd to k of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~at ia l  and tcmooral caverace. - 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality slandard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
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Region 7: New River 
p-Cymene 

standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used 

Detections of this substance exceeded the water quality standard. The staff 
confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 7: New River 
Toluene 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medlfienendal Use 

Data qu.llty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data qusllty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speelne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallReeommendatlon 

New River 

TolueneAYater/MUN 

QA used by RWQCB staff. 

Results compared directly to narrative standards. An evaluation guideline 
is not available to assess if the numeric standards in achieved. 

Basin Plan quantitative and qualitative standards from Minute Number 264 
of the Mexican-American Water Treaty. The waQ quality objectives are: 
(I)The waters ofthe River shall be free ofunneated domestic and . . 
industrial waste, and (2) The waters shall be free from subslances that may 
be discharged into the Rivcr as a result ofhuman activity in concentrations 
which are toxic or harmful to human, animal or aquatic life or which may 
significantly impair the beneficial uses of such waters. 

Water body-specific data coliected approximately monthly from 1995-2001 
by Regional Board staffpunuant to an agreement between the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency and the State Water Resources 
Control Board. 

Toluene is detected in the New River. All data is available for review at: 
httpJ/\~~~.sulcb.ca.gov/rwqcb7/newriver/damin&~.html. 

Water body-specific monitoring performed by RWQCB at US-Mexico 
border. 

1995-2001. 

Numeric data. 

Standard lab method. 

Untreated and improperly treated industrial waste discharges from Mexico 

Mexican-American Water Treaty. 

List. 

Atier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data is conr~dcrcd lo be ofadcquatequal~ty. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 



Region 7: New River 
Toluene 

6. Data are numerical. 
1. Standard methods were used. 

Detections of this substance exceeded the water quality standard. The staff 
confidence that standards were exceeded is'moderate. 



Region 7: New River 
Chloroform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedldBenetlelll Use 

Data quality ancammt .  Extcmt to 
whleh data quality rqulrements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or  standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeifie Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatfon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

New River 

QA used by RWQCB sta& 

Results compared directly to narrative standards. 

Basin Plan quantitative and sualitative standards from Minute Number 264 
of the  exi if an-~mcncan wile1 ~ rea ty .  The water quality objectives arc: 
( I )  The waters ofthe River shall be free of untreated domestic and 
industrial waste, and (2) The waters shall be free fmm subslances that may 
be discharged into the ~ i v e r  as s result of human sctivitv in concenmtiok - 
which a n  toxic or harmful to human, animal or aquatic life or which may 
signilicantly impair the beneficial uses of such waters. 

Water bodv-soecific data collected 6 times oer vear from 1996-2001 bv 
Regional 6 o a k  staff pursuant to an agreemint bcwccn the United S&CS 

Environmental Protection Agency and the State Water Resources Control 
Board. 

Toluene is detected in the New River. None of the measurements in 19 
data sets exceeded the water qualily criterion. All data is available for . . 
review at: http://w.swrcb.ca.gov/~qcb7/ne~ri~er/datainde~,hml. 

Water body-specific monitoring performed by RWQCB at US-Mexico 
border. 

1996-2001. 

Numeric data. 

Standard lab method. 

Untreated and improperly treated industrial waste discharges from Mexico. 

Mexican-American Water Treaty. 

List. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCtJ 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . , . . 
water quaiity standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to intelpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 



Region 7: New River 
~hloroform 

6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used 

Detections of this substance exceeded the water quality standard. The staff 
confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 7: New River 
Bacteria 

Water Body 

Stre~or/Medll/Benendal Use 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not sttained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

New River 

Bacteria~WaterIREC-l 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

TMDL Completed 

Aflcr revlcwing the available data and information and thc RWQCB 
docurnentalion for thts recommendation. SWRCB slaffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 7: New River 
Volatile OrganicsNOCs 

Water Body New River 

Stressor/MedlllBenelidsl Use Volatile Organics-V0Cs/Wate1/MuN 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
wblch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage beh;een measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If NIA 
standards or uses arc not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to aasesa water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

NIA 

Several specific VOCs have been recommended for the section 303(d) list. 
The general listing for VOCs is no longer necessary. 

NIA 

Remove from the list. 

Volatile OrganicsNOCs should be removed from the section 303(d) list 
because several specific VOCs are proposed for the section 303(d) list. 



Region 7: Palo Verde Outfall Drain 
Pathogens (was bacteria) 

Water Body Palo Verde Outfall h i n  

Stressor/MedlllBeneflclal Use Pathogens (was bacteria) 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
stsndsrds or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Tempsral representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(%) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendation 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Unknown. 

Clarification. 

Change pollutant description and source, and Alternative program 
description in Fact Sheet. 



Reference List for Region 7 

Staff Report 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Colorado River Basin Region. 2001. StaRReport on the Proposed 
Update of Clean Water Act 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies within the Colorado River Basin Region. October 16, 
2001. 

Public Input 
In a letter dated Februarv 28. 2OOL the Regional Board staff solicited information from the public for updating its 303(d) 
List (see Attachment Two). The following agencies and persons submitted data in response to the letter: 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBOR). Fax and E-mails with water quality data on the Colorado River above Imperial 
Dam and on the Brawley Wetlands Projects. 

US Geological Survey. A hard copy from the USGS "Water Resources Data, Arizona, Water Year 1999" regarding water 
quality data on the Colorado River and tributaries to the Colorado River. 

California Department of Pesticide Regulation. Letter referring the Regional Board staff to the Department's Internet 
Databases that include water quality data on the region's surface waters. 

US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. Letter reporting that Department is updating its water quality records 

Big Bear Regional Wastewater Agency . Letter reporting water quality data on Big Bear Lake. 

Meh.opolitan Water District of Southern California. Letter reporting water quality data on Lake Havasu. 

George Bernath at EarthLink. E-mail reporting water quality data on the Piute Spring. 
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Region 8: Anaheim Bay 
Metals and Pesticides 

Water Body 

StrersorlhfedlllBenelld8l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whfeb data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benelleal use or standard 

Utillty of measure lor juddng If 
standards or UMI arc not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Anaheim Bay 

Metals and organicflissue and WateriFish Consumption. Human Health 

QA used by CFCP, County. 

MTRLs from CFCP. WQOs for bacteria. 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly 

Data age= 1-4 Years. 

Reviewed data from Coastal Fish Contamination Program (CFCPI. Orange 
County PFRD. No cxccedanccs for mnals, cndosuliks, 4;xcecd~nces For 
pcaeides. Concern was raised by RWQCB slaff that because sample sires 

are so small that these measurements do not represent water quality 
conditions in the Bay. While summarized in the record the achlal data 
cannot be assessed to determine the spatial or temporal representation of 
the data 

Targeled in waterbody. Localions unknown. The obscwations are few in 
number and, in this specific situalion, the numbcr of samples do not 
represent Bay conditions. 

1997-2001. 

MTRLs, WQOs are numeric. 

Standard analytical methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

More monitoring needed. Water Quality assessment undernay. 

Aticr reviewing thc available data and informalion and thc RWQCB 
documcntalion for this recommcndation, SWRCB s!affconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. 
2. Thc data exhibited insullicient spaial and tcmporal coverage. 
3. Walcr quality standard used is applicable. 
4. The evalualion wideline used to interprel namlivc water qualiry 
standards is adeauite. 
5. Standard meiods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 

8-1 



Region 8: Anaheim Bay 
Metals and Pesticides 

water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is low. 



Region 8: Bolsa Chica 
Metals 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedlllBene~clal. Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for Judgfng If 
standards o r  uses are  not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatloo 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Polential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Bolsa Chica 

Metals~Water/MAR. EST, REC-I 

QA used for metals analyses by county. 

WQOs for metals. 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 

Not enough information is available. 

Orange County PFRD data for metals. For this assessment, it cannot be 
determined if standards are attained. 

Cadmium: 4 samples with 0 exceeding standards. 
Chromium: 4 samples with 0 exceeding standards. 
Coowr: 4 samales with 4 exceedine standards. - ~ . . v 

Lead: 4 samples with 0 exceeding standards. 
Nickel. 4 ramplcs wilh 4 cxceedtng standards 
Zinc: 4 samples with 0 exceeding standards. 

Concern was raised by RWQCB staff that because sample sizes are so 
small that these measurements do not represent water quality conditions in 
Bolsa Chica. While summarized in the record the actual data cannot be 
assessed to determine the spatial or temporal representation of the data. 

Bolsa Chica State BeachLife Guard Station posted one time in three 
years. Other Bolsa Chica beaches not posted in the last three years. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Data values are numeric. 

Standard analytical methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

More monitoring needed. 

After reviewin. the available data and information and the RWOCB ~~~ - ~ ~ . ~ 

documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the Monitorine List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water q u & y  standards are exceeded 

This conclusion is bared on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is canridered to be of adcquate quality 
2. Thc data exhibited insuflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 



Region 8: Bolsa Chica 
Metals 

3. Water quality standards are applicable. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Slandard methods were used. 

An inadquats amount ofwater quality measurements are available to 
determine if water quality standards are exceeded. 



Region 8: Buck Gully Creek 
Total and Fecal coliform 

Water Body 

StrersorlMedldBenelld.l Use 

Buck Gully Creek 

Total and Fecal coliform/Water/Beneficial uses not established in the Basin 
Plan for this water body but there are existing REC-I and REC-2 
beneficial uses downstream of Pacific Coast Highway. 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met  

Linkage between measurement endpolnt 
and heneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlnl representstlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Rccommendatlon 

QA used by county health agency. 

No water quality standards established in the Basin Plan specifically for 
this water body. The guideline used by the RWQCB is appropriate for this 
type of water body. 

Measurement can be compared to numerical guidelines or standards 
established for other water bodies. 

Data age = 1-4 Years 

Violations of fecal coliform in 18/56 samples for guidelines related to 
REC-2 and 13/56 samples for guidelines related to REC-I. 

All sampler collected from creek, unknown number of sites, 239 samples 

Data were collected between 1997 and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

List for total and fecal coliform. 

Ancr reviewing the available dala and information and lhc RWQCB 
documenlation for this recommendation, S W C B  ~raRconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because an existing 
beneficial use is imoacted and a wllutant contributes to or causes the 
problem. The wale; body should be listed for total and fecal coliform on 
thc ponion ofthc Crcck downstream of Pacific Coart Highway. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have not been established but there is an existing use 
downstream of Pacific Coart Highway. 
4. The evaluation guideline is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data werc considered. 



Region 8: Buck Gully Creek 
Total and Fecal coliform 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements showed impacts on 
an existing beneficial use. The staffconfidence is high. 



Region 8: Canyon Lake-East Bay 
Sediment 

Water Body Canyon Lake-East Bay 

StrersorlMedldBenefldaI Use SedimentlsedimentlWAWC-I, REC-2 

Data quaUIy sacrsmemt. Extent to Suin and Assoc. Repon :QA used only for 1986 data, using standard 
which data guaU@ repulrements met. geological methods for estimating water depth and sediment depth. 1997 

information collected by non-standard method (fishfinder used by local 
resident) with no QA. UC Riverside 2nd Qumerly Report, 2001: QA used. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Unknown. 
snd benencal use or  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If Unknown. 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information Water deoth. water elevation and lake bottom elevation data collected in 
1986. wate;depth collected in 1997. Sediment traps used in2001 sNdy 
by UCR. 

Data used to assess water quallty Unknown for data reported in Suitt and Assoc., due to use of non-standard 
method for collecting data used to estimate sediment accumulation. 
Sediment trap results from UCR 2001 quarterly report provide more 
quantitative information. 

Spatial representation 5 sample locations. 

Temporal representation Calculations from Suin and Assoc. 1986 and 1997. SNdy by UC 
Riverside in 2001. 

Data type Estimates of sedimentation rate. 

Use of standard method Suin and Assoc. repon: 1986 data only. UCR Repott: quantitative 
sedimentation rates. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation List for impairment of REC-I, REC-2, and WARM beneficial uses. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindinas that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequatequalily. 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. The evaluatibn guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Non-standard methods were used. 



Region 8: Canyon Lake-East Bay 
Sediment 

An adequate amount ofthe water qualily measurements shows that the 
water quality standard is not exceeded. 

Do not list for sedimentation. More recent data fmm UCR 2001 sNdy 
indicates sedimentation rates not as laree as estimated bv earlier studv. 
UCR analysis indicates that algae are tKc largest source bfpanicu~aci 
Canyon Lake is already listed for nutrients and studies for TMDL are 



Region 8: Chino Creek, Reach 1 and Reach 2 
Metals 

Water Body Chino Creek, Reach I and Reach 2 

StressorlMedis/Benefielal Use Metals/Water/REC-I. REC-2, WARM, WILD 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to QA used by county. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnluge between measurement endpoint WQOs. 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng If Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specl~c Information Insufficient data to make a determination. 

Data used to assess water quaUty Reviewed water quality data from Orange County Water District. The was 
insufficient data to make a determination that standards were exceeded. Of 
the 6 measurements of arsenic, copper, lead, and nickel, none exceeded 
any numerical standard. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alteruatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon 

Insufficient data to make a determination. 

1997-2001. 

Data are numeric values. 

Standard analytical methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

Insufficient data to make a determination. More monitoring needed. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on the  oni it or in^ List bccaure the data arc 
inadequate to determine if applicable watcr quality standards are exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
1. 'The data is con~idercd to be of adequate-quality. 
2. The data exhnbited insulliclent spatla1 and temporal coverage 
3. Water quality standards are applicable. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 

An inadequate amount of water quality measurements are available to 
determine if water quality standards are exceeded. 



Region 8: Cucamonga Creek, Mountain Reach 
Metals 

Water Body 

StreuorMedldBenefidsl Use 

Data quallty asse8sment. Extent to 
wbleh data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage behveeh measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

UtUity ofmeasure forjudglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommend~tion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Cucamonga Creek, Mountain Reach 

MetalslWater/MUN, REC-I. REC-2, WILD. COLD 

QA used by county. 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly 

Insufficient data to make a determination. 

Reviewed water quality data tiom Orange County Watcr District. There 
were ~nsullicient data to make a determination ofwater quality standards 
attainment. There were single measurements of cadmium, copper, lead, 
nickel, selenium, and zinc. No standards were exceedcd in any of these 
measurements. 

Insufficient data to make a determination. 

1997-2001. . 

Data are numeric values. 

Standard analytical methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

Insufficient data to make a determination. More monitoring needed 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB 8tafTconclude that the 
water b d y  should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceedcd. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of sdeauate aualitv. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spaial and temporal coverage. 
3. Water quality standards are applicable. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 

An inadequate amount of water quality measurements are available to 
determine if water quality standards are exceeded. 



Region 8: ~ G t i n ~ t o n  Beach at Magnolia Street 
Enterococcus 

Water Body Huntington Beach at Magnolia Street 

StressorlMedirlBeneneirl Use . Enterococcu.WWater/REC-I 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to QA used by county health agency. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage beween messuremenl endpoint Exccedanccs ofsingle sample AD 41 1 standards may result in beach 
aad beneflcsl use or standard postings by Orsngc Count Health Care Agency. Bacterial wasr quality 

standards are linked to REC-I beneficial use attainment. 

Utllity ofmensurc for judging If 
standards or user sre not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assem water quaUty 

Spatisl representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) OfPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data can be compared directly to standards 

Data age = 1-4 Yean. Data were collected during both wet and dry 
SeaSOIIS. 

109 samples exceeded standardout ofa totalof712 samples. 

1 station. Sampling location represents 50 yards on either side ofthe 
sampling location. 

Data were collected between 1999 and August 2002. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

List forenterococcus. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntationffor this recommendalion. SWRCB staffconclud; that the 
water body should be placed on the scclion 303(d) list b ~ a u s e  applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the stallfindings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adcquate quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited sulficient spaltal and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 

~ ~ 

5. Data a& numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including season and the 
age of the data were considered. 

An adcqustc numbcrofthe water quality mcasurementr exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 8: Huntington Harbour 
Metals and pesticides 

Water Body Huntington Harbour 

StrenorlMedlPIBenetlelal Use Metals and pesticidestWater and Tissufiish consumption 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to QA used by county, Mussel Watch 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

LImkapc bchvccn mcasurcmcnt endpolnt MTRLs. WQOs. 
and hencflcal urc or  standard 

UtUity ofmeaaure for judging If Measurement can be compared to numerical guideline directly. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeltle Information Data age = 1 4  Years. 

Data used to assess water quaUty Reviewed the Orange County PFRD and State Mussel Watch Program. 

For this woe ofassessment. it cannot be determined if standards are 
a n a i n e d . . ~ ~  excccdances for SMW data cxccpt dieldrin. Hunttngton 
Harbor already listcd for pesticides. There wcrc 4 measurements each of 
cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, and zinc. None ofthese 
measurements exceeded a~olicable standards exceot nickel. The s s m ~ l e  
sire war considcred by RWQCB staffto be loo smdl to be reprcsenra~ivc 
of waer quality conditions in the Harbour. 

SpatIaI representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon 

Targeted in waterbody. 

Data were collected between 1997 and 2001 

MTRLs, WQOs are numeric. 

Standard analytical methods 

Unknown. 

None. 

More monitoring needed. 

Atter reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water qualiiy standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is basedon the stafffindinas that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adcquatcquality. 
2. The data exhibited insuficient spatial coverage. 
3. Watcr quality standards are applicable. . . 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 

An inadequate amount of water quality mia<urements are available to 
determine ifwater quality standards are exceeded. 



Region 8: Huntington Harbour 
Caulerpa taxifolia 

Water Body Huntington Harbour 

Stressori'MedlllBeneflcial Use Caulerpa taxifolia (an invasive marine algae)lWater/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment Extent to The information used to develop this listing is taken fmm two summary 
whlch data quallty requirements met. documents developed by the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpoint The Basin Plan contains narrative water quality objectives for the 
and beneflcal use o r  standard protection of bay and estusrine communities and populations of vertebrate, 

invertebrate, and plant species. 

Utility of measure for judging if In areas where the Canlerpa has become well established, it has caused 
standards or uses are not attalned ecological and economic devastation by overgrowing and eliminating 

nativ~seaweeds. seamasses. and other&mmunities; In the ~editerinean. . - 
il is reported to have harmed tourism and plcssure boating, dcvastatcd 
recreational diving, and had a costly impact on commercial fishing both by 
altering the distribution of fish as well as creating a considerable 
imoediment to net fisheries. The dense camet that this soecies can form on 
thf bottom could inhibit the establishment ofjuveniles oimany reef 
species, and its cslablishment olTshore could seriously impact spon and 
commercial fisheries and navigation through quarantine restrictions to 
prevent the spread of this species. 

Water Body-speciflc Information This algae poses a substantial threat to marine ecosystems to Southern 
California, particularly to the extensive eelgrass meadows and other 
benthic environmentrthat make coastal waters such a rich and omductive 
cnvironmcnt for fish and birds. The eelgrass beds and other coastal 
rerources that could bc directly impacted by an invasion of Caulerpa are 
palt of a food web that is critical to the survival of numerous native marine 
species including the commercially and recreationally important spiny 
lobster, Califomia halibut, and sand basses. 

Data used to assess water quaUty The discovery of this species in southern Califprnia, recently reported in 
the journal Nature to be genetically identical to the strain in the 
Mediterranean, confirms that it nevertheless continues to invade marine 
ecosystems, such as the ecologically rich eelgrass beds that thrive in many 
of our coastal lagoons. It is likely that the algae was released from an 
aauarium at the locations in California where it has been discovered. a 
practice banned under California law. As of September 24,2001 when 
Governor Gray Davis signed into law Assembly Bill 1334, it is now 
unlawful to sell. im~orttranswrt. transfer. or vossess C. taxifolia and a 
number of look-aliie species and other invasiie Caulerpa species. 

Spatlal representatlon 

Temporal representstlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

The infestation of Huntington Harbour and Agua Hedionda are the first 
know infestations along the Pacific Coast of North America. 

Caulerpa was found in Huntington Harbour in August 2000. It is probable 
that Caulerpa has been present since 1996. 

m e  information used was not numerical. 



Region 8: Huntington Harbour 
Caulerpa taxifolia 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant It is likely that the algae was released from an aquarium near the Harbour. 
This practice is now banned by State law (AB 1334 (2001)). 

Alternative Enforceable Program RWQCB staff is coordinating efforts to define the spatial extent of the 
infestation. working with other aeencies and interested oarties to confine . ~~ ~ 

the infestation, examining availaLle technologies for Caulcrpa removal 
potential and educating the public as to its source and impact to the harbor. 

RWQCB Recommendation Use existing activities to prevent end eradicate Caulerpa taxifolia. 

SWRCB StaN Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because a 
pollutant does not contribute to or causcs the problem. 



Region 8: Lake Forest 
Temperature, clarity, and dissolved oxygen 

Water Body Lake Forest 

StressorMedlr/BeneficiaI Use Temperahue, clarity, and dissolved oxygenlWater~ere are existing 
aquatic life kneficial uses. 

Dsts aualitv asseasmeot. Extent to The information ~rovided for this water body was narrative descrimions of .-~ ~~~. ~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

whlch data quality requlrcmcnts met. the types of water quality factors that can impact water quality (such as 
water clarity, aquatic vegetation growth, and fish kills. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint No water quality standards are established for this water body. 
and benefical use or  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If No measurements or observations were provided. 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Informstion A description of the iake  and the characteristics of the Lake that could be 
influenced by ~ n o f f  or other sources of pollutants is provided. 

Data used to assess water quality No data or visual observations from the Lake were provided. The 
information provided is a descriptive summary of the characteristics 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(8) of PoUutaot 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon 

No water quality measurements provided. 

No water quality measurements provided. 

Non-numerical information. 

NIA 

Runoff 

Basin Plan water quality objectives are met. Do not list 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the Ecction 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality slandards are not exceeded. No data were 
provided that indicate standards arc not met or existing beneficial uses are 



Region 8: Little Corona Beach 
Bacteria 

~ ~ 

Water Body 

StressorMedidBenetlel~l Use 

Data quallty assersment Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specltle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representntion 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(r) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Little Corona Beach 

Bacteria/Water/MUN, REC-I, REC-2 

QA used by county health agency. 

3 WQOs for total coliform (MUN) and fecal coliform (REC-I, REC-2). 

~easuremeni can be compared to numerical AB 411 standards directly. 

The following is a s u ~ n a r y  of the single sample exceedances for total 
coliform, fecal coliform, and enterococcus. 

Measurements exceedin9/total measurements 
Year 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Total 0140 0140 1/53 2/33 
Fecal 1/40 1/40 1/53 2/33 

One site. 

Data were collected between L0/27/1999 and 7/4/2001. 

3 WQOs for total coliform, fecal coliform, and enterococcus for MUN, 
REC-I, REC-2 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Unknown 

None. 

lnsuff~cient data to make a determination. Place on high priority for 
monitoring. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntatio~foor thin recommendation, SWRCB staff concludf that the 
water body should not be placsd on the scclion 303(d) list because 
avplicable water quality standards are not exceeded. The water body will 
bcremoved from ;he  oni it or in^ List. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~atial and temooral coveraee - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard wed is spplicablc. 
5. Data are nmierical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 

8-16 



Region 8: Little Corona Beach 
Bacteria 

quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
extremely moderate. 



Region 8: Los Trancos Creek 
Total and Fecal coliform 

Water Body Los Trancos Creek 

StreuorMedlnBeneIidaI Use Total and Fecal coliformlWaterAencficial uses not established in the Basin 
Plan for this water body but there are existing RKC-I and REC-2 
beneficial uses downst&m of Pacific coasthighway. 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to QA used by cnunty health agency. 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt No water qualiiy standards established in the Basin Plan specifically for 
and benencal use or standard this water body. The guideline used by the RWQCB is appropriate for this 

type of water body. 

Utlllty of measure for judping if Measurement can be compared to numerical guidelines or standards 
standards or user are not attained established for other water bodies. 

Water Body-speclnc Information Data age = 1-4 Years. 

Data used to assess water quality Over450 violations of guidelines for total and fecal coliform. 

Spatial iepresentstion All samples collected from creek, at least 4 sample sites, approximately 
500 samples. 

Temporal representation The data were collected behveen 1997 and 2001 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown 

Alternative Enforceable Program The livine Company is wmmitted to diverting dry weather flows of the 
Creek. The problem is likely to only exist during the wet season. 

RWQCB Recommendation List for total and fecal wlifom. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documen!ation'for this recommendation, SWRCB rtaffconciud;that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because an existing . 
beneficial use is impacted and a pollutant contributes to or causes the 
problem. List for total and fecal colifom on the portion of the Creek 
downstream of Pacific Coast Highway during the wet season. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualih. . . ,  
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses haw not been established for the water body but then is 
an existing beneficial use downstream of the Pacific Coast ~ i i h w a v  - .  
4. A water quality standard ii  not established. 
5. The evaluation guideline used is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the season and 



Region 8: Los Trancos Creek 
Total and Fecal coliform 

age of the data w m  wnsidered. 

Most of the water quality measurements indicate the beneficial use is 
impacted. The staff wnfdence is high. 



Region 8: Mill Creek (Prado Area) 
Metals 

Water Body Mill Creek (hado Area) 

StresrorlMedlrlBeneflcial Use Metalslwaterlvarious beneficial uses 

Data quality anerament. Extent to Reviewed water quality data from Orange County Water District. QA used 
whbh data quality requirements met. by county. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint WQOs. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-apeclflc lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal reprerentatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 

Antimony: 8 samples, with 0 exceeding. 
Coppec 8 samples with 0 exceeding. 
Mermry: 8 samples with 0 exceeding. 
Nickel: 8 samples with 0 exceeding. 

lnsufiicient data to make a determination. 

1997-2001. 

Data are numeric values. 

Standard analytical methods. 

Unknown. 

lnsufiicient data to make a determination. More monitoring needed. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docummtation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud;that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data arc 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded 

This conclusion is based on thc staff findings that: 
I. Thc data is considered to be of adquatc, inadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited insullicient spatial and temporal coverage. 

An inadequate amount of the water quality measurements were available to 
assess if the water qoality standard was exceeded. 



Region 8: Muddy Creek 
Total and Fecal coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedls/BenefleIaI Use 

Data quaUty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requlrementa met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speellle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlai representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Muddy Creek 

Total and Fecal coliform&Vater/Beneficial uses an not established in the 
Basin Plan for this water body. 

QA used by county health agency. 

No water quality objectives are established in the Basin Plan specifically 
for this water body. 

Measurement can be compared to numerical guidelines or standards 
established for other water bodies. 

Data age = 1-4 Years 

7711 10 samples exceeded the total coliform guideline related to MLIN. 
16/53 samples exceeded the fecal colifortn guideline related to REC-2. 
11/54 samples exceeded the fecal colifortn guideline related to REC-I. 

Samples collected in creek or creek mouth. 

Data were collected between 1997 and 2001, 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

List for total and fecal coliform. 

Aflcr reviewing the available dala and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB stallconclude that the 
water bodv should not be olaced on the section 303fd) list because there 
are noapilicablc tcneliciil uscs and wasr qualicj $&dards. There is also 
no evidcncc ofan existing bcnelicial use. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. Beneficial uses have not been established and do not apply 30 the water 
body. 
2. Water quality standards a n  not established 

RWQCB should consider adoption of beneficial uses and water quality 
objectives for this water body. 



Region 8: Newport Bay 
DDT, Mercury and endosulfans 

Water Body 

StresrorlMedlslsenefleId Use 

Data qudlty asseamedt. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements me t  

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging If 
standards.or user are not attalned 

Water Body-speelne Information 

Data used to assers water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstlon 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon 

Newpon Bay 

DDT. Mercury and endosulfans/tissue/Fish consumption 

QA used by CFCP. 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 

Data age= 1-4 Yean. 

Reviewed data from Coastal Fish Contamination Program. No 
exceedances for mercury, cndosulfan. 1 1119 fish tissue samples cxccedcd 
MTRL for DDT. Already listed for pesticides. 

5 sampling locations, 

1997-2001. 

MTRLs are numeric. 

Standard analytical methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

More monitoring needed. 

After reviewin= the available data and information and the RWOCB - .~~ 
documentation for this recommcndation, SWRCB statTconcludc that the 
watcr body is already on the section 303(d) list because applicable water 
quality standards a& exceeded and a pollutant contributes io or causes the 
problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stall findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiai and temporal coverage. 
3. n e  evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative watcr quality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard, but the water body is already listed for pesticides. The stall 
confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 
Fecal coliform 

Water Body Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 

StreaoriMedlllBenefldal Use Fecal eoliformJWaterlMUN, REC-I, REC-2. 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behvee. measurement cmdpoint NIA 
and beoeflcd use o r  at8ndard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards o r  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB S tan  Recommendatlon 

NIA 

NfA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentalio~or this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludf that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has k e n  developed for the water body-pollutant combination, 

7his conclusion is based on the staffhdings that the TMDL has been 
compleled, has k e n  incorporated into Basin Pliln, and has been approved 
by USEPA 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 
Siltation 

Water Body 

Stre~sorlMedis/Benellcld Use 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclllc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower N-rt Bay) 

Siltation/Water/Aquatic Life 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should bc placed an the TMDLP Complelcd Lirl because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollulant Combination. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinas that the TMDL has been - 
completed, has been incorporated into Basin Plan, and has been approved 
by USEPA. 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 
Priority Organics 

Water Body 

Streasor/Medis/Benenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnknge between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utliity of measure lor Judging if 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenNnl Sonrce(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommendation 

Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 

Priority Organics/WaterlAquatic Life 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

None 

Ancr rcviewing the available dam and information and thc RWQCB 
documcntalion for this rccommcndalion, SWRCB slalTconcludc that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLs Com~lned List because a 
plan to im&tnent the T&L has not been adopted o; approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 
Metals 

Water Body Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 

Stressor/MedldBene~d.l Use MetalsANaterIAquatic Life 

Data quallty asserment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not aItained 

Water Body-rpedflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) oiPoliutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaNReeommendatlon 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be  laced on the TMDLs Comoleted List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted or approved even 
though thc TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 
Nutrients 

Water Body Newpon Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 

Stressor/MedislBeneflclai Use Nutrients/Water/Aquatic Life 

N/A Data quality asseament Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behueen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or  slnndard 

Utillty of measure for judglng if 
atandards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(a) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommendation 

Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin plan,'and has been 
approved by USEPA. 

Alter rcviewing the ava~lablc dala and information and the RWQCB 
documcntalion for lhis recummendallon. SWRCB slaffconcludc that the 
water body should be placcd on the TMDLs Campleled List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-Pollutant combination. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that the TMDL has becn 
completed, has becn incorporated into Basin Plan, and has been avvrovcd 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 
Pesticides 

Water Body Newport Bay, Lower (was Lower Newport Bay) 

StreeorlMedl./BenefidII UH Pesticides~WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quallty asaessmeot. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkap behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglnp If 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon 

NIA 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water bodypollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

None 

ARcr revrewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB naff conclude that the 
water body should not be daced on the TMDLs Comoleted List because a 
plan to im~lcment the TMDL has not been adopted o; approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Upper (was Upper Newport Bay) 
Fecal colifom 

Water Body Newport Bay, Upper (was Upper Newport Bay) 

Stressor/Medi.IBene~clal Use Fecal coliformlWater/REC-I, REC-2 

Data quality assessment. Extent to ' NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or standard 

Uttilty of measure for judging If 
standards or usea are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Dnts used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendation 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin plan, and has been 
appmved by USEPA. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been incorporated into Basin Plan and has been appmved by 
USEPA. 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Upper (was Upper Newport Bay) 
Siltation 

Water Body Newport Bay. Upper (was Upper Nnuport Bay) 

StressorlMedislBeneflc1.I Uae SiltationlWaterIAquatic Life 

Data quality awessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benefleal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-apeclnc Informatlon 

Data used to assea water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin Plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenlauon-for this rrcommendation, SWRCB naITconc1ud;that h e  
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed Llst because a 
TMDL has been develoocd for the water body-~~llutant combination. The 
TMDL has been incorp&ated into Basin plan aid has been approved by 
USEPA. 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Upper (was Upper Newport Bay) 
Nutrients 

Water Body Newport Bay, Upper (was Upper Newport Bay) 

StressorlMedinlBeneflclsl Use NutrientdWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
snd benellcal use or standard 

Utlllty olmcsnure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses arc not attalned 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water qusllty 

Spaflat representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the TMDLs Comaleted List because a 
TMDL ha; been devcioped for the water body-poilutanr cambinacion. The 
TMDL has been incorporaad into Basin Plan and has been approved by 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Upper (was Upper Newport Bay) 
Trash 

Water Body Newport Bay, Upper (was Upper Newport Bay) 

StressorMdWBenefld.I Use TrasWateriHuman-related: REC-2; Aquatic Life: WILD, RARE, EST, 
MAR 

Data quality assessment. Extent to No quality assurance information was provided. 
whlcb data quaUty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint The nanative water quality objectives to prevent solids from causing 
and beneflcnl use o r  standard nuisance or adversely affecting beneficial uses. 

Utllity of measure for judging If Photographs can indicate gross impacts on beneficial uses and whether 
standards or user are not attained standards have been exeeded. Measurements of the amounts of trash can 

provide a relative measure of the potential for nuisance 

Water Body-speclfle Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Photographs appear to be taken on at least one occasion. 

Cleanup crews have documented trash in Newport Bay. Large amounts of 
trash were collected in Upper Newport Bay as follows: 

Year Amount (pounds) 
1999 53,500 
2000 46,500 
2001 42,900 

Twelve ohotoeraohs were submitted de~ictine several locations in . - .  . - 
Newport Bay with msh scattered in several inanidal locations. The trash 
included plastic bonlcs, svrofoam cups, paper wrappers, wood debris, 
aluminum cans, plastic pipes, personal floatation device, and other 
unidentifiable debris. 

The photographs were taken at I I locations in Upper Newport Bay. The 
locations cover a number of widely scattered stations. 

It cannot be determined when the photographs were taken. 

The photographs are qualitative information. Data on trash colleclions 
from the Upper Newpon Bay a n  humcrical. 

Documentation methods are not described. 

Trash can enter the Bay from urban runoff or by being blown directly into 
the water body. 

The Narth/Cenml Orange County Areawide Urban Stormwater Runoff 
Permit Order No. R8-2002-0010 issued to Oranee Counw and its - 
mcarporated cttics has enforceable provisions in place 10 addrr,r liner, 
debns and trash in this water body. 

Use the provisions of the storm water permit to correct the trash problem in 
Upper Newpon Bay. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Upper (was Upper Newport Bay) 
Trash 

documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This condusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of unknown quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and unknown temporal coverage. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. Data are both numerical and not numerical. 
5. Cannot tell if standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-spaific information including the effects of 
season, storm events, and age ofthe data were not considered. 

An inadequate amount of the measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



1 
Region 8: Newport Bay, Upper Ecological Reserve (was Upper Newport Ba + 
Pesticides 

Water Body Newport Bay. Upper Ecological Reserve (was Upper Newpott Bay 
Eealogical Reserve) 

StressorlMedln/Beneflclal Use Pestici&s~WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to N/A 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveem measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflul use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-apecltlc Informatton 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

NIA 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

None. 

After reviewing theavailable data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not bc placed on the TMDLS Campletcd List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted or approved even 
though thc TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 8: Newport Bay, Upper Ecological Reserve (was Upper Newport Ba + 
Metals 

W a t u  Body Newport Bay, Upper Ecological Reserve (was Upper Newport Bay 
Ecological Reserve) 

Stre~orlMedillseneliclal Use MetalsANaterIAquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to N/A 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and benelical use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specilic Information USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program N/A 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB St~iiRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~- ~ 

water body should not be placed on the TMDLE Completed List bccausc a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted or approved even 
ihough theTMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 8: Orange County Coastline 
Trash 

Water Body Omnge County Coastline 

StreuorMedlllBeneflcld Use TrasWaterlREC-2;Aquatic Life 

Data quallty 8ueament. Extent to The sampling procedures, collection approach, data analysis, and 
whtch d o h  quality requlrementr met. estimation procedures are described (Moore n al., 2000. Composition and 

dismbtion of beach debris in Orange County, California). 

Llnkaee between 
and bhencal u a  

measurement endpoint The California Ocean Plan designates the beneficial uses of the ocean 
! o r  standard waters of the State that shall be arotected includinn water contact and non- - 

contact recreation, including aesthetic enjoyment and 
marine habitat. 7hc  California Ocean Plan has applicable nanalive walcr 
quality objectives as follows: 

- Floating particulates and grease and oil shall not be visible. 

-The discharge of waste shall not cause aesthetically undesirable 
discoloration of the ocean surface. 

-The rate of deposition of inert solids and the characteristics of inen solids 
in mean sediments shall not be changed such that benthic communities are 
degraded. 

Utility of measure for judglnglf The measures usedin the study were abundance of trash panicles and the 
standards or uses are not attained weight of trash along the coastline. These data were compared to 

~al%omia Coastal Cleanup Day collection data. 

Wnler Body-speclllc Information Estimates were made ofthc percent ofshoreline affected, types ofhabitat 
aNecled (sandy beach and rocky shore), Trash type (including plasrics. 
cigarette butts, paper, wood metal glass mbber, pet and bird droppings, 
cloth, and other trash). 

Even thought the study measured the amounts of trash on the beaches for 
the wateh edge to the first pavement or rocky cli& this listing only applies 
to the portion of the beach regularly in contact with ocean water. 

Data used to assess water aualitv Estimated total abundance of trash was 106 million items weighing 13 . . 
tons. Pre-aroduction alartic nellets. foamed olastics and hardolas%cs . . 
madc up 99% ofthc total abundance and 51% of the total wetght 
C8narcnc bum were fourth in total abundance and accounted for less than 
I% of the abundance and weight. 

Data collected by volunteers during the annual Califomia Coastal Cleanup 
Day (1998) was 50 times lower than the data collected in the trash survey. 

Informarion contained in the fact sheels for Santa Ana Rivcr, Reach I; 
Upper Newpon Bay: and the San Gabriel River provide additional 
information. Trash camcd down the Santa Ann Rivcr generally finds its 
wav onto beaches in the cities of Huntinmon Beach and ~ e w o r t  Beach. 
A& s t o m ,  929 tons oftrash and dcbri; were collected in 1999 along 
Huntington Beach city beaches. During the same period. approximately 
970 tons oftrash and dcbris were collcctcd on Newpon Beach city beaches. 



Region 8: Orange County Coastline 
Trash 

Cleanup crews have dwumented trash in Newport Bay. Large amounts of 
trash were collected in Upper Newpan Bay as follows: 

Year Amount (pounds) 
1999 53.500 
2000 46,500 
2001 42,900 

Cleanup crews have dwumented trash removal on beaches near the mouth 
of the San Gabriel River as follows: 

January-December 2001 572.43 tons 
lanuany-June 2002 16 tons 

Based on the photographs of trash in the Santa Ana River, Newport Bay, 
and the San Gabriel River it is probable that some of the trash comes from 
water-related sources like urban runoff. 

Spatla1 representation 

Temporal representation 

Beach debris was surveyed and collected at 43 sites from Seal Beach to 
San Clemente on the Orange County coast. The data were collected using 
a stratified random design, stratified by shoreline type. 

Each sample site was delineated as an area 25 yards in length and 
extending from the water's edge to the first pavement or rocky cliff, This 
may include areas outside of 303(d) program jurisdiction. 

The study assessed hash on beaches in both Region 8 and Region 9. The 
proposed listing in only for the water-associated ponion of these beaches. 

Data were collected between August 2 and September 18, 1998. 
Additional monitoring is required in order to confirm impacts to beneficial 
uses from trash. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method See Quality Assurance section above. Data were collected using 
approaches from other debris studies ontside the U.S. 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant Four sources were identified: (I) littering by beachgoers, (2) wind currents 
from upland sources, (3) runoff from land-based activities, and (4) 
overboard diswsal form boatine activities (inclndinn accidental soills) - - . . 
The data suggest that water-based sources (runoff and overboard disposal) 
were more imponant than direct linsring or wind. 

Alternntlve Enforceable Program The NonhlCentral Oranee Countv Areawide Urban Stormwater Runoff 
Permit, Order No. ~8-2L%2-0010.issued to Orange County and its 
incorporated cities has enforceable provisions in place to address litter, 
debris and trash in this water body. 

During FY 2001-02, twenty-two perminee municipalities installed catch 
basin filters, six installed catch basin inlet screens to prevent trash and 
debris from entering the storm drain system, and eight installed in-line 
treatment systems to remove trasWdebris from the storm drain svstem. 
Over 1,500 tons of trash and debris were removed from county maintained 
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Region 8: Orange County Coastline 
Trash 

booms. Regular street sweeping programs throughout Orange County 
reported removing over 41.000 tons of material during the last year, an 
inireass of over 25% from the previous year. 

The storm water permit addresses three of the four sources ofoash 
identified abave. Overboard disposal from boatem and shipping is beyond 
the scope of the program. 

While significant progress is k i n g  made to address trash, it can not be 
determined when or if the currently installed best management practices 
will hilly address the trash p m b l i  

RWQCB Recommendntion None 

SWRCB SlaNRecommcndatlon On Fcblualy 4,2003 the SWRCB placed this water body segment on the 
Monitoring List. The study used had limited temporal coverage and 
additional monitoring is needed. 



Region 8: Pelican Hill Waterfall 
Total and Fecal colifom 

Water Body 

StressorlMedl.IBeneneial Use 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Inform~tion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Pelican Hill Waterfall 

Total and Fecal coliformlWaterheneficial uses are not established in the 
Basin Plan for this water body. 

QA used by county health agency. 

No water quality objectives are established in the Basin Plan specifically 
for this water body. 

Measurement can be compared to numerical guidelines directly. 

Data age = I 4  Yean 

14164 cxceedances of fecal coliform WQO for REC-2. 2081220 
excecdanccs of total colifonn WQO. 11/56 excccdlnces of fecal coliform 
WQO for REC-I. 

Targeted in waterbody. 

Data were collected between 1997 and 2001. 

Nume"cal data. 

Standard bacteriological methods, 

Unknown. 

None. 

List for total and fecal coliform. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntation"for this recommendation, SWRCB slalfconcludi that the 
watcr body should not be placed on the reclion 303(d) list because there 
are no applicable beneficial uses or water quality standards. There is no 
evidence in the record that there is an existine beneficial use. RWOCB 
should consider adoption of beneficial uses aid water quality objeckves 
for this water body. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. Beneficial uses have not been established and do not apply to the water 
body. 
2. Water quality standards have not been established 



Region 8: Pelican Point Creek 
Total and Fecal coliform 

Water Body Pelican Point Creek 

StreasorlMedlslsenenclal Use Total and Fecal colifonniWaterlBeneficial uses have not been established 
in the Basin Plan for this water body. 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to QA used by county health agency 
whlch data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint No waterqualityobjecdves are cstablishcd in the Basin Plan specifically 
mnd bcatflcal use or standard for this waer body. 

Utility of measure for judging If Measurement can be compared to numerical guidelines directly. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-rpeclnc Information Data age = 1 4  Yean. 

Data used to assess water quality 2251230 exceedances of total coliform guideline. 31/55 exceedances of 
fecal coliform guideline for REC-2. 48/56 exceedances of fecal coliform 
guideline for REC-I. 

Spatial representation Targeted in waterbody. 

Temporal representation Data collected between 1997 and 2001. 

Data type 3 WQOs for total and fecal coliform for MUN, REC-I, REC-2. 

Use of standard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternatlve Enforcesble Program None. 

RWQCB Recommendation List for total and fecal coiiform. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because there 
arc no applicable beneficial uses or water quality standards. Thcre is no 
evidence in the mord that there is an existing beneficial use. RWQCB 
should consider ado~tion of beneficial uses and water qualih, obiecfives . . .  
for this water body. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. Beneficial uses have not been established and do not apply to the water 
body. 
2. Water quality standards have not been established. 



Region 8: Pelican Point Middle Creek 
Total and Fecal coliform 

Water Body Pelican Point Middle Creek 

Stres~orrmedl./Benefielal Use Total and Fecal wliformlWateriBeneficial uses are not established in the 
Basin Plan for this water body. 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to QA used by county health agency. 
whlch data qunllty requlremeats met. 

Llnkqe behveen measurement endpoint No water quality objectives are established in the Basin Plan specifically 
and benencal use or standard for this water body. 

Utility of measure for Judging if Measurement can be compared to numerical guidelines directly 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specinc Information Data age = 1-4 Years. 

Data used to assess water quality 1261133 cxcccdancrs oftotal col~form guideline. 12150 excecdanccs of 
fecal coliform WQO for REC-I guidel~nc. 11/50 cxceedances offecal 
colifonn guideline for REC-2. 

Spatial representation Targeted in waterbody. 

Tempor~l  representation Data were collected between 1997 and 2001. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

Potentlal Source(s) of PoUutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program None. 

RWQCB Recommendation List for total and fecal coliform. 

SWRCB StslTRecommendatlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentalionfor this rccommendarion. SWRCB sta~conclud;that the 
water body should not bc placed on the seclion 303(d) list because there 
are no applicable beneficial uses or water quality standards. There is no 
evidence in the record that there is an existing beneficial use. RWQCB 
should consider adoption of beneficial uses and water quality objectives 
for this water body. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. Beneficial uses have not been established and do not apply to the water 
body. 
2. Water quality standards have not been established. 



Region 8: San Diego Creek, Reach 1 
Nutrients 

Water Body San Diego Creek, Reach I 

Stressor/MedldBenend.l Use Nutrients/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to NIA 
whkh data qunllty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judg111g If NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable P m g n m  NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA. 

SWRCB StaffRecommendatlon After reviewing the available data and infomation and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been incorporated into Basin Plan and has been approved by 
USEPA. 



Region 8: San Diego Creek, Reach 1 
Siltation 

Water Body San Diego Creek, Reach I 

StresaorMedls/Benefidsl Use SiltltionlWater/Aquat$ Life 
. . 

Data quality assessment Extent to N/A 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage belween measurement endpoint N/A 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UlUlty of measure for Judging if N/A 
standards or u s o  mre not attained 

Water Body-speciIic Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StalTRecommendatlon 

NIA 

Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA 

Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documcntalion for this recommendation, SWRCB staRconcludc that the 
water bodv should be vlaced on the TMDLs Comvieted List because a 
TMDL has been dcvciopcd for the water body-poilutan1 combination. The 
TMDL has been incorporated into Basin Plan and has been approved by 



Region 8: San Diego Creek, Reach 1 
Metals 

Water Body San Diego Creek, Reach 1 

StresrorlMldlllBenefldll Use ~ e t a l s l ~ a t e r l ~ ~ u a t i c  Life 

Data quslity slsewment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of musure  for Judging U NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-rpecilic Iniormatlon USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination 

Dab  used to assas water quality N/A 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source($) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

NIA 

None. 

Afler reviewing the available data and information, SWRCB staff conclude 
that the water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
because a TMDL has been established for this water body-pollutant 
combination by USEPA. 



Region 8: San Diego Creek, Reach 1 
Pesticides 

Water Body San Diego Creek, Reach I 

StressorlMedlllBenelldnl Use PesticidesMraterlAquatic Life 

Data quality waeament. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quallty reqvlrementa met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

UtUlty olmearurc lor j u d g g  I1 NIA 
slandards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Inlormatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatla1 representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use alstandard method 

Potential Source(s) 01 Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Pmgrnrn 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stafl Reeommendatlon 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

None 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted or approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 8: San Diego Creek, Reach 1 
Fecal colifonn 

Water Body Sun Diego Creek. Reach 1 

Stressor/Medls/Bene11elII Use Fecal coliformlWater/RECI. REC-2 

~ a t a  quslity assessment. Extent to QA used by wunly health agency. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 3 WQOs for total coliform @iuN) and fecal coliform (REC-I, REC-2). 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 
standards or uaes are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information Data age= 1-4 Yean. 

Data used to assess water quality 22/22 exceedances of total and fecal coliform WQOs. 

Spatld representatlon Targeted in waterbody. 

Temporal representation 1997-2001. 

Data type 3 WQOs for total and fecal coliform for MUN, REC-I, REC-2 

Use of standard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program None. 

RWQCB Recommendatlon List for total and fecal coliform 

SWRCB staff decommendatlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findin~s that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adcquatequality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial usen apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data wen considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 8:  an Diego Creek, Reach 2 
Metals 
- 

Water Body San Diego Creek, Reach 2 

~tresao~IMedisl~ene~c1al Use MetaldWatedAquatic Life 

Data quality sssessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen mea~urrmeat endpoint NIA 
and bencncal use or  standard 

Utility or measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatton 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternathe Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

None. 

Ancr reviewing the avaslable data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not bc ~ laccd  on the TMDLE Compicted List because a 
plan to implement the T ~ ~ D L  has'not been adopted o; approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 8: San Diego Creek, Reach 2 
Siltation 

Water Body San Diego Creek Reach 2 

Streasor/Modl~ene~clal Use Siltatio~aterIAquatic Life 

Data quaUty a18essm~mt. Exte11 to NIA 
whlcb data quality rcquircmcntr met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflul use or standard 

Utllity of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List kcanse a 
W L  has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been incorporated into Basin Plan and has been approved by 
USEPA. 



Region 8: San Diego Creek, Reach 2 
Nutrients 

Water Body San Diego Creek, Reach 2 

Stressor/Medis/Benenclal Use Nutrients/WaterlAqualic Life 

Data quality assusment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Llnkqe behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty ofmeasure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-rpeclllc lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Patentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaN~ecommendntlon 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist because TMDL has been incorporated into Basin plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the T m L s  Completed List because s 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been incorporated into Basin Plan and has been approved by 
USEPA. 



Region 8: San Jacinto River North Fork (Reach 7) 
Metals 

Water Body San Iacinto River North Fork (Reach 7) 

Data quality assusmeat. Extent to Reviewed water quality data from Lake Hemet Municipal Water District. 
whlch data quality requlremwts met. QA used by waterdishict. 

Linkage hehveen measurement endpoint W w s .  
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Informatloo , 
Data used to assess water quality Aluminum: 4 samples with 1 exceeding MCL. 

Antimonv: 4 samoles with 0 exceedin~ MCL. 
Arsenic: b sampl;s with 0 exceeding GCL. 
Barium: 4 samples with 0 exceeding MCL. 
Belyllium: 4 samples with 0 exceeding MCL. 
Cadmium: 4 samples with 0 exceeding MCL. 
Iron: 4 samples with 0 exceeding MCL. 

Spatial representation Insufficient data to make a determination. 

Temporal representation 1997-2001. 

Data type Data are numeric values. 

Use ofstandard method Standard analytical methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program None 

RWQCB Recommendation Insufficient data to make a determination. More monitoring needed. 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of edeouate aualitv 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatLal and temporal coverage. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 

The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 8: San Jacinto River South Fork (Reach 7) 
Salinity, Total Dissolved Solids 
p~ - 

Water Body San lacinto River South Fork (Reach 7) 

Stressor/Medln/Benenri.l Use Salinity, Total Dissolved Solids/Water/MUN 

Data quallty aueament. Extent to Reviewed water quality data from Lake Hemet Municipal Water District. 
whkh data quallty requirements met. QA used by water dishict. 

Llnksge behveen measurement endpoint WQOs. 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not analned 

Water Body-speclllc Informstion 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representailon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendation 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 

Primary and secondary MCL: 4 samples with 0 exceeding 
Sodium: 4 samples with 4 Basin Plan Objective. 
Sulfate: 4 samples with 0 exceeding BP Objective. 
Chloride: 4 samples with 3 exceeding BP Objective. 
TDS: 4 samples with 4 exceeding BP objective. 

Insufftcient data to make a determination. 

1997-2001. 

Data a n  numeric values. 

Standard analytical methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

Insufficient data to make a determination. More monitoring needed. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the ~onitoring List because the data are 
inadquak to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequat~quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Water qualq  standard used is applicable. 

The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 8: Santa Ana Delhi Channel 
Fecal coliform 

Water Body Santa Ana Delhi Channel 

StressorlMedl.IBeneflei.I Use Fecal coliformAYateriBeneficial uses are not established in the basin Plan 
for this water body. 

Data quality assessment. Extent to QA used by county healthagency. 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Llnluge behveen measurement endpoint No water quality standards are established in the Basin Plan specifically for 
and beneflcal use or standard this waterbody. 

Utlllty of measure for judging If Measurement can be compared to numerical guidelines directly. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclne Informatton Data age = 1-4 Yean. 

Data used to assess water quality 1111 1 exceedances of total colifom guidelines. 22/22 exceedances of total 
and fecal guidelines. 

Spatial representatlon Targeted in waterbody. 

Temporal representation Data collected between 1997 and 2001. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program None. 

RWQCB Recommendatlon List for total and fecal colifom. 

SWRCB Staff 'Rceommendatlan ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docurncnta!ion?or this reeommcndation, SWRCB stalfconcludf that the 
walcr body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because thcrc 
are no applicable beneficial uses or water quality standards. There is no 
evidence in the record that there is an existing beneficial use. RWQCB 
should consider adoption of beneficial uses and water quality objectives 
for this water body. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. Beneficial uses have not been established and do not apply to the water 
body. 
2. Water quality standards have not been established, 



Region 8: Santa Ana River (Reaches 4 and 5) 
Metals 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medll/BenellcInl ifse 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

UtUity of measure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntlon 

SWRCB St~NRecommendation 

Santa Ana River (Reaches 4 and 5 )  

M ~ ~ ~ I S / W ~ ~ ~ I N A R M ,  WILD. RARE 

QA used by county. 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 

Insufficient data to make a determination. 

Reviewed water quality data from Orange County Water Dishict. 

Reach 4: Arsenic: I sample with 0 exceeding standard. 
Reach 4: Copper: 1 sample with 0 exceeding standard. 
Reach 4: Nickel: I samole with 0 exceeding standard. - 
Reach 5: Copper: 3 smplc  with 0 exceeding standard. 
Reach 5: Lead: 1 sample w~th 0 exceeding standard. 
Reach 5: Nickel: I sample with 0 exceeding standard. 

Insufficient data to make a determination. 

1997-2001. 

Data are numeric values. 

Standard analytical methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

Insufficient data to make a determination. More monitoring needed. 

Afler reviewine the available data and infonation and the RWQCB - 
documentation far this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that lhc 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine ifapplicable watcr quality standards arc exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff tindings that: 
1. The data is considcrcd lo be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spalial and temporal coverage 



Region 8: Santa Ana River, Reach 1 
Trash 

Water Body Santa Ana River, Reach I 

Streror/Medisl8enefleisl Use Trash/Water/Human-related: REC-2: Aquatic Life: WARM, WILD, RARE 1 
Data quallty assessment Extent to No quality assurance information was provided. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

L1nk.p behveen measurement endpolnt The namdve water quality objectives to prevent floatables hom causing 
aud beneneal use or  standard nuisance or adversely affecting beneficial uses. 

UtUity of measure for judplag If Photographs can indicate gross impacts on beneficial uses and whether 
standards or uses are not attalned standards have been exceeded. Measurements of lhc amounts oftrash can 

provide a relative measure of the potential for nuisance. 

Water Body-speclnc Information Photographs appear to be taken on at least two occasions. The data for 
trash collection is for beaches in the cities of Newport Beach and 
Huntington Beach. 

Data used to assess water quality ' Trash canied down the Santa Ana River generally finds its way onto 
beaches in the cities of Huntin~ton Beach and N e w o n  Beach. Afle~ 
storms. 929 tons oftrarh and &brw wcrc collectcd;n 1999 along 
Hunttngton Bcach city beaches Dunng the same penod, approx~malely 
970 tons of trash and dcbns wcrc collecred on Newpon Beach clry beaches 

Fiflcen photographs were submined depicting several lorations in along 
the Santa Ana River with trash scattered in several locations. The lrash 
included plastic bottles, styrofoam and paper cups, paper wrappers, plastic 
bags, a shopping cart, and other unidentifiable debris. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

.Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB RecommendaHon 

SWRCB Stsff Recommendation 

The photographs were taken at seven locations along the Santa Ana River 
from McFadden to McAunhur Blvd. 

The date the photographs were taken is unknown but it is apparent from 
the time stamp on some of the photographs that they were taken on two 
different days. 

The photographs are qualitative information. Data on trash collections 
from the Newport Beach and Huntington Beach city beaches are numerical. 

Documentation methods are not described. 

Trash can.enter the River horn urban mnoff or by being blown directly 
into the water body. 

The North/Central Orangc County Areawide Urban Slonnwavr Runoff 
Permit, Order No. R8-2002-0010 issued to Orangc County and its 
incornorated cities has enforceable provisions in place to address liner, 
deb& and trash in this water body. 

Use the provisions of the storm water permit to correct the trash problem in 
Upper Newpon Bay. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
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Region 8: Santa Ana River, Reach 1 
Trash 

documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the - ~ ~ -  ~~~~~ ~ ~~~~ ~ 

water body should be placed on the ~onitoring List becnuw the data are 
inadequate to dctcmine if applicable water qualily standards a n  exceeded. 

This conclusion is b a ~ d  on the staff fmdin~s that: 
I. The data is considered to be of unkno<quali[y. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and unknown temporal coverage. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. Data a n  both numerical and not numerical. 
5. Cannot tell if standard methods were used. 

An inadequate amount of the measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards wen exceeded is low. 



Region 8: Santa Ana River, Reach 3 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body Santa Ana River, Reach 3 

Streaor/Medir/Beoencial Use Total Dissolved Solids/Water/MUN 

Data quality assessment. Extent to QA used by Regional Board. 
which data quality requiremenu met. 

Llnkage behveem messuremenl endpoint WQO is 700 m a .  
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Inforrnatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representatlon 

D a b  type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential source(sj of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable P r o g ~ m  

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stsff Recommendatfon 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 

Data age= 1-4 Years. 

17/18 samples did not exceed WQO (700 In&). 

Targeted in waterbody. Locations unknown 

1997-2001. 

Data values are numeric. 

Standard analytical methods used 

None. 

None. 

Delist because recent data indicate WQO is being met. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards a n  not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . .  
2. The data cxh~bitcd sufficient temporal covcragc 
3. Benefic~al uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is avvlicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including age of the data 
were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements did not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staffcontidcnce that standards were not cxccedcd is high. 



Region 8: Santa Ana River, Reach 3 
Nitrogen 

Water Body Santa Ana River, Reach 3 

StresaorMedislBenenclal Use NitrogenAVater/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to QA used by Regional Board. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behvrn measurement endpoint WQO is 10 m a .  
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speeine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recammendatloo 

SWRCB StaNReeommendation 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 

Data age= 1 4  Years. 

54/55 samples did not exceed the WQO (I0 m a ) .  

Targeted in waterbody. 

1997-2001. 

Data values are numeric. 

Standard analytical methods 

None. 

None. 

Delist because recent data indicate WQO is being met. 

Ancr reviewing the availablc data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for lhis recommendation, SWRCB staff concludc that the 
water body should not be olaced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicablcwater quality siandards are not exceeded: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate auality. . . .  
2. The data cxhibitcd sumcicnt tcmporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uscs apply to the walcr body. 
4. Water quality skndard used is applicable. 
5. Data a& numerical. 
6. Standard methods wcrc uscd. 
7. Other watcr body- or sitc-specific information including age ofthc data 
were considered. 

Mast ofthc walcr quality measurements did not cxcccd the watcr quality 
standard. The slaffconfidcncc that standards wcrc not exceedcd is high. 



Region 8: Seal Beach, Projection of First Street 
Enterococcus 

Water Body Seal Beach, Projection of First Stnet 

StrorsorlMedl.IBeneficlal Use EnterococcusANaterREC-I, REC-2 

Data quality assessment. Extent to QA used by county health agency. 
whieh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Exceedances of single sample AB 41 I standards may result in beach 
and benencal use or standard postings by Orange Count Health Care Agency. Bacterial water qualiiy 

standards a n  linked to REC-I beneficial use attainment. 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speci~c Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeesble Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 

Data age = I 4  Yean. Data were collected during both wet and dty 
seasons. 

25 samples exceeded standard out of a total of I50 samples, 

1 station. Sampling location represents 50 yards on either side of the 
sampling location. 

Data collected between 1999 and August 2002. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Unknown 

None 

List for enterococcus. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollu&nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
1. The dam is considered to be ofadcquatequality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is aoolicable . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including season and the 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. List for total and fecal coliform 



Region 8: Strawberry Creek 
Salinity, total dissolved solids 

Water Body Strawberry Creek 

StrerorlMedldBenenelal Use Salinity, total dissolved solids/WaterlMUN, COLD WILD 

Data quallty aneument. Extent to Reviewed water quality data from Lake Hemet Municipal Water District. 
whlch data quality rqulremeats met. QA used by water district. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt WQOs. 
and benencai use or standard 

Utillty of measure forludglng if Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Wster Body-speeillc Informstion Insufficient data to make a determination. 

Data used to assess water quality Reviewed water quality data from Lake Hemet Municipal Water District. 

Hardness: 4 samples with 0 exceeding the standard 
Sodium: 4 samples with 4 exceeding the standard. 
Sulfate: 4 samoles with 0 exceedine the standard. 
Chloride: 4 saiples with 3 exceedkg the standard. 
Total dissolved solids: 4 samples with 3 exceeding the standard 

Spatlnl representatlon 

Temponl representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(5) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiReeommendation 

Insufficient data to make a determination. 

1997-2001. 

Data are numeric values. 

Standard analytical methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

Insuficient data to make a determination. More monitoring needed. 

Atter reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the ~onitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 

An inadequate amount of the water quality measurements are available to 
determine if the water quality standards are exceeded. 



Region 8: Temescal Creek 
Metals 

Water Body 

Stres6or/Medln/Beneflelal Use 

Data qusllty acseument. Extcmt to 
which data quality rqulrementr met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judping if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeiflc lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Temescal Creek 

Metals~Water~WARM. WILD, RARE 

Reviewed water quality data from Orange County Water District. QA used 
by county. 

Measurement can be compared to numerical standard directly. 

Measurements were compared to hardness-adjusted standards. 

Reviewed water quality data from Orange County Water District 

Arsenic: 4 sample with 0 exceeding standard. 
Cadmium: 4 samples with 0 exceeding standard. 
Cooocr: 4 samoles with 0 exceedinz standard. 
~ea i :  4 sampl;s with 0 exceeding siandard. 
Nickel: 4 samples with 0 exceeding standard. 
Selenium: 4 s&noles with 0 exceeding standard 
Zinc: 4 samples kith 0 exceeding staidard. 

Insufficient data to make a determination 

1997-2000. 

Data are numeric values. 

Standard analytical methods. 

unknown. 

None. 

Insufficient data to make a determination. More monitoring needed. 

ARer reviewing the available dam and information and thc RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 

An inadequate amount of the water quality measurements are avai!able to 
determine if the water quality standards are exceeded. 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Santa h a  Region. 2001. Staff Repod on the Update of the Clean 
Water Act Section 303(d) List of Impaired Waterbodies within the Santa h a  Region. December 19,2001. 

Data Sources 
Big Bear Lake Municipal Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Big Bear Lake, 2000. Wet & Dry. 

Big Bear Lake Municipal Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Boulder Creek, 2000. Wet & Dry. 

Big Bear Lake Municipal Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Grout Creek, 2000. Wet & Dry. 

Big Bear Lake Municipal Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Knickerhocker Creek, 2000. Wet & Dry 

Big Bear Lake Municipal Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Metcalf Creek, 2000. Wet & Dry. 

Big Bear Lake Municipal Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Rathhun Creek, 2000. Wet & Dry 

City of Canyon Lake, Sediment, Canyon Lake, 1986-1997. Season not applicable. 

Lake Hemet Municipal Water District, Water Column Chemistry, San Jacinto Creek, 1998-2001. Wet Only. 

Lake Hemet Municipal Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Strawheny Creek, 1998-2001. Wet Only. 

NPDESNDR discharger monitoring data, Water Column Chemistry , Varies throughout the Region, 1998-2000. Wet & 
Dry. 
Orange County Health Care Agency, Water Column Chemistry, Buck Gully Creek, 1997- 2001. Wet & Dry 

Orange County Health Care Agency, Water Column Chemistry, Huntington Beach State Park, Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Health Care Agency, The lrvine Company, Water Column Chemistry, Los Trancos Creek, 1997-2001. 
Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Health Care Agency, The Irvine Company, Water Column Chemistry, Muddy Creek, 1997-2001. Wet & 
Dry. 
Orange County Health Care Agency, Water Column Chemistry, Newport Beaches, 1999-2001. Wet Only. 

Orange County Health Care Agency, Water Column Chemistry, Pelican Point Creek, 1997-2001. Wet &Dry. 

Orange County Health Care Agency, Water Column Chemistry, Pelican Point Middle Creek, 1997-2001. Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Health Care Agency, Water Column Chemistry, Pelican Hill Waterfall, 1997-2001. Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Health Care Agency, RWQCB 8 Nov 24,1998 Newport Bay TMDL Problem Statement, Water Column 
Chemistry, Sank h a  Delhi Channel, 1997,1998. Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Health Care Agency, Water Column Chemistry ,Seal Beach, 1999-2001. Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Public Facilities Resource Dept, Water Column Chemistry, ~naheim Bay, 1999,2000. Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Public Facilities Resource Dept, Water Column Chemistry, Bolsa Chica, 1999,2000. Wet &Dry. 

Orange County Public Facilities Resource Dept, Water Column Chemistry , Huntington Harbour, 1999,2000. Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Cucamonga Creek, 1998,2000,2001. Wet Only 

Orange County Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Chino Creek, 1997-2000. Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Waler District, Water Column Chemistry, Mill Creek, 1997-2000. Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Water District, RWQCB 8 Monitoring data, Water Column Chemistry, Santa Ana River Reaches 2,3,4,5, 
1997-2000. Wet & Dry. 

Orange County Water District, Water Column Chemistry, Temescal Creek, 1997-2000. Dry Only 



RWQCB 8 Nov 24,1998 Newport Bay TMDL Problem Statement, Water Column Chemistry, San Diego Creek, 
1997,1998. Wet & Dry. 

State Water Resources Control B o d ,  Coastal Fish Contamination Program, Fish Tissue, Anaheim Bq, 1999,2000. 
Season not applicable. 

State Water Resources Control Board, Coastal Fish Contamination Program, Fish Tissue, Huntington Beach State Park, 
1999,2000. Season not applicable. 

State Water Resources Control B o d ,  Coastal Fish Contamination Program, Fish Tissue, Newport Bay, 1999,2000. 
Season not applicable. 

State Water Resources Control Board, Coastal Fish Contamination Program , Fish Tissue , Newport Beaches, 1999, 
2000. Season not applicable. 

State Water Resources Control Board, Coastal Fish Contamination Program, Fish Tissue, Ocean Waters (oil platforms), 
1999,2000. Season not applicable. 

State Water Resources Contml Board, Coastal Fish Contamination Program, Fish Tissue, Seal Beach, 1999,2000. Season 
not applicable. 

State Water Resources Control Board, Mussel Watch, Mussel Tissue, Huntington Harbour, 1998-2000. Season not 
applicable. 

Yucaipa Valley Municipal Water District, No ambient data received only outfall data, San Timoteo Creek, Not applicable. 
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Region 9: Agua Hedionda Creek 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body Agua Hedionda Creek 

StressorlMedillBenefldal Use Total Dissolved Solids~Water/MUN, AGR 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality rquirements met. 

Llnkage be twen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcsl use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representatloo 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutnnt 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

NPDES permit monitoring. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (SW mg/L.) used. 

Data age = 1-3 years. 

City of San Diego sampling showed exceedance of the Basin Plan 
objective for more than 10% of the time during a one-year period. At 
station AH1 from June 1998 to March 1999.4 o f 4  samules (100%) . . 
cxceeded the objective, wilh a mean of 1268.0 m g n  anh a median of 
I25I.S m@L. From January 2000 to hlarch 2000, 1 o f 3  samples (33%) 
cxcccdrd the obirctive, with a mean af684.3 mgiL and a mcdian of 362.0 
mg/L One other station also drmonslratcd a T ~ S  concentration to cxcecd 
the objective in June of 1998. The concentration at AHC-SA was 1372 
mgL. All non-detects were treated as 0.0 mglL for statistical purposes. 
Regional Board TDS sampling in June of 1998 also show Agua Hedionda 
Creek to have concentrations above the Basin Plan obieetive. The 
conccnwtlon at Sycamore Avenue war 1372 m a ,  at El Camno Real the 
conccntratian war 1716 mgR and 1624 mgR. 

Two sample sites (top and bottom of reach). 

November 1998 to March 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Anthropogenic sources, imported water, evaporation, and naNral salt 
sources. Also, urban runoff, agriculNre runoff, other point sources, and 
nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

Aner reviewing the available data and infannation and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this recommendation, SWRCB staficoncludes that the 
waler body should be placed an the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water auaiiw standards are exceeded and a uoll"&nt contributesib or . . 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadcquatc~ualiry. 
2. The data exhibited suflicienl spatial and lemporal coverage. 



Region 9: Agua Hedionda Creek 
Total Dissolved Solids 

3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Agua Hedionda Lagoon 
Caulerpa taxifolia 

Water Body Agua Hedionda Lagoon 

Strersor/MedldBenencld Use Caulerpa taxifolia (an invasive marine algae)lWater/Aquatic Life 

Data quaUty usewment. Extent to The information used to develop this listing is taken from two summary 
whleh data quallty requirements met. documents developed by the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint The Basin Plan contains nmative water qualiry objectives for the 
and benefical use or standard protection of bay and estuarine communities and populations of vertebrate, 

invertebrate, and plant species. 

UtUlty of measure for Judplng If In areas where the Caulerpa has become well established, it has caused 
standards or uses are not attalned ecological and economic devastation by overgrowing and eliminating 

nativiseaweeds. seamasses. and other&mmunities. In the ~ e d i t e i n e a n .  . - 
it is rcprvd to have harmed tourism and pleasure boating, devastated 
recreational diving, and had a costly impact on commercial fishing both by 
altering the distribution of fish as well as creating a considerable 
im~ediment to net fisheries. The dense camet thit this species can form on 
th; bottom could inhiblt the establishment ofjuveniles oimany reef 
species, and its establishment offshore could seriously impact spon and 
commercial fisheries and navigation through quarantine restrictions to 
prevent the spread of this species. 

Water Body-speclnc Information This algae poses a substantial threat to marine ecosystems in Southern 
Califomia, panicularly to the extensive eelgrass meadows and other 
benthic environments that make wastal waters such a rich and oroductive 
environment for fish and birds. The eelgrass beds and other coastal 
resources that could be directly impacted by an invasion ofcaulerpa are 
part of a fwd web that is critical to the survival of numerous native marine 
species including the commercially and recreationally important spiny 
lobster. California halibut, and sand basses. 

Data used to assess water ausUtv The dixoverv of this s~ecies in southem California. recentlv reobrted in . . 
the journal ~ i t u r c  to b; genetically identical to the &in in-the' 
Mediterranean, confirms that it nevenhcless continues to invade marine 
ecosystems, such as the ecologically rich eelgrass beds that thrive in many 
of our coastal laeoons. It is likelv that the slea was released from an - - 
aquarium at the locations in California where it has been discovered, a 
practice banned under California law. As ofSeptember 24,2001 when 
Governor Gray Davis signed into law Assembly Bill 1334, it is now 
unlawful to sell, import,fransport, transfer, or possess C. taxifolia and a 
number of look-alike species and other invasive Caulerpa species. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

The infestation of Huntington Harbour and Agua Hedionda are the first 
know infestations along the Pacific Coast ofNorth America. 

Caulerpa was found in Agua Hedionda Lagoon in June 2000. It is 
probable that Caulerpa has been present since 1996. 

The information used was not numerical. 



Region 9: Agua Hedionda Lagoon 
Caulerpa taxifolia 

Potentlal Source($) of PoUlrtPot It is likely that the alga was nleased from an aquarium near the Lagoon. 
This practice is now banned by State law (AB 1334 (2001)). 

Alternative Enforceable Program RWQCB staff is coordinating sffoons to define the spatial extent ofthe 
infestation, working with other agencies and interested parties to confme 
the infestation, examining available technologies for Caulezpa removal 
potential and educating the public as to its source and impact to the harbor. 

RWQCB Recommendation Do not add Aqua Hedionda Lagoon to the 303(d) list for Caulerpa taxifolia. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because a 
pollutant does not contribute to or cause the problem. 



Region 9: Agua Hedionda Lagoon 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Agua Hedionda Lagoon 

StressorMedidBenefldal Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifonn count") 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requlrementa met. 

Linkage behueen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstsndnrd method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

All previous (1998) listings for "High Colifomt Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial Indicators." This will ensure consistency between the 1998 
List and the 2002 Uodated List. For 1998 listines. "Bacterial Indicators" - 
nrnpltes that thc water qual~ty problem was due to fecal colnfom, total 
col~fomt, or both For the 2002 update. "Bactcnal Indcators" implies fecal 
colifonn, total colifonn, enterococci or a combination of any of the three. 
In the San Diego Region, enterococci measurements comm&ced in 1999 

Change pollutant designation from "high colifonn count" to "Bacterial 
Indicators." 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Enterococci 

Water Body 

Stressor~MedldBenefld.l Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utillty of measure lor judglng if 
rlandsrds or uses are not sttslned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Aliso Creek 

EnterococcilWater/REC-I 

ZOS(j) Planning Study used. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (>I08 colonies/100 mL), for lightlylmoderately used 
areas. 

Data age = 2 years. 

Aliso Creek Water Quality Planning Study (6-8/99), dry weather). Cooks 
Comer (44% exceedences [>I08 coliform forming units1100 mL]), 
dowstrcam of English Canyon Creek (33%), downstream of Dairy Fork 
Creck (78%), downstream of Sulphur Crcck (44%) and at Pacific Coast 
Highway (33%). (6-8199) tributaries, dry weather: English Canyon Creck 
(56%), Dairy Fork Crcek (78%), Aliso Hills Channel (100%). Sulphur 
Creck (33%) and Wood Canyon Creck (22%). 

9 samples at each of 10 stations (Aliso Crcek and tributaries combined) 
entire reach sampled. 

Sampling occurred in dry weather fmm June-August 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Urban runoff, other point sources and nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentauon for thns recommendatton, SWRCB staff concluder that the 
water body should be placed on the sectton 303(d) ltst because appltcablc 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant conhibutesto or 
causes the pmblem. Place on section 303(d) list as "Bacterial Indicators." 

This conclusion is based on the staff findin~s that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adcquatcquality. 
2. The data exhibited sutlicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret nanativc water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Enterococci 

8. Other water W y -  or site-specific information including the effects of 
age ofthe data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality stmdard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Escherichia coli 

Water Body 

StressorMedlalBene~cld Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qudlty requirements met. 

Llnkrge bchtern mea8urement endpoint 
and benencal use or stsadard 

UtUlly of measure for Judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-apecinc lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use oistandard method 

Potential Source(6) of PoUutsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Aliso Creck 

E. eoli/Water/REC-I. . . 
2050) Planning Study used. 

Pollurn can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (>406 colonies/IOO mL), for lightly/moderately used 
areas. 

Data age = 2 years. 

Aliso Creck Water Quality Planning S ~ d y  (6-8 99). dry weather: Cooks 
Comer (22% excecdenccs I 4 0 6  colonics1100 mI.1). downstream of 
~ n e l i s h ~ a n v o n  Creek 156%). downstream of Da iG~ork  Creek (89%). . ,. 
anidownstream of sulphur Leek (33%). (6-8/99jnibutaries, dry 
weather: English Canyon Creek (44%), Daity Fork Creek (?Soh), Aliso 
Hills Channel (67%), Sulphur Creek (22%) and Wood Canyon Creek 
(33%). 

9 samples at each of the 10 stations (Aliso Creek and tributaries 
combined) entire reach sampled. 

Sampling from June-August 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Urban runoff, other point sources and nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

Ancr reviewing the ava~lablc data and informat~on and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludcs that thc 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 3031d) list because aoolicable . . . . 
watcr quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes toor 
causes the pmblcm. Placc on scction 303(d) list as "Bacterial Indicators." 

This conclusion is bared on the stall findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. Thc dala exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal covcrans. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to th; water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Escherichia coli 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. 7he staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medlr/Benelldal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty ofmeasure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Aliso Creek 

Fecal ColiformlWaterlREC-l 

2056) P l a ~ i n g  SNdy used. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (for 5 samples or more, any 30-day period, log mean 
not >200 colonies/100 mL: no more than 10% total samples >400 
coIonies/IOO mL) used. 

Data age = 3 years. 

Aliso Creek Water Quality Planning SNdy (10198): 4 locations wllog mean 
concentrations >>WOO for 30-dav loe mean obiective (200 coIoniesll00 
mL). Locations: downstream of &l;h canvoi creek'11074 Most 

~~ 
~~ ~ " ~, 

Probable Number (MPN)/100 mL), downstream of Daily Fork Creek 
(4308 MPN1100 mL). downstream of Sulphur Creek (1410 MPNllOO mL) 
and at Pacific Coast Hiehwav (3178 MPNIIOO mL). (5 sam~les in a 30- - . .  . . 
day period) 

5 samples; lower I mile of Creek sampled. 

Samples collected in a 30-day period in October 1998. 

Numerical data. 

Urban runoff, other point sources and nonpoint sources. 

unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water auaiitv standards are exceeded and a nollutant contributesib or 
causesihe problem. Place on section 303(dj list as "Bacterial Indicators." 

This conclusion is basedon the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considered to be o~ade~uateiuality. 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water qual~ty standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season, and age of the data were considered. 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

An adequate number orthe water quality mcarurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The otafieonfidcnce that nandards w m  exceeded is . . 
moderate. 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Phosphorus 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlalBenenei.l Use 

Data quallty assestment. Extent to 
whlch data qualify requirements met. 

Llnkape behveen measurement endpolnl 
and benencal use or rnndrrd 

UtUity of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Dats used to assess water quality 

Spatial representalion 

Temporal representation 

Dats type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon 

Aliso Creek 

PhosphonwVfaterIWARM, WILD 

NPDES permit monitoring. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan), narrative objective, also (biostimulatory objective = 
0.1 m&) not to be exceeded>lO% of the time. 

Data age = 1-4 years. 

Orange County NPDES Annual Progress Report (7197 and 7/00): (data 
convelted from PO4 to equivalent phosphorus value). 7/97-6198: 515 
(100%) > WQO, mean = 0.23 mglL. 9198.8199: 20122 (91%)> WQO, 
mean=0.26 m a .  10199-6/00: 13/13 (IOO%)>WQO, mean=0.304 m a .  

40 samples; data good for lower 4 miles of the creek. 

Over 4 years (1997-2000). 

Numerical data. 

Urban mnoff, other point sources end nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
wsrrr body should be placed on the sccrion 303(d) list bccsuse applirablc 
walcr quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temooral coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to lhr watcr body. 
4. Waer quality standard used is hpplicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to intemret narrative watcr quality . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data a n  numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Phosphorus 

quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Toxicity (likely due to organophosphate pesticides) 

Water Body 

StressoriMedWBeneIlelal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requlrements met. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpoint 
and b e n e n d  use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeine Information 

Data uaed to assess water qunllty 

Spatial representstlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Aliso Creek 

Organophosphate pesticidesANateriWARM, WILD 

ZOS(j) Planning Study u&. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (namtive objective) used. 

Data age = 2-3 years. 

Aliso Creek Water Quality Planning Study: 9.98-no toxicity (low flow); 
11/98 and 01199-toxiciry to juvenile fathead minnows and Ceriodaphnia 
dubia (flood events). For 11/20 toxicity tests, survival ralcs for both 
species C70%: lor 10/11 ofthcre survival c5O%. Averagc S U M V ~ ~  rate 
ljuvcnilc fathead minnows) = 79%. Average survival rate (Ccriodaphnia 
dubia) =22%. 

20 samples, 5 stations over entire reach (7.2 miles) covered 

Samples collected from 1998-1999. 

Numerical data. 

Organophosphate pesticides are a significant component of the aquatic 
toxicity in storm water samples. Organophosphate pesticides are found in 
urban and agricultural run-o& 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
watcr body should be placed on lhc section 303(d) list because applicsble 
water aualitv standards are exceeded and a wllutant convibutesto or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . 
2. The data exhibited ruficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The ev&atibn guideline used t i  interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

9-14 



Region 9: Aliso Creek 
Toxicity (likely due to organophosphate pesticides) 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffcontidenee that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Aliso Creek (mouth) (was Aliso Creek Mouth of Orange) 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Aliso Creek (mouth) (was Aliso Creek Mouth of Orange) 

Stnsor/MedlllBenefleI.I Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qusllty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal uae or stnndard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attnlned 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstion 

Data type 

Use otstnndard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Sta(lReeommendation 

All previous (1998) listings for "High Coliform Count" should be changed 
lo "Bacterial Indicalors." This will ensurc consistency between the 1998 
List and the 2002 U~dated List. Fw I998 lisdnns. "Bacterial Indicators" - .  
implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, or both. 
For the 2002 update, "Bacterial Indicators" implies impairment was due lo 
fecal colifonn, total coliform, enterococci or a combination of any of the 
three. In the San Diego Region, enterococci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Buena Vista Lagoon 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Buena Visla Lagoon 

Streasor/Medil/BeneUcinl Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quality aressment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to asses water quality 

Spatial rePresentstlon . 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Ail previous (1998) listings for "High Coliform Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial Indicators." This will ensure consistency between the 1998 
List and the 2002 U~dated List. For 1998 listines. "Bacterial Indicators" - .  
implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, or bolh. 
For the 2002 update, "Bacterial indicatoo" implies impairment was due to 
fecal coliform, total coliform, enterncocci or a combination of any of the 
thme. In the San Diego Region, enterncocci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB StaRRecommendstion Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Chollas Creek 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body 

Streaor/MedlslBeneflelal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommeudatlon 

Chollas Creek 

Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifonn count") 

All previous (1998) listings far "High Colifon Count" should be changed 
to "Bacvnal lndicators." This will ensure consistency bcween the 1998 
List and the 2002 Updated List. For 1998 listinas. "Bacterial Indicators" - ~ 

implies that impai&cnt was due to fccal coliform, total coliform, or both. 
For the 2002 update, "Bacterial Indicators" implies impairment was due to 
fecal colifon,  total col~form, enterococci or a combination of any ofthe 
three. In the San Diego Region, enterncocci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators!' 



Region 9: Cloverdale Creek 
Phosphorus 

Water Body 

StressorrmedlP/BenencInl Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qusllty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use or shnd8rd 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedilc Information 

Data used to assess water quailty 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatton 

SWRCB StaRRecommendstion 

Cloverdele Cmk 

Phospho~sMlater/MUN, REC-I, REC-2, WARM, COLD, WILD, RARE 

City of San Diego WQ Laboratory. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan), narrative objective, also (biostimulatory objective = 
0.1 m&) not to be exceeded >lo% of the time. 

Data age = 2 years. 

Samoline bv the Cilv of San Dieeo at station CDC4 showed the Basin Plan . " ,  
objccttvc for phosphbms to be ex&cdcd formore than 10% of the tlmc 
dunng thc ycar. Elghl of 8 samples exceeded lhc objectwe, w~th an 
average concentration was 0.45mgIL and a median concentration was 0.34 
m a .  

One sample site, 112 mile of Creek. 

Samples collected April 1999-March 2000. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES procedures 

Urban ~ n o f f ,  other point sources and nanpaint sources. 

Unknown 

List. 

Ancr reviewing thc available data and informalion and [he RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
walcr body should be placcd on the scction 303(d) list bccause applicable 
water qualilv standards are exceeded and a oollutant contributesib or 
causesihe droblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . ,  
2. The data exhibited sufficicnl spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uscs have becn established for and apply to the water body 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An adcquale number of the water quality measurements exceeded lhe walcr 
quality standard. Thc staffconfidcncc that standards wcrc cxccrdcd 8% high. 



Region 9: Cloverdale Creek 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body 

StrenorMedl.IBeneficlal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met  

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quslity 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Cloverdale Crek  

Total Dissolved Solids/Waler/MUN, AGR 

City of San Diega WQ Laboratory. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO pasin Plan) (500 m a )  used. 

Data age = 1-2 years. 

Sampling by the City of San Diego at station CDC4 showed the Basin Plan 
objective for TDS to be exceeded for more than 10% of the time during the 
year. Eight o f8  samples exceeded the objective, with an average 
concentration of 1443.4 m g n  and a median concentration of 1500.0 m a .  

One sample site, ID mile ofCreek. 

Samples collected April 1999-March 2000. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES procedures, 

Anthropogcnic sources, imporled water, evaporation, and natural salt 
sources. Also, urban runoff, agriculNre mno& other point sources, and 
nonpoint sources. 

Unknown 

List. 

After reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-tor this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud~ithal the 
water body should be placed on the scclion 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a wllutant contributes ti or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualltv. . ~~.~ , 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uws have been established for and apply lo the watcr body. 
4. Water ~ual iw standard used is aoolicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~ ~ 

6. Standard mnhods were used. 
7. Olher water body- or sitespccific information includtns the effects of 
season and age ofthe data we& considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 9: Cloverdale Creek 
Total Dissolved Solids 

quality standard. The staff confidsnce that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Dana Point Harbor 
Dissolved Copper 

Water Body 

StrerorMedls/Benenclal Use 

Dana Point Harbor 

Dissolved CopperNater and sedimentMrlLD, RARE. MAQ MlGQ 
SPWN 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to The County of Orange's contracted lab used USEPA Method 200.8, an 
whleh data aualitv reauirements met. ICPMS method commonlv used for the detection of dissolved comer in . . .  

drinking water. This melhbd directs the analyst to comct for probicms 
known to occur due to salt matrix inlerference. The connacted laboratory, 
however, did not remove salt mamccs prior to testing for dissolved 
copper. It is therefore likely that the data reportqd in the RWQCB Fact 
Sheet (Table I) are incomct. 

USEPA (Region 9) performed intercalibration with Orange County's 
contracted lab to test accuracv and the recoverv of metals within 
scawatederruarinc samples. Standard tcfcrcncc samples came from the 
National Research Council of Canada (NRCC). 

Intercalibration results demonstrated that Oranee Countv's contracted lab 
reported much higher concentrations of copperthan ~ ~ ~ N R C C  reference 
contained when salt matrices are 1101 removed. 

While thls quality assurance check is preliminary, il suggests the Orange 
County connacted lab cannot produce a nliable dissolved copper rrsult in 
seawater. The Dana Point Harbor data from the contracted lab must 
therefore be viewed with caution. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and henencal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging If Water: CTR criteria used. Sediment: Effects Range Low, Effects Range 
standards or uses are not attained Median (ERM). 

Water Bodyapeelnc Information Data age = 1-10 years. 

Data used to assess water aunlitv Water chemistw data: 15/45 03%) samoles>CMC but data are susoect. . . 
sediment daw-200-2001: 25/25 (i00%j > ERL, 14/25 (56%) > E ~ M ;  all 
years ('99-'01): 37/62 (60%) > ERL, 18/62 (29%) >ERM. Summary: 
Limited direct evidence of elevated dissolved copper concentrations in 
Dana Point Harbor. One storm event resulted in all the direct evidence of 
cxccedanccs and there is limited evidence that the data may not bc valid 
due to analylical crton at the contracted Iaboralory. However, during the 
one storm event, 100% of the samples exceeded the CMC by a large 
marein. Considering all three-stork events. one-third of thc samoTes 
cxce-eded the CMC.-I~ addition, total coppir concentrations are :ow 
above the ERM at over halfthe stations sampled and exceed the ERL at all 
the stations. Sediment toxicity data was not reponed by the RWQCB sta& 

Spstlal representalion 

Temporal representation 

Five stations sampled within Harbor and just outside Harbor mouth. 

Two storm events sampled per year. No dry-weather, dissolved copper 
data was used. 



Region 9: Dana Point Harbor 
Dissolved Copper 

~ a t a  type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method RWQCB staff found that the lab used a non-standard method and that the 
data is probably unreliable. 

RWQCB staff has knowledge of antifouling (Cu-containing) paint use in 
Dana Point Harbor. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Afcer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because existing 
data are inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are 
not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of inadequate quality. 
2. Non-standard methods were used. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements were 
scientifically valid or exceeded the water quality standard. The staff 
confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 9: Dana Point Harbor (was Dana Point Harbor at Baby Beach [was + 
Bacterial Indicators (totallfecal coliform, enterococci) 

Water Body Dana Point Harbor (was Dana Point Harbor at Baby Beach [was "Dana 
Point Harbor"]) 

StressorMedis/BenelicIal Use Bacterial Indicators (totallfecal coliform, entsrococci)~Wst~/REC-I, 
SHELL 

Data quality aaessment. Extent to Orange County Environmental Health Care Agency. 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkape behveen measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility ofrnrarure for Judping If WQO (Basin PlanlOccan Plan), via beach closures used. See entty for 
standards or user are not sttained Pacific Ocean Shoreline (Ocean Beach). 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data age = I yr 

Data used to assess water quality Re-analysis of applicable year-round 1999 through 2002 data by the 
RWQCB staff showed 39 usable exceedence days out of 153 usable 
samoles. 32 exceedences out of 153 samoles. 47 exceedences out of 153 . . . . 
samples, and 36 cxcecdenccs out of IS3 samples at four separate locations 
(the West End, Buoy Line, Swtm Area, and East End). (The "p" value 
used was 0.1.) The final RWOCB staffrccommcndatton uas to Itst the 
Dana Point i arbor at Baby Beach, 

The hydrologic sub-srra 901.14 (Dana Point HSA) includes the entire 
Dana Point Harbor as well as the Beach segment. Dana Point Harbor is 
recommended to be listed for dissolved copper. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofrtandard method 

Potential Sonrce(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Sampled within 400 yards (0.2 miles) of discharge point 

Numerical data. 

Orange County Environmental Hcalth Care Agency. 

Sewage spillfleaks, urban runoff, other point sources, nonpoint sources, 
and domestichvild animals. 

Unknown. 

List. 

A. AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that this 
water body should be added (as mmmendcd by the RWQCB) to the 
section 303(d) list kcausc applicable water quality standards are exceeded 
a significant amount ofthc time. 

The reason is that an adequate amount of the water quality measurements 
exceeded the water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards 
were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Dana Point Harbor (was Dana Point Harbor at Baby Beach [was + 
Bacterial Indicators (totaufecal coliform, enterococci) 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and saalv to the water M v .  .. , ~~ ~ 

4. Water quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline uscd to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were uscd. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information includine the eNcc1s of 
natural sources, season,  storm^ events, and age of the data were considered. 

B. Change name (to agree with RWQCB staffs "Table 4" entry for 
hydrologic descriptor 901.14. 



Region 9: Felicita Creek 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body 

StressorlMedIalBeneflclnl Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnksge beween mearureme~lt rsdpolnt 
mnd beneflcsl use or slsndsrd 

Utllity of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Retommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Felicita Creek 

Total Dissolved SolidsANater/MUN. AGR 

City of San Diego WQ Laboratoly 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (500 m a )  used. 

Data age = 2 years. 

Sampling by thc City of San Diego showed the Basin Plan objcctivc to be 
cxccedcd for more than 10% ofthe time during a one year period. Near 
Quiel Hills Farm Road, from April lo June 1999.3 of 3 samples (100%) 
exceeded the obiective. with a mean of 1343.3 mdL and a median of 
1340.0 mgn.  ear  air Mission Road, from ~ ~ ; i l  1999 to April 2000, 10 
of I I  samples (91%) e~CSSded the objective, with a mean of 1088.3 mglL 
and a median of 1330.0 m a .  From January 2001 to Julv 2001, 10 of 10 
samoles (100%) exceededthe obiective. witb a mean of i308.1 hdL and a 
meiian o i  136j.0 m a .  The da;a indicate TDS concentrations t o i e  
increasing over this time period, but the data represent only a short 

Two stations; 2 miles of Creek covered. 

Sampling occumd between April 1999 and May 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Anthropogenic sources, imported water, evaporation, and nahlral salt 
sources. Also, urban mno& agriculture mnoff, other point sources, and 
nonpoint sourees. 

Unknown. 

List. 

Aftcr reviewing the available &la and information and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this rcwmmendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(dl list because ao~licable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&t eontributesio or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: v 

1. The data is considered to be of adequate qualify. 
2. Thc data exhibited sulficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been eslablished for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable 
5. Data are numerical. 



Region 9: Felicita Creek 
Total Dissolved Solids 

6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including thc effecfs of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 

pH 

Water Body Forester Creek (was "Fomster Creek") 

Strersor/MedldBeneflclal Use pWWaterAVARM. COLD, WILD 

Data quality assessment. Exbnt to NPDES monitoring; City spill repom. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if WQO (Basin Plan) (6.5-8.5) used, 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information Data age = 1-4 years. 

Data used to assess water auallty Data collected by the Ciw of El Caion show that 28 of 34 nH samnles . . 
(82%) cxcndedihc Basin Plan ob&ctive. The average value was 9.0 
and the median value was 8.9. In addition, spill repons from the City of El 
Cajon record a spill ofapproximalely 1000 gallons ofsodium hydroxide 
ink   orr rester ~ & k  in J U ~ Y  2000. ~easuremcnts of OH were high before " 
and after this rcponed spill. Exisling regulatory actions may not be 
sufficient to prolecl Fonestcr Creek from high pH. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Six drainage areas. 

Samples were collected behveen September 1994 and January 2001. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES procedures 

Industrial spills, urban runoff, other point sources, nonpoint sources, lack 
of shade cover, light penetration, (solar) heating of the water, increased 
photosynthesis, leached concrete components. 

Unknown. 

List. 

A. After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concluder that thc 
water bcdy should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water auaiiw standards are exceeded and a ooll&nt contributesib or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . ,  
2. The data exh~bitcd sufficient spatial and lemporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been csmblishcd for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data wek considered 
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Region 9: Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 
pH 

An adequate number ofthe watn qualify measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staNconfidcncc that standards were exceeded is high. 

B. Change name from "Forrester" to "Forester Creek" (correct spelling). 



Region 9: Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 
Fecal Colifom 

Water Body 

Streasor/MLdln/Benenclal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty reqnlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speei~e Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Souree(a) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StalTRecommendatlon 

Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 

Fecal ColiformMaterREC-l 

Padre Dam Municipal Water District Receiving Water Sampling/analysis 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses 

WOO (Basin Plank For sinzle samoles. the Basin Planl obiective states . . - . . 
that no more than 10% ofthc total samples during any 30-day period shall 
exceed 400 colonicsJ100 mL. 

Data age = 3 years. 

Sampling was done by the Padre Dam Municipal Wastewater District 
intenninentlv. Data was taken once a month for October-March and twice 
a month for April-~ctober. Thc data shown that 14 0138 samples (37%) in 
both wet and dty wcathcr had levels of fecal coliform in excess of400 
Most Probable Number (MPNYmL. 

One monitoring site. 

Samples were collected behveen October 1997 and September 2000 

Numerical data. 

Urban runoff, other point sources, nonpoint sources, and sewage spills. 

Unknown. 

List. 

A. After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesihe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiaiand &mo&al coveraae 
3. Beneficial uses have bcen established for and apply to th; water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season, storm events. and age ofthc data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 
Fecal Coliform 

B. Change name from "Forrester" to "Forester Creek" (correct spelling) 



Region 9: Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 

Stressor/Medlr/BeneflciaI Use Total Dissolved SolidslWaterIMUh' 

Data qunllty aweasment. Extent to Padre Dam Municipal Water District Receiving Water Sampling/analysis. 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utllity of measure krfudplng If The Basm Planl objective far surface waters in the lower ponion of 
standards or uses are not attained hydrologrc unit sub m a  907.12 is IS00 m a .  This objective ir not to be 

cxcccded more than 10% of the time during any onc-year period. 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representalion 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlnl Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Data age = 1-4 years. 

Basin Plan objective was exceeded for more than 10% ofthetime during a 
one-year period from September 1997 to September 1998. 17 of 18 
samoles 194%) exceeded the obiective. with a mean of 1667.3 m a  and a 
median of 1738.0 m a  (1~.9%~abovc the objective). From 0ctober 1998 
to Octobcr 1999, 16 of20 samples (80%) exceeded the objeclive, with a 
mean of 1647.6 mnR and a median of 1706.0 me/L (13.7% above the 
obiective). From November 1999 to December 2000. 19 of 21 samoles , 
(92%) exrrcdcd thc objective, with a mean of 1589.7mg1l. and a nicdian 
of 1656.0 m a  (10.4% above the objcctive). 

One sample site. 

Samples were collected behveen September 1997 and December 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Anthropogenic sources, imported water, evaporation, and natural salt 
sources. Also, urban runoff, agriculture ~ n o f f ,  other point sources, and 
nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

A. ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB aaff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water aualitv standards are exceeded and a oollutant contributesio or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited suflikent spatiaiand temporal covcragc. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable 
5. Data are numerical. 



Region 9: Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 
Total Dissolved Solids 

6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific infomation including the age of the 
dam were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measuremente exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderately high. 

B. Change name from "Forrester" to "Forester Creek" (correct spelling). 



Region 9: Green Valley Creek 
Sulfate 
- --- 

Water Body 

Streasor/MedldBenefld.l Use 

Data quallty aareasment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behvecn measurement endpolnt 
and bencflesl use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speeifle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Green Valley Creek 

SulfatelWaterlMUN 

City of San Diego WQ Laboratory. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO @asin plan) (250 mgL) used. 

Data age = 1-2 years. 

Data from the City of San Diego Water Quality Lab from April 1999 to 
July 2001 show the Basin Plan objective to be exceeded for more than 
10% ofthe time during= one-yearoerid. From Aoril 1999 to Aoril2000. 
8 of 13 samples (62%jexcecicd lhe objective, will; a mcan of3051 m& 
and a median of313.0 mgn. From January 2001 to July 2001.6of 10 
samples (60%) exceeded the objcclive, with a mcan 01355.7 rngil. and a 
median of 447.0 mgL. 

Only one station. 

Temporal representallon Samples collcned between April 1999 and July 2001. It should be noled 
that lhc majoriry of the sampling occurred during the months ofJanuary, 
FebNary, March and April, This is generally considered to be the rainy 
season & San Diego. 

. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method NPDES procedures. 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant Urban runoff, other point sources, nonpoint sources, and natural sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Reeommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff ReeommendaUon After reviewing the available dafa and information and the RWOCB 
documentationfor this recommmdation, SWRCB staff mnclud& that the 
water M y  should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. 'Ihe data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for ani  apply to lhiwatcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water b d y -  or site.specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 



Region 9: Green Valley Creek 
Sulfate 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the w a a  
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body Hcdges, M e  (was M e  Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 

StreaorlMedlPIBenenclal Use Total Dissolved SolidslWater/AOR 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to City of San Diego WQ Laboratow. 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpolnt Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if WQO (Basin Plan) (500 m a )  used. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information Data age = 4 years. 

Data used to assess ~ a t e r  qualily Data fmm the Cily ofSan Diego Water Quality Lab from Septcmbcr 1998 
to December 2000 show the Basin Plan objective to be exceeded for more 
than 10% of time during a one-year period. From September 98 to 
September 99,s of 5 samples (100%) exceeded the objective, with a mean 
of 653.6 mgiL and a median of 659.0 mglL. From December 99 to 
December 00,5 of 5 samples (100%) exceeded the objective, with a mean 
of 770.2 m& and a median of 754.0 mgn. 

Spatial representation Two representative sampling stations. 

Temporal representation September 1998-December 2000. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method City of San Diego WQ Laboratory. 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant Anthropogenic sources, imported water, evaporation, and natural salt 
sources. Also, urban runoff, agriculture mnoff, other point sources, and 
nonpoint sources. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the scctjon 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are cxcecdcd and a pollutant contribules to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the StalffUIdings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~atial and tcm~oral coverage, 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to th; walcr body. 
4. Watcr qualily standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or sibspecific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 



Region 9: Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 
Total Dissolved Solids 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 
Phosphorus 

Water Body 

StruaorlMedis/BenellcIPI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
wblch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard, 

Utllity of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specllle Information 

Data uaed to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Hodges. Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Rcse~voir]) 

PhospholuslWaterIWARM, COLD, WILD, RARE, MUN, IND, PROC, 
AOR, REC-I, REG2 

City of San Diego WQ Laboratow, (narrative) descriptions by SDWD 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) used. 

Data age = 4 years 

Data from the City of San Diego Water Qualitytab h m  July 1997-May 
2001 show that 5 locations exceeded the Basin Plan obiective for more 
than 10% ofthe time during a one-year period. A totaiof 60 exceedences 
were rewrded for 97 samples collected at the five locations in 1997 
through 2001 (62%). 

The lint sampl~ng location is near the boat launch ramp. The rest ofthc 
sampling points arc localed at various depths at Statlon A, which is in front 
of the reservoir dam and outfall sfructure to the flume delivering water to - 
Badger Filtration Plant. 

July 1997-May 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Urban mnoff, local dairies, agriculture, orchards, other point sources and 
nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the ~ection 303(d) list because applrcablc 
water qual~ty slandards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes toor 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on tho stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicicnl soatial and tcm~oral wveraae. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
namral sources, season, storm events. and age of the data were considered 



Region 9: Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 
Phosphorus 

An adequate number of the watn quality measwements exceeded the water 
quality' standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 
Nitrogen 

Water Body Hodges. Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 

Stressor/Medin/Beneflelal Use NitrogeflaterAVARM, COLD, WILD, RARE, MUN, IND, PROC, 
AGR, REC-I, REC-2 

Data quality assessment Extent to City of San Diego WQ Laboratory, (narrative) descriptions by SDWD. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benefleal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judglng If Measurements are related to the Basin Plan WQO. 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data age = 4 years. 

Data used to assess water quality Data fromthe City of San Diego Water Quality Lab from July 1997.May 
2001 show that 5 locations exceeded the Basin Plan objective far more 
than 10% of the time during a one-year period 

Spatial representaHon The Srsl sampllng location is near the boat launch ramp. The resl of the 
sampltng points are located at varlous depths at Stat~on A, whtch is in iron1 
of the reservoir dam and outfall stmcmre~to the flume deliverine water to 
Badger Filtration Plant. 

Temporal representation July 1997-May 2001 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method City of San Diego WQ Laboratory, (narrative) descriptions by SDWD. 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant Urban mnoff, local dairies, agriculmre, orchards, other point sources and 
nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcnrationfor this recommendation, SWRCB slaffconcludcs thal the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a ~ollutant contributestb or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temaorsl coverage. 
3. Bencficlal uscn have been esiblished for an& apply to th;watcr body. 
4. Walcr qualtty standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
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Region 9: Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 
Nitrogen 

quality standard. The staff contidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 
Color 

Water Body Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 

StressorMedin/Benenclal Use ColoriWaterIMLN, REC-2 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to City of San Diego WQ Laboratory. 
which data qusllty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging if WQO (Basin Plan) (I5 color units) used 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclilc Information Data age = 4 years 

Dala used to assess water quality Data from the City orSan Diego Water Qualiiy Lab hom Seplcmber 1997 
to December 2000 show the Basin Plan objective to bc excccdcd for more 
than 10% of the time during a one-year period. FromMarch 1998 to 
March 1999.4 of4 samolu (100%) exceeded the obiective. with a mean 
of 53.6 co1o;units and ;median oi37.3 color units. h o m  June 1999 10 
June 2W0, 5 of 5 samples (100%) exccedcd the objcctivc, with a mean of 
65.8 color units and a median of 78.0 color unils. In Sedember and 
December of 2000,2 of 2 samples (100%) exceeded thc objective, with a 
mean and median of 64.0 color units. 

Spatlal representation One station. 

Temporal representation Samples collected between September 1997 and December 2000. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Urban runoff, other point sources and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon List. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendallon Afcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documcntalion for this mmmcndation, SWRCB sraffwncludcs that lhc 
water body should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . . . . 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is conridcred to bc ~ fade~ua lc~ua l i iy .  
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply lo the walcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used Is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. ~ ~~ ~ 

6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, sto&events, and age of the data were considered. 
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Region 9: Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was Hodges Reservoir]) 
Color 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Kit Carson Creek 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body 

Streaor/MedlaiBenellelal Use 

Data quallty asessment. Extent to 
whlch data qunllty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and henelleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judping If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeille Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNReeommendation 

Kit Carson Creek 

Total Dissolved SolidsANaterIAGR 

City of San Diego WQ Laboratory. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses 

WQO (Basin Plan) (500 m&) used. 

Data age = 3 years. 

Data from lhe City of San Diego Walcr Quality Lab from Aprhl 1999 to 
May 2001 show !he Basin Plan objective to be excecded for more than 
10% ofthc time during a one-year period. Ftom Apnl 1999 to April 2000, 
10 of I I samoles (91%) exceedsd the obiective. with a mean of990.5 
mgL and a median of i200.0 m a .  ~ k m  ~an;ary 2001 to July 2001. 10 
of 10 samples (100%) exceeded the objcclive, with a mean of 1170.9 mgR 
and a median of 1300.0 m a ,  

One sampling station, i n  mile ofCreek. 

Samples collected between April 1999 and Mav 2001. It should be noted 
thst the majority of the sampling occumd during #he months of Janualy, 
Febmary, March and April. This is generally considered to be the rainy 
season in San Diego. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES procedures. 

Anthropogcnic sources, imporled water, evaporation, and nahlral salt 
sources. Also, urban moff ,  agriculhlre mnoff, other point sources, and 
nonpoint sources. 

unknown. 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB stallconcludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a poll;&nt contributesib 01 

causes the problem. 

This conclusion is basedon the stallfindings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . , 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
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Region 9: Kit Carson Creek 
Total Dissolved Solids 

7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staRconfidcnce that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Lorna Alta Slough 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Loma Alta Slough 

StrusorlMtdinlseneflcial Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quallty assusment. Extent to 
wblch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcsl use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attafned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal reprerentstlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All orevious (1998) listines for "Hi& Coliform Count" should be chaneed 
to "Bactcria~ indic;tors."ihis wi1l;nswc consistency between the 19<8 
List and the 2002 Updated List. For 1998 listings, "Bacterial Indicators" 
lmplics that impairment was due to fecal wliform, total coliform, or both. 
For h e  2002 update, "Bacterial Indicators" implies impairment was due to 
fecal colifonq total colifonn, envtococci or a combination ofany of the 
three. In the San Diego Region, entemcocci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high colifonn count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Mission Bay Shoreline (was Mission Bay, at Rose Creek Mouth + 
Eutrophic (no change), Lead (no change), Bacterial Indicators (was hig + 
Water Body 

StressorMedillBenetld.l Use 

Mission Bay Shoreline (was Mission Bay, at Rose Creek Mouth and 
Tecolote Creck Mouth) 

Eutrophic (no change), Lead (no change), Bacterial Indicators (was high 
coliform count) 

Data quallty aressment. Extent to 
which data qnallty requirements met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or  standard 

UtUlty o l m r ~ s u r c  lor judglmg If 
stsndsrds or usel are not attained 

Water Body-speclfic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) olPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation A. The specific locations of impacts to water quality due to lead and 
eutrophication in Mission Bay should be specified as "Rose and Tecolote 
Creek Mouths." Each location accounts for one-half of the one acre listed 
as impacted. These specifications come from interpretation of the 1996 
Sstion 303(d) Fact Sheet in support of that years' listing of Mission Bay. 

B. All prcvious (1998) listings for "High Coliform Counl" should be 
changcd to "Bacterial Indicators." This will cnsure consistency between 
the 1998 List and thc 2002 Updatcd List. For I998 listings, "Bacterial 
Indicaton" imolies that imnajrment was due to fecal coliform. total . 
coliform, or both. ~ o r t h c i 0 0 2  updatc, "Backrial Indicators" implies 
impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, cntcmcocsi or a 
combination of any of the three. In the San D i e ~ o  Reaion. enterococci - - 
measurements c o k e n c e d  in 1999. 

SWRCB Stall Recommendation A. Change name from "Mission Bay" to "Mission Bay, at Rose Creek 
Mouth and Tecoiote Creek Mouth!' 
B. Change pollutant designation &om "high coliform counC to "bacterial 
indicators!' 



Region 9: Murrieta Creek 
Phosphorus 
-- - 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlrlsenencial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requlremenh met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not nttalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assee water quality 

Spstlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstamdard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatke Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Mumeta Creek 

PhosphorwAVaterlREC-I, REC-2, WARM, COLD 

Final WQ SNdies and Proposed Watershed Monitoring Pmgram Reporl, 
SDRWQCB Monitoring data. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (biostimulatory objective = 0.1 mg/ml) used. 

Data age = 2 yeen. 

12197-1 1/98: 415 (80%) exceedences, mean4.28 mg/ml; 02 and 05/99: 
2J2 (100%) violations, mean4.21 mglml. 

Samples at start and finish of reach. 

Sampling fromNovember 1997 to May 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Urban runoff, other point sources and nonpoint sources 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludk that rhc 
water body should be placed onLe section 303(d) list because appl~cable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a ~ollutant contributes ti or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial u x s  have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data wek considered. 

An adequate number ofthc water quality mcasurcmenrs exceeded the water 
qualiry standard. The staffconlidcncc thal standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 
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Region 9: Orange County Coastline 
Trash 

Water Body Orange County Coastline 

Stre1soriMedl8lBenefld.I Use TrashlWaterlREC-2, Aquatic Life 

Data auaUtv aaessment. Extent to The samoline orocedures. collection aooroach. data analvsis. and - - ~  . . -. . . . . 
whirh dsta quality requirements met. estimation procedures arc described (Moon et.al., 2000. Composition and 

distribution of beach debris in Orange County, California). 

Linkage between measurement endpoint The California Ocean Plan designates the beneficial user of the ocean 
and beneficsl use o r  standard waters of the State that shall be orotected includine water contact and non- - 

contact recreation, including aesthetic enjoyment; and marine habilat. The 
California Ocean Plan has applicable narrative water quality objectives as 
follows: 

-Floating particulates and grease and oil shall not be visible. 

-The discharge ofwaste shall not cause aesthetically undesirable 
discoloration of the ocean surface. 

-The rate ofdeposition of inert solids and the characteristics of inert solids 
in ocean sediments shall not be changed such that benthic communities are 
degraded. 

UtUlty of measure for fudging if The measuresused in the study were abundance of trash particles and the 
standards or uses are not attained weight of trash dong the coastline. These data were compared to 

~alifomia Coastal deanup Day collection data 

Water Body-speelfie Informstion Estimates were made of the percent of shorrlinc affcclcd, types of habitat 
affected (sandy beach and rocky shore), Trash w e  (including plasttcs, 
cigarene butts; paper, wood metal glass rubber, pet and bird drappings, 
cloth, and other trash). 

Even thought the study measured the amounts of trash on the beaches for 
the water's edge to the first pavement or rocky cliff, this listing only applies 
to the portion of the beach regularly in contact with ocean water. 

Data used to assess water quaUh, Estimated total abundance of trash was 106 million items weiehine 13 . . 
tons. Pre-production plastic pellets, foamed plastics and hardplaGics 
madc up 99% of the total abundance and 51% of the total weight. 
Cigareue butm were f o u h  in total abundance and accounted for less than 
I% of the abundance and weight. 

Spatial representatlon Beach debris was surveyed and collected at 43 sites from Seal Beach to 
San Clemente on the Orange County coast. The data were collected using 
a stratified random design, stratified by shoreline type. 

Each sample site was delineated as an area 25 yards in length and 
extending from the water's edge to the fint pavement or rocky cliff. This 
may include areas outside of 303(d) program jurisdiction. 

The shldy assessed Vash on beaches in both Region.8 and Region 9. The 
proposed listing in only for the water-associated portion of these beaches. 
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Region 9: Orange County Coastline 
Trash 

Temporal reprmemt8tton Data were collected between August 2 and September Is, 1998. 
Additional monitoring is required in order to confirm impacts to beneficial 

Data type 

uses from trash. 
Numerical data. 

Use ofntaodsrd method See Quality Assurance section above. Data were collected using 
approaches from other debris studies outside the U.S. 

Potential Source(s)ofPoUutant Four sources were identified: (I) littering by beachgoers, (2) wind currents 
from upland sources. (3) runoff from land-based activities, and (4) 
overboard disposal form boating activities (including accidental spills). 
The data suggest that water-based sources (runoff and overboard disposal) 
were more important than direct littering or wind. 

Alternative Enforceable Program The Orange County Areawide Urban Stormwater Runoff Permit, Order 
No. R9-2002-0001 issued to Orange County and its incorporated cities 
does not have enforceable provisions in place to address litter, debris, and 
trash in this water body. The permit contains no specific provisions 
addressing trash, except trash is mentioned as a pollutant and the permit 
requires the permittee to clean storm water controls of trash before the 
rainy season. 

RWQCB Recommendation Do not list. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation On February 4,2003 the SWRCB placed this water body segment on the 
Monitoring List. The study used had limited temporal coverage and 
additionalmonitoring is needed. 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Aliso HSA (was Pacific Ocean, Alis + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count"). 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Aliso HSA (was Pacific Ocean, Aliso HSA 
901.13) 

StressorlMedia!Beneflclal Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifonn count"). 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linksge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Infomation 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

~empora l  representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listings for "High Colifonn Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial Indicators." This will ensure consistency between the 1998 
Llsl and the 2002 Updalcd List. For 1998 listini?~. "Baclrrial lndicalors" 
imolies that im~air&ent was due to fecal colifork total colifonn. or both.  or (he 2002 u;date, '"Bac(crial Indicators" implie; impainnent war duc to 
fecal coltfonn, total colifonn, entcmcocci or a combination ofany of the 
three. In the San Diego Region, entemcocci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB StaIYRecommendation Change pollutant designation from "high colifonn count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Buena Vista (Creek) KA (was Pacifi + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Buena Vista (Creek) HA (was Pacific Ocean, 
Buena Vista HA 901.20) 

Stressor/MedldBeneflcial Use Bacterial Indicators (war "high coliform count") 

Data quality assessmeat Extent to 
wblch data quality requirements met, 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencsl use or standard 

UtUlty of mc81ure lor Judglng if 
stsndsrds or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-specYc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representstlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use oistandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listlngs for "High Collfonn Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial indicators." This will ensure consistency between the 1998 
List and the 2002 U~datcd List. For 1998 lirtines. "Bacterial indicators" " .  
impl~cs that impairment was due to fecal colifonn, total colifonn, or both. 
For the 2002 update, "Bacterial indicators" impltes impairment was due to 
fecal coliform, total colifonn, enterococci or a~wmbiktion ofany of the 
three. In the San Diego Region, enterococci measurements comkenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Coronado (Beach) 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifom count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Coronado (Beach) 

StreasorlMed1llBenetld.I Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifonn countU)lWater/REC-I, REC-2 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to City of Coronado NPDES monitoring. 
whlch data quality requbemsnts met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for Judglng if Bacterial standards are linked to REC-I beneficial use 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specitlc Informatlon Data age = 2 years 

Data used to assess water quality Cease-and-Desist Orders 97-69 and 98-74 issued to City of Coronado. 
City implemented wetldry weather diversion systems and ultra-nolet (UV) 
treatment to reduce sewahe discharge oroblemi. Citv beean semi-annual 
WDRs reponing based on weekly monitoring at fokcoronado Beach 
sites. SurfZone C (1/13100-112101): 71153 (5%) possible crcccdcnces. 
Surf Zone A (SD6199-12128100). 71249 (3%) posrtble cxccddences 
Central Beach (I 111199-1/2/01). 71183 (4%) nors~ble rxceedcnces Ave 
del Sol (4/3100:1~01): 6/126(5%) pos.siblk'exceedences. Total: 271705 
(4%) possible exceedenccs. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlnl Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Four sample sites covering the extent of the to-be-delisted area. 

Weekly samples. 

Numerical data. 

City of Coronado NPDES monitoring. 

Sewage spillsileaks, urban runoff, other point sources, nonpoint sources, 
and domestidwild animals. 

Cease-and-Desist Orders led to WDRs and appropriate steps to reduce 
pollution. City has taken appropriate initial steps. 

Delist. 

ARer revacwing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for th~s  recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list bKause 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considcrcd to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiai and kmooral covcraae. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 

' - 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Coronado (Beach) 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

An inadequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceed& is high. 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Dana Point HSA (was Pacific Ocean, + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline. Dana Point HSA (was Pacific Ocean, Dana Point 
HSA901.14) 

StressorMedl.IBeneflelsl Use Bacterial indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quallty aaerment.  Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon All previous (1998) listings for "High Coliform Count" should he changed 
to "Bacterial Indicators!' This will ensure consistency behveen the 1998 
List and the 2002 Updated List. For 1998 listings, "Bacterial Indicators" 
implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, or both. 
For the 2002 ucdate, "Bacterial indicators" imvlies imvairment was due to 
fccal caltform.'iotal coliform, cn#crococci or a'comb~iar~on of any ofthc 
three In thc San Diego Rcglon, cnterococcl mcasurcmcnls rammcnced m 

SWRCB Stan Recommendntlon Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators!' 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Escondido Creek HSA (was Pacific 0 + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Escondido Creek HSA (was Pacific Ocean, 
Escondido HSA 9M.60) 

Streasor~edlP/Bese~e1al Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quallty asseameor. Extent to 
wblch data quallty requtrememtr met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpolnt 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB ReeommendaHon All orevious (1998) listinns for "Hieh Coliform Count" should be chaneed 
to "~aclcrial indicators.'. ibis wtll;nrurc consisrency betwccn the 1 9 k  
List and the 2002 Updatcd List. For 1998 listings, 'Bacrcrial Indicators" 
implies that impairment was due to fecal colifom, total coliform, or both. 
For the 2002 uodate. "Bacterial Indicaton" imolies imoaiment was due to . . 
fcc31 colifonu, total coliform, cnterococci or a combination ofany of the 
three. In the San Dicgo Region, cntcrococci measurements commenced in 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators!' 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Laguna Beach HSA (was Pacific Ocea t 
Bacterial Indicators (originally high colifom count) 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Laguna Beach HSA (was Pacific Ocean 
Shoreline, Laguns Beach and San laaquin Hills [was Pacific Ocean, 
Lsguna Beach HSA]) 

StressorlMedl.IBenefld.l Use Bacterial Indicators (originally high coliform count) 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UUllty of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rccommendslion A. Specific segments described in the 1998 lisl were inadvcnently placed 
within inconect hydrologic boundaries. The RWQCB recolnmcnds that 
these individual segments be placed into the correct hydrologic boundaries, 
correcting the extents of impairment for several coastal bacterial listings. 

Specifically, the "Pacific Ocean, Laguns Beach HSA" listing should be 
renamed the "Pacific Ocean, Laguna Beach and San Joaquin Hills HSAs." 
This change will correctly define the hydrologic sub-area where the 
impairment was found. 

B. All previous (1998) listings of "High Coliform Count" should be 
changed to "Bacterial indicators" in order to ensure consistency between 
the 1998 List and the 2002 Updated List. In 1998 listings, "bacterial 
indicators" implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total 
colifom or both. For the 2W2 uadate. "bacterial indicstors" imolies . . 
impairment was due lo fecal coliform, total coliform, cntcrocoeci or a 
combinatson ofany olthe three. In the San Diego Region, cnlerococci 
measurements commenced in 1999. 

SWRCB StafTRecommendatlon A. Rename water body from "Pacific Ocean, Laguna Beach HSA" and 
"Pacific Occan Shoreline, Laguna Beach and San Joaquin Hills" lo "Pacific 
Ocean Shoreline, Lsguna Beach HSA." 

B. Change "pollutant" designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
Indicators." 
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Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Lorna Alta HA (was Pacific Ocean, L + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifonn count") 

Water Body Pacific 0- Shoreline, Loma Alta HA (was Pacific Ocean, Loma Alta 
HSA 904.10) 

Streuor~Medls/Beneflclal Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Datn qunllly assessment. Extent to 
which data quallly requlrements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty ofmeasure forjudglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Informatfon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representrtlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listings for "High Colifon Count" should be changed 
to "Baclerial Indicators." This will ensure consistency between the 1998 
List and the 2002 U d a u d  List. For 1998 listinas. "Bacterial indicators" 
implies that impaikcnt was due to fecal colifok; total colifon, or both. 
For the 2002 update, "Bacterial lnd!cators" implies impainent was due to 
fecal coliform, total coliform, enterococci or a combination of any of the . . 
three. in the San Diego Region, entcmwcci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Lower San Juan HSA (was Pacific Oc -t 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline. Lower San Juan HSA (was Pacific Ocean, Lower 
San Juan HSA) 

StressorlMedidBenetlel.l Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform wunt") 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benenesl use or standard 

Utllity of measure for Judglag if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specYe Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandnrd method 

PotenHal Source(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB ReeommendaUon All previous (1998) listings for "High Colifom Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial Indicators." This will ensure consistencv between the 1998 

~ ~ , ~ ~~~ ~~~~~ 

List and ihe 2002 Updated List. For 1998 listings, "Bacterial Indicators" 
implies that impaimcnt was due to fecal colifom, total coliform, or both 
For the ZOO2 udate, "Bacterial Indicators" imolies imoaiment was due to 
fecal col~fonn,~total colifon, enterococci or a'combi&ion of any of the 
three. In the San Dicgo Region, entcrowcci measurements cammenccd in 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high colifom count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Mirarnar Reservoir HA (was Pacific + 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body 

Stresaor/MedlllBene~clal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requlnments met. 

Linkage between mea~uremcnt endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility oimeaaure forjudglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water qusllty 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Miramar Reservoir HA (was Pacific Ocean 
Shoreline, Torrcy Pines State Beach at Lcs Penasquitos Lagwn outlet) 

Bacterial Indicator*Water/REC-I, REC-2 

San Diego County Department of Envimnmental Health. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

Bacterial standards are linked to REC-I beneficial use. 

Data age = l year. 

Analysis of applicable 2000,2001, and 2002 data by the RWQCB staff 
showed 10 exceedence days out of 89 samples, 0 exceedences out of 34 
samoles. and I exceedence out of 21 samdes. from drv season and year- 
rauid sampling cvcnts. (The "p" values isedwcrc 0.04 and 0.1 ) i h c  
final RWQCB staff recommendation is not to list the Pacific Occan 
Shorclinc, Torrey Pincs Slate Beach at Los Pcnasqultos Lagoon outlet. 

Hydrologic Sub-area 906.10, which ~ncludcs lhc Pacific Occan Shorel~nc. 
Tomy Pmcs Statc Reach a8 Loo Penasqu~~os Lagoon outlcl, is a ponlon of 
the largcr area "Lor Pcnasqurtos Lagoon" 'lha larger area was not llstcd 
for baierial problems in 1998, but was listed for ~edimentatiodsiltation. 

Not specifically listing the Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Torrey Pines State 
Beach at Los Penasquitos Lagoon outlet, is not intended to negate or 
otherwise affect the prior listing of the Los Penasquitos Lagoon for 
sedimentatiodsiltation. 

Spatial repreaentatlon Sampled within 400 yards (0.2 miles) of discharge point. 

Temporal representation 32 days of closures~advisories. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant Sewage spilldleaks, urban runoff, other point sources, nonpoint sources, 
and domestichvild animals. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation This is a correction of an earlier RWQCB recommendation. Torrey Pines 
State Beach st Del Mar (Anderson Canyon) was incorrectly placed in 
905.00 HU. It belongs in the 906.10 HA. This is not a new 
recommendation. 

SWRCB St~NRecommcnd8tion Rename "Pacific Oscan Shorclinc. Toncy Pincs Statc Beach at Lor 
Pcnasquitos Lagoon omln" cnuy (a prior RWQCB rccommendalion) 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
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Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Miramar Reservoir HA (was Pacific + 
Bacterial Indicators 

documentalion for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconcludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes& pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adeauste aualiw, . . 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uws have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation mideiine used to intemret narrative water aualiw 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Ocean Beach at Bermuda Avenue 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body 

StrerorMedil/Benetlel.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeltle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Ocean Beach at Bermuda Avenue 

Bacterial Indicators/Water/REC-I, REC-2 

San Dicgo County Department of Envim~lenta l  Health. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses 

Bacterial standards are linked to REC-I beneficial use. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Analysis of applicable 1999,2000, and 2001 data by the RWQCB staff 
showed 1 usable exceedence day out of 13 usable samples, 3 exceedenccs 
out of 21 samoles. I exceedence out of 21 samoles (ali from dw season . . . . 
sampling events), and 7 out of 7 cxcccdcnccs during wet months. (The "p" 
values used wcrc 0.04 and 0.1.) The final RWQCB staffrccommendation 
is not to list the Pacific Ocean Shoreline 31 Occan Bcach. 

llydrologic Sub-area 907.1 1, which includes the Pacific Occm Shoreline, 
Occan Bcach at Bermuda Avcnuc, also encompasses the Lower San Dicgo 
River, which discharges near Ocean Beach. This area is also called San 
Dlego Rivcr mouth, a.k.a. Dog Beach (907.1 1). The San Dlega R~vcr 
(lower) is recommended for listing for bacterial ind~caton. The Ssn Diego 
Rwer mouth a.k.a. Dog Bcach (907.1 I) was listed, albeit titled "Pacific 
Occan, San Dicgo HU 907.00) in 1998. 

Excluding the Pacific Occan Shotclinc at Ocean Bcach from the 2002 
303(d) list docs not negate or othcnvise affect the decision to list the San 
Dicno Rivcr (lower) or thc previous (1998) listinc of the San D~ewa Rivcr . . 
mouth at DO; Beach (907.i l)~acific Ocean, ~ a h ~ i e ~ o  HU 907.60. 

Spatial representation Sampled within 400 yards (0.2 miles) of discharge point 

Temporal representation 1999 - 2001 data. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofrtnndard method 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant Sewage spillsneaks, urban ~ n o f f ,  other point sources, nonpoint sources, 
and domestichKild animals. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation Do Not List. 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that this 
water bodv should not be soecificallv added (as ori~inallv recommended) . - .  
to the scaion 303(d) list bccsusc applicable water qualiiy standards arc not 
cxcccdcd a significant amount ofthe time. This determination docs NOT 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Ocean Beach at Bermuda Avenue 
Bacterial Indicators 

eliminate the decision to list the lower San Diego River, which shms  the 
same hydrologic sub-area number (907.1 I), for bacterial indicators. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. Too few samples exceeded the water quality standard. 

The reason is that an inadequate amount of the water quality measurements 
exceeded the water quality standard (see information under "data used"). 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is extremely low. 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Clemente HA (was Pacific Ocean + 
Bacterial Indicators (originally high colifonn count) 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Clcmente IIA (was Pacific Ocean Shoreline, 
San Clemcnte. San Mateo Canyon, and San Onohe [was "Pacific Ocean, 
San Clemente HA 901.30")) 

StressoriMedi./Benetlcial Use Bacterial Indicators (originally high coliform count) 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
wblch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benetlcal uae or standard 

Utility of measure lor Judging if 
standards or uses ere not attained 

Water Body-specYc Informatlon 

Data used to asses6 water qualily 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternntlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation A. Specific segments described in the 1998 list were inadvc~lently placed 
within incorrect hvdrolo~ic boundaries. The RWOCB recommends that 
thcsc indtvidual s;gmcnk bc placed into the corn; Hydrologic 
boundaries, correcting the cxtcnts of impairment for scvcral coastal 
bacterial listings 

Specifically, the "Pacific Occan. Sen Clcmente HA" listing should be 
renamed the "Pacific Occan, San Clcmente, San Matco and San Onofre 
HSA." This chanae will correctlv define the hvdroloeic sub-area where the - 
impairment was found. 

B. All previous (1998) listings of "High Coliform Count" should be 
changed to "Bacterial Indicators" in order to ensure consistencv bchveen 
the 1%98 List and the 2002 Updated List. In 1998 listings, "baGerial 
indicators" implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total 
coliform, or both. For the 2002 update, "bacterial indicators" implies 
impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, enterncocci or a 
combination of any of the three. In the San Diego Region, enterococci 
measurements commenced in 1999. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation A. Rename water body from "Pacific Ocean, San Clemente HA 90L.30" to 
"Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Clemente, San Matw Canyon, and San 
Onofre!' 

B. Change 'pollutant" designation from "high coliform count" to 
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Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Clemente HA (was Pacific Ocean + 
Bacterial Indicators (originally high colifonn count) 

"bacterial indicators." 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Diego HU (was Pacific Ocean, S + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Diego HU (was Pacific Ocean, San Diego 
HU 907.00) 

Stressor/MedidBenefld.l Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnksge behvecn measurement endpoint 
and heneflcsl use or stsndard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
dandsrds or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess wafer qusllty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listings for "High Coliform Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial Indicators!' This will ensure consistencv between the 1998 
List and the 2002 Updated List. For 1998 listings, "~actcrial Indicators" 
implies that impairment was due to fccal coliform, total coliform, or both. 
For [he 2002 update, "Bacterial Indicators" implies impairment was due to 
fecal coliform,~total coliform, enterococci or a-combination of any of the 
three. In the San Diego Region, enterococci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB Stalf Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Dieguito HU (was Pacific Ocean + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Dieguito HU (was Pacific Ocean, San 
Dieguito HU 905.00) 

Stressor/MedislBenenclal Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high wliform count") 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

U#llity of measure for judglng if 
stsndsrds or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc lnformstlon 

Dtta used to assess water quaUiy 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Dnta type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recammendatlon All previous (1998) listings for "High Coliform Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial Indicators." This will ensure consistency between the 1998 
List and the 2002 U6dated List. For 1998 listines. "~acterial Indicators" -~ ~. e .  

implies that impairment war due to fecal coliform, lotal coltfonn, or both. 
For the 2002 update, "Baclcrial lnd~caton" implies impalnncnt was due to 
fecal coliform,~total wliform, enterococci or a combination of any of the 
three. In the San Diego Region, enterococci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators!' 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Joaquin Hills HSA (was Pacific t 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shonline, San Joaquin Hills HSA (was Pacific Ocean 
Shoreline, Laguna Beach and San Joaquin Hills [was Pacific Ocean, 
Laguna Beach HSA]) 

StressorlMedlllBenencial Use Bacterial IndicatorslWaterlREC-1, REC-2 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Datn used to assess water quality 

Spstlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

Measurements can be compared to bacterial standards directly. 

Sewage spillsncaks, urban runoff, other point sources, nonpoint sources, 
and domesticlwild animals. 

Unknown. 

Split existing, 1998, listing into two in order to more precisely indicate 
extentnocation of impact of pollution. 

Per RWQCB recammendation, split existing, 1998, listing into two in 
order to more precisely indicate extentilocation of impact qf pollution. 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Luis Rey HU (was Pacific Ocean + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Luis Rey HU (was Pacific Ocean, San Luis 
Rey HU 903.00) 

Stressor/MedlllBene~clal Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high wliform count") 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data q ~ a l t y  requirements met. 

Llnkape behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Dats used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listinas for "Hieh Coliform Count" should be chanecd 
to "8acteria1 Indicators."- his will;nsure consistency bctwecn the 1998 
Lirl and the 2002 Updated Lin. For 1998 listings, "Bactenal indicators" 
implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, or both. 
For the ZOO2 uodate. "Bacterial Indicators" imolies imoairment was due to . . 
fecal coliform, total coliform, cntcrococci or a'cornbinkon of any of the 
three. In the San Dicgo Region, cnterococci mcasurcmcnts commcnced m 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation Change pollutant designation from "high wliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Marcos HA (was Pacific Ocean, + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifom count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Marcos HA (was Pacific Ocean, San Mareos 
HA 904.50) 

StressorlMedll/Beneflc1al Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkagc bchvecn measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlnl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listings for "Hi& Coliform Count" should be chanced 
to "~aclerial Indicators." i h i s  willcnsure consistency between the 1998 
List and the2002 Updated List. For 1998 listings, 'Bacterial lndicstors" 
implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, or both. 
 or the 2002 "date. "Bacterial Indicaton" imolies imoairment &as due to . . 
fecal colifon, total coliform, enterncocci or a combination ofany of the 
three. In the San Dicgo Region, enterococci measurements commenced in 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators!' 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Onofre State BeachISan Mateo C + 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Onofrs State BeacWSan Mateo Creek Outlet 

StresrorlMldldBene~cial Use Bacterial IndicatorsAYaterREC-1, REC-2 

Data quality assessment. Extent to San Diego County Department of Enviro~lental Health. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for Judging if Measurements can be compared to bacterial standards directly. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speeinc Information Data age = l year. 

Dats used to assess water aualitv Analvsis ofaoolicable 1999.2000. and 2001 data bv the RWOCB staff . - 
showid 0 usablc exceedcnc; days out of 10 usable ;amples. 2oxccedences 
out of 36 samples, and 0 cxcccdcnces out of24 samples, all from dry or 
mostly dry season sampling events. (The "p" value used was 0,04.) 

Hydrologic Sub-area 901.51, which includes the Pacttic Occan Shorcllne, 
San Onofre State BcacluSan Matro Creek Outlet, is a ponlon of the larger 
area "San Clemente HA (901.30), San Mateo Canyon HA (901.40) and 
San Onotie HA (901.50)!' This larger area was listed for bacterial 
prcblcms in 1998 undcr'the title "Gcific Ocean Shorcllnc, San Clemenle 
HA 901.30." Thc RWQCB requested that Ihe name bc changcd/cxpandcd 
to conectly include the "San Matco Canyon" and "San Onofre" portions 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntion 

SWRCB Stan Recammendstion 

Not specifically listing the Pacific Ocean Shoreline at San Onofre State 
Beach, is not intended to negate or otherwise affect the prior listing of the 
Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Clemente, San Mateo Canyon, and San 
Onofre (i.e., .Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Clemente). 

Sampled within 400 yards (0.2 miles) of discharge point. 

1999-2001 data. 

Numerical data. 

Sewage spiils!lcaks, urban runoff, other point sources, nonpaint sourccs, 
and domerticlwild animals. 

Unknown. 

Do Not List. 

AAer reviewing the avsilablc dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludes that this 
water body should not be soecificall~ added to the section 3031d) list 
because aiolicable water OiIalitV standards are not exceeded a iihnifieant . . . . - 
amount ofthc timc. This determination is NOT intended to affect or 
change any othcr watcr body segmmt of sub-arca numbers 901.51.901.40, 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Onofre State BeacWSan Mateo C + 
Bacterial Indicators 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
' 

2. Too few samples exceeded the water quality standard. 

The reason is that an inadequate amount ofthe water qualiiy measurements 
exceeded the water quality standard (see information under "data used"). 
The staff confidence~that standards were exceeded is extremely low. 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Scripps HA (was Pacific Ocean, Scr + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body 

StresrorMedislBene5dal Use 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to 
which dat i  quality requirements met. 

Llnknge hehveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatfon 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Scripps HA (was Pacific Ocean, Scripps HA 
906.30) 

Bactnial Indicaton (was "high colifom count") 

All prevlous (1998) listings for "High Colifon Count" should be changed 
lo "Baclenal lndicalon." This will ensum consistency between thc 1998 
List and thc 2002 Updavd List. For 1998 listings, "Bacterial Indicators" 
imolies that imoaikent was due to fecal colifoin. total coliform. or both. 
FO; Ihc 2002 uhalc. "Baclerial indicalors" implie; impairmcnl was due to 
fecal colifon, total colifom, cntcmcocci or a combination of any of ~ h c  
three. In the San Diego Region, enterncocci measuremenD commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB StaRReeommendation Change pollutant designation from "high colifon count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, South Capistrano Beach at Beach Ro + 
NA 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, South Capistrano Beach at Beach Road 

Strersor/Medl./Bene~d.l Use N A 

Data quality aswrsmemt. Extent to N A 
~ h l c h  data quallty requlrcmcntl met. 

Llnhge belween measurement endpoint NA 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judglng if N A 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeine lnformstlon N A 

Data used to assess water quality NA 

Spatial representation N A 

Tempera1 representation N A 

Data type NA 

Use ofstandard method N A 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant N A 

Alternative Enforceable Program N A 

RWQCB Reeommendation The hydrologic sub-area 901.27 (Lower San Juan HSA) was previously 
listed in 1998. Reference to the specific segment of South Capistrano 
Beach at Beach Road (also HSA 901.27) should be added to increase in 
the extent of impairment of the previously listed water body. 

SWRCB Staff Reeomrnendatlon Previous listing of this water body by the SWRCB resulted from a 
misunderstandinn. Per the actual RWOCB recommendation. do not add - . ~ ~~ .~~ ~ ~~~ 

this water body as a scparate listing. Instead, rcfcrcncc it in a note within 
the listtng far "Pacific Occan Shoreline, Lowcr San Juan HSA." 



Region 9: Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Tijuana HU (was Pacific Ocean, Tij + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifonn count") 

Water Body Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Tijuana HU (was Pacific Ocean, Tijuana HU 
91 1.00) 

Streaor/Medis/Benellclnl Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high wliform count") 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qunllty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listings for "High Colifonn Count" should be changed 
to "Bsctenal Indicators." This will ensure consistency between the 1998 
List and the 2002 Updated List. For 1998 listinm, "Bacterial Indicators" 
imolies that imminient was due to fecal colifoh: fotal coliform. or bath. ~-~ .~ ~-~ 

For the 2002 update, "Bacterial Indicators" implies impairment was due to 
fecal coliform, total coliform, entemocci or a combination of any ofthc 
three. In the San Diego Region, enterococci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high colifonn count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Pine Valley Creek (Upper) 
Enterococci 

Water Body 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speellle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial represenbtion 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendrtlon 

Pine Valley Creek (Upper) 

Enterococci/WaterIREC-l 

SR: USDA Forest Service. FS: City of San Diego Water Dept. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (108 colonies/IOO mL) for lightly-moderatel; used 
areas. 

Data age = 3 years. 

611 1 (55%) violations ofBasin Plan objective, log mean = 223 coliform- 
forming units. 

Five sampling locations along Creek. 

Unknown. 

Numerical data. 

From hone stables, canle grazing in and near the creek, and human 
encampments. 

Unknown. 

List. 

AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationfor this recommendation, SWRCB ~taffconclud& that !he 
water body should be placed on rhc section 303(d) lin bccausc applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a vollutant contributes to or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of admuate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited suficicnr spatiaiand tcmpoml covcmgc. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply lo the walcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation euideline used to intemret namtive water aualih, - . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standardmethods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
the age of the data was considered. 

An adequate number of the water qualiry measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Prima Deshecha Creek 
Phosphorus 

Water Body 

Streaor/MedWBenefidal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quaUty requirements met. 

Llnknge behueen measurement endpoint 
and benefiesl use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Prima Deshecha Creek 

Phosphom*Water/REC-1. REC-2, WARM, WILD 

NPDES permit monitoring. 

Pollutant can haves direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (biostimulatory substance index = 0.1 mgn) used. 

Data age = 1-4 years 

7/97-6190: 13/16 (81%) exceedenccs, mean=l.OI mglmL; 8/98-7199: 
24/29 (83%) exceedences, mean=0.69 mglmL; 10199-6/00: 919 (100%) 
exceedences, mean=1.37 mglmL, all fmm wet months. 

One sample site. 

July 1997 to June 2000 during wet weather months. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES permit monitoring. 

Urban mnoff, other point sources and nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesihe pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spaiiaiand tcmporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses havc been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthc water quality measurements excecdcd the water 
quality standard. Thc staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 

~ ~ 

moderate. 

9-77 



Region 9: Prima Deshecha Creek 
Turbidity 

Water Body 

StreaorIMedll/Benefld.l Use 

Data quallty 8sressment. Extent to 
whkh data quality rquirements me. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforcesble Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Prima Deshecha Creek 

Turbidiiy~WaterIWARM, WILD 

NPDES permit monitoring. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (20 Nephelometric Turbidity Units [NTU]) used. 

Data age = 4 years. 

7/97-6198: 14/16 (88%) exceedences, mean=553.3 NTU; 8/98-7199: 
18129 (62%) exceedences, mean=268.3 NTU; 10199-6100: 919 (100%) 
exceedences, mean=962.4 NTU, all from wet months. 

One sample site. 

Sampling from July 1997 to June 20W. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES permit monitoring. 

Channelization, increased water velocify, undercutting ofbanks; increased 
turbidity; currenthistoric construction. 

Unknown. 

List. 

Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documcntationror thts rccommendatton, SWRCB staffconcludes that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem, 

This conclusion is bared on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considcred to bc of adequate quality. . . 
2. The data exhibited suffcicnt soatiaiand temooral coverage, 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for anh apply to th;&atrr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other waterbody- or site-specific information including age of the data 
were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the watel 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 
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Region 9: Rainbow Creek 
Nitrate, Phosphorus (was "eutrophic") 

Water Body Rainbow Creek 

Stressor/MedldBenellei.l Use Nitrate, Phospboms (was " e u t m p h i c ' ) / w a t e ~ ,  AGR, IND, REC-I, 
REC-2, WARM. COLD. WILD 

Data ounlltv assessment. Extent to Data was vmoerlv collected and analwed as van of the Final Rmon of . ~~~~~. H hlrh dam gualty requirements met. Watcr ~ & l i G  ~ ~ d i c s  & Proposed h c n h c d  Monitoring program for 
Ponions of San Malm & Santa Margarita Rivcr Watenhcd. Marine Corps 
Base, Camp Pendlcton, CA. Contract No. N6871 I-95-D-7573, D.O. 0021. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Measurements a n  directly related to Region 9's Basin Plan water quality 
and benellcal use o r  standard objectives. 

UtUlIy of measure for judglng if RWQCB (Region 9) basin plan water quality objectives 
standards o r  uses are not attained for nitronen. vhos~horus: The Basin Plan states that Inland surface waten 

"shall not contain biostimulatory substances in conccntations that promotc 
aqualic gmwh to thc cxtcnt that such gmwhs cause nuisance or adversely 
aNect bbecefiial uscs." Addilionally, threshold phosphorus lcvcls shall not 
exceed 0.1 m a  in flowina surface-waten. I &ala&us threshold values - - - 
for nitrogen compounds have not been set, however; it is stated lhat a ratio 
of N:P=IO:I shall be uscd. In the case of flowing surface waters, thc 
threshold nilmg.cn level is thcrcfore set at 1.0 men .  There objcctivcs arc 
not to be exceeded more than 10% of the time diring any one-year period. 

Water Body-speclllc Information Data from Creek sampled and analyzed in 2000. 

Data used to assess water auaUtv Nitroeen: Samoline and analvsis conducted in 2000 and as cornailed in the . , 
draft Total ~a;nrn;m Dally L a d  (TMDL) for Rainbow Creek ihowed 
frcqucnt cxcccdanccs of thc Bast" Plan Water Quality Objccl~vc. At 
Jubilec Way. 4 o f 4  samolcs (100%) cxcccdcd thc Basin Plan obicctive. 
with a meabof 6.0 men; anda me ian  of 5.9 m a .  At Hines ~Lrserv.1 - - , . 
of I samplcs (100%) cxcecdcd thc Basin Plan objcctivc, with a mcan and 
median of 22.0 m a .  At Oak Cnst, 9 of 9 samples (100%) excccded the 
Basin Plan obicctive, with a mean of 11.0 m a  and a mcdian of 12.0 
m a .  ~t ~ i i l o w  ~ i e n ,  25 of 25 samples exceeded the Basin Plan 
objective, with a mean of 9.7 m g n  and a median of 9.4 m a .  At 
Riverhouse, 25 of 25 samples exceeded the Basin Plan objective, with a 
mean of 14.5 me& and a median of 15.0 me&. At Staae Coach. 9 o f9  
samplesexceed~d the Basin Plan objective,\ith a mean of 1 3 . 7 k g n  and 
a median of 14.0 m&. 

Phosvhoms: Samvlina and analvsis conducted in 2000 and as comviled in 
the draft TMDL fir Rr;inbow ~ G e k  rhowcd frcqucnt cxccedanccs k t h c  
Basin Plan Watcr Qualify Objcctivc. At Jubilee Way, 0 o f 4  samples 
cxcecded the Basin Plan objective. At Hines Nursery, I of I samplcs 
(100%) excecdcd the Basin Plan objective, with a mcan and median of 1.7 
mf l .  At Oak Crest, 9 of 9 samples (100%) excccded the Basin Plan 
objective, with a mean of 1.1 3 m f l  and a median of0.99 mgn .  At 
Willow Glcn, 25 of 25 samples cxccedcd Be Basin Plan objcctivc, with a 
mean of0.43 m g k  and a mcdian of0.43 mglL. At Rivcrhoure, 25 of 25 
sampler excecdcd thc Basin Plan objcctivc, wtth a mean o f028  mgR and 
a mcdian of 0.25 mgR. At Stage Coach, 9 of 9 samplcs cxceeded the 



Region 9: Rainbow Creek 
Nitrate, Phosphorus (was "eutrophic") 

Basin Plan objective, with a mean of 0.30 mgIL and a median of 0.20 m a .  

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

The stations monitored in 2000 extend from just above the confluence with 
the Santa Margarita River (Stagecoach) to approximately 1.5 miles 
downstream of the headwaters (Jubilee Way). Therefore, the entire reach 
of the stream is proposed for listing for bothnitrate and phosphorus. 

One year ofsampling. 

Numerical data was used. 

Use ofstandard method Standard collection and sampling procedures were used as pan of the Final 
Repon of Water Quality Studies & Proposed Watershed Monitoring 
Program for Portions of San Mateo & Santa Margarita River Watershed. 
Marine Corps BaseiCamp Pendleton, CA. Contract No. N6871 I-95-D- 
7573, D.0.0021. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Sources include agriculNre runoff, septic system discharges, nursery 
discharges, other urban runoff, and other point and non-point sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program None. 

RWQCB Rccommendatlon The spwific impairment for Rambow Creck should be changed from 
"eutrophic" to "nitrate" and "phosphorus " The ortgmal deslgnatton was 
baseduoon a faultv assumotfon thst eutroohic conditions exited because 
of the elevated levels of nutrients Data collected for development of the 
TMDL has revealed that eutrophic condittons do not exlst, but 
concentrations of nitrate and phosphorus in excess of Basin Plan objectives 
do exist. 

SWRCB StalTRreommendation Change pollutant designation from "eutrophic" to "nitrate" and 
"phosphorus." After reviewing the available data and information and the 
RWOCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes 
that ;he water body should remain on the section 303(d) list under the new 
pollutant designations--"Nimteee and "phosphorus"--because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and pollutants contributesto or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited ruficnent spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial u x s  have been established for and apply to thc water body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is a~olicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
n a m l  sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, 32nd St San Diego Naval Station (w + 
Benthic Community Effects, Sediment Toxicity 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, 32nd St San Diego Naval Station (was San 
Diego Bay, San Diego Naval Station) 

StresaorlMedlPIBenencIal Use Benthic Community Effects, Sediment ToxicityMAR, WILD, BIOL, EST, 
RARE, MIGR, and SHELL 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linluge behveen me8ruremcnl endpoinl NA 
and bcnencal use or slandard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Iniormatioo 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatid representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StsllRecommendation 

Revise name ofprevious, 1998, listing: San Diego Bay, San Diego Naval 
Station. 

Per RWQCB recammcndation, revise name of existing, 1998, lisling. This 
is no! a new listing put  does identify spectfic location within larger, 
general 1998 listing for all ofSan Diego Bay). 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, at B Street Pier (was San Diego Ba + 
Lindane 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, at B Street Pier (was San Diego Bay at B Street 
Pier) 

Stressor~ediPIBeneflclal Use Lindane 

Data quality aaseasment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utillry of measure far judglng If 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-speclflc Informatfon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recomm~ndsllon Remove entire lisling from Watch Lisl because "at B Slreet Pier" was 
cnoneously listed in the original RWQCB Staffrepon table. 

SWRCB Slam Recommendalion Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should not be placed on any 303(d)-related list because the 
original &ommendation referenced the water body in ermr 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, at Kellogg Street Beach (Pueblo Sa + 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, at Kellogg Strsst Beach (Pueblo San Diego HU 
[908.00] and Sweetwater HU [909.00]) 

StreuoriMedislBenenclal Use Bacterial IndicatorslWaterIREC-1, REC-2 

Data quality assessment. Extent to San Diego County Department of Environmental Health, 
whlch data quaUty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Closures a measure of impacts on beneficial use. Listing recommendation: 
standards or uses are not attained > l a  dayslyear beach closures or advisories. 

Water Body-specific Information Data age = 1 year. 

Data used to assess water quaUty Analysis of applicable 1999,2000, and 2001 data by the RWQCB staff 
showed I usable exceedence day out of 17 usable samples, 1 exceedence 
out of 33 samples, 3 exceedences out of 3 1 samples (all from dry season 
sampling events), (The "p" value used was 0.04.). 

Spatial representation Sampled within 400 yards (0.2 miles) of discharge point. 

Temporal representation 1999,2000, and 2001 data. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method San Diego County Department of Environmental Health procedures 
followed. 

Potential Source($) of Pollutant Sewage spillsAeaks, urban runoff, other point sources, nonpoint sources, 
and domestidwild animals. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown 

RWQCB Recommendation Do not list 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that this 
water bodv should not be s~ecificallv added to the section 3031d) list. and 
should be;pecifieally dc-lited frokthe 303(d) list, because appiicable 
water quality standards are not exceedcd a significant amount of the timc. 
This dctcrmination is NOT meant to a&ct other San Dicao Bal arcac for 
bacterial indicators. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. However, 
2. Too few samples exceeded the water quality objective. 

The reason is that an inadequate amount of the water quality mcasurcmcnts 
exceeded the water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards 
were exceeded is extremely low. 

9-83 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, at Kellogg Street Beach (Pueblo S a t  
Bacterial Indicators 

Hy&ologic Sub-area 908.10, tiy San Diego Shoreline at Point Lorna, also 
encomDasses the San Diego Bay Shoreline, at Kelloga S e t  Beach. Not - .  
specif i~ l ly  listing the San Diego Bay Shoreline, at r(;llogg Strccl Beach is 
not intended to affect other waters in this sub-area, unless stated elsewhere. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay Power Plant (was San + 
Turbidity 

Water Body 

StressorlMedl.IBene~clal Use 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay Power Plant (was San Diego Bay 
at South Bay Power Plant) 

TurbidityIwater/MD, NAV, REC-I, REC-2, COMM, BIOL, EST, WILD, 
RARE, MAR, MIGR. SHELL 

Data quality aaessment. Extent to A rcpon submined by concerned citizens, "Deadly Power," sites NPDES 
whlch data quality requlremenls met. monitoring data, personal and agency communications, SWRCB and 

RWQCB orders, refereed journal articles, asency reports, and ContracNal 
sNdies. However, most information is non-numeric and the level of 
quality conaollassurance is unknown. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt The information cited in the "Deadly Power" report directly relates to 
and benencal use o r  standard aquatic beneficial uses (e.g., SPWN) of the south San Diego Bay. 

Ullllty of measure for Judglng If Numeric and narrative Bas~n Plan water qual~ry objectives apply to the 
standards o r  uses are no1 attained Plant's discharge. 

Water Body-speelne Informatlon The Information cited in the "Deadly Power" report relates directly to 
south San Diego Bay waters. 

Data used to assess water aualih. Available information in citizen-suvplied re~orts is for the most oart non- . . 
numeric. The report contains gcne;al desc&tions ofthe potcntlal impact 
of the power plant discharge, tempcrawre effects, loss of wetlands, impacts 
on entrained and impinged organisms, possible impacts on sea Nnles and 
halibut. the use of chlorine and the ~ossible imoacts. the loadine of comer . . - . 7  

and zinc, and possible impacts on increased Nrbidity on eelgrass beds. 
Funher study is required to verify conclusions reached. 

Spatial representation The water body area of concern is adequately covered by the information 
provided. 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Studies from the 1960s through 2000 are discussed. No dates of sample 
collection is provided. 

Narrative information is cited. 

Use of standard method For the most part no information is repon on the methods used 

PotenHal Source(6) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program The South Bay Power Plant facility is subject to an NPDES permit. 

Prompted by citizen complaints, Duke Power, manager of the South Bay 
Power Plant, is actively wnsidering bolstering its monitoring program. . -. - 
For example: 

-Modifications to sampling locations to eliminate compensation far 
selected pollutants. 
-Monitoring for dissolved oxygen and metals (copper, zinc, nickel, etc.). 
-Total chlorine residual monitoring on a daily level, perhaps at the time of 
day when the plant is operating at highest capacity. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay Power Plant (was San + 
Turbidity 

-An increase in the number of monitoring stations (from I I). 

Changes to the monitoring program are scheduled to begin in the summer 
of 2003. Quarterly progress reports will start May of 2003. The final 
reports are due in Febmary 2004. 

RWQCB Recommendation RWQCB staff recommends placing South Bay on the watch list. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendslion After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
walerbody should be placed on the Monitoring List because the volume of 
suooonine data an inadeauate to determine ifioolicable water auaiiw . , 
sta'ddardsare truly cxcccdcd. Funhcr study, incl;ding monitoring, is 
necessary to confirm !he possibility of impacts to bcncficial uses caurcd by 
discharks from the South Bay Power plant. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay Power Plant (was San + 
Thermal Warming 

Wnter Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay Power Plant (was San Diego Bay 
st South Bay Power Plant) 

Thermal WarminghvatcdlND, NAV, REC-I, REC-2, COMM, BIOL, EST, 
WILD, RARE, MAR. MLGR, SHELL 

Data aualltv assessment. Extent to A noon submitted bv concerned citizens. "Deadlv Power." sites NPDES 
whlehhsta~usl l ty  requirements met. monitoring data, perional and agency cotknunica~ions. S ~ C B  and 

RWQCB orders, refereed journal miclcs, agency repom, and contracmal 
sNdies. However, most information is non-numeric and the level of 
quality contmVassurance is unknown. 

Llnlugr beheen measurement endpolnt The informatron cited in the "Deadly Powcr" rcpon directly relates to 
and benencal use or  standard aquatic bencfic~al uses (c.g., SPWN) of the south San Diego Bay. 

Utility of measure for judging if Numeric and narrative Basin Plan water quality objectives apply to the 
standards or  uses are not attained Plant's discharge. 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water q u J t y  

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandsrd method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

The Information cited in the "Deadly Power" report relates directly to 
south San Diego Bay waters. 

Available information in citizen-supplied reports is for the most part non- 
numeric. The reoorl wntains aeneral descriotions of the potential impact 
of the power discharge, tcmpcramrc el?ecls, loss ofwetlands, impacls 
an entrained and impinged organisms, possible impacts on sea Nrtlcs and 
hallbut, the use ofchlorine and Be possible impacts, the loading of copper 
and zinc, and possible impacts on increased mFbidity on eelgrass beds: 
Further study is required to verify conclusions reached. 

The water body area of concern is adequately covered by the information 
provided. 

SNdies from the 1960s through 2000 are discussed. No dates of sample 
collection is provided. 

Narrative information is cited 

For the most pan no information is reporl on the methods used. 

NIA 

The South Bay Power Plant facility is subject to an NPDES permit. 
Prompted by citizen complaints, Duke Power, manager of the South Bay 
Power Plant, is considering bolstering its monitoring program. For 
example: 

-Modifications to sampling locations to eliminate compensation for 
selected oollutants. 
-Monitoring for dissolved oxygen and metals (copper, zinc, nickel, ctc.). 
-Total chlor~nc residual monitoring on a daily lcvcl, perhaps at the time of . . 
day when the plant is operating at highest capacity. 
-An increase in the number of monitoring stations (from 1 I). 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay Power Plant (was San + 
Thermal Warming 

Changes to the monitoring program 8% scheduled to begin in the summer 
of 2003. Quanerly progress repom will stan May of2003. The fmal 
reports are due in Febmry 2004. 

RWQCB Recommendation RWQCB staffrecommends placing South Bay on the watch list. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludes that the 
water body should be daced on the Monitoring List because the volume of 
suaaoain. data are inadmuate to determine ifkolicable water aualiw -, - . . . . 
standards are truly exceeded. Further shtdy, including monitoring, is 
necessaty to conf in  the possibility of impacts to beneficial uses caused by 
discharges from the south Bay power plant. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay Power Plant (was San t 
Chlorine, Copper, Zinc 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay Power Plant (was San Diego Bay 
at South Bay Power Plant) 

StressoriMedl.IBeneIielal Use Chlorins/Wate~/IND, NAV, REC-I, REC-2, COMM, BIOL, EST, WILD, 
RARE, MAR, MIGR, SHELL 

Data sualitv assessment. Extent to A ~ w n  submitted by concerned citizens, "Deadly Power." sites NPDES 
H h l c h ' d a t a ~ ~ a l i t ~  regulrements met. mon'itoring data, peMna~ and agency communic~ions, S ~ C B  and 

RWQCB orders, refereed journal anicles, agency repons, and contractual 
studies. However, most information is non-numeric and the level of 
quality conuoVassurance is unknown. 

Linkage behvern measurement endpoint The informalion cited in the "Deadly Power" repon directly relates to 
and beneflcsl use or standard aquatic beneficial uses ofthe south San Dicgo Bay. Mart ofthc rcponcd 

information is difiicult to relate to existing water quality objectives. 

UtUlty ofmeasure for judging If Numeric and narrative Basin Plan water quality objectives apply to these 
standards or uses are not attained San Dicgo Bay waters. 

Water Body-speelne Informstlon The Information cited in the "Deadly Power" report relates to south San 
Diego Bay waters. Many ofthe studies cited are from the scientific 
literahlre describe the general impacts of metals, electric generating facility 
discharge, etc. 

Data used to assess water quality Available information in citizen-supplied reports is far the most pan non- 
numeric. The rcpon contains general descriptions ofthe potential impact 
ofthe power plant discharge, temperature effects, loss of wetlands, impacts 
on entrained and im~in~edor~anisms. wssible imvacts on sea turtles and . -  - . . 
halibut, the use ofchlorine and the possible impacts, the loading ofcopper 
and zinc, and possible impacts on increased turbidity on eelgrass beds. 
Funher study is required to verify conclusions reached 

Spatial representation The water body area of concern is adequately covered by the information 
provided. No station or sampling data is provided. 

Temporal representation Studies from the 1960s through ZOO0 are discussed. No dates ofsample 
collection is provided. 

Data type Nanative information is cited. 

Use ofstandard method For the most part no information is available on the methods used. 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program The South Bay Power Plant facility is subject to an NPDES permit. 
Prompted by citizen complaints, Duke Power, manager ofthe South Bay 
Power Plant, is considering bolstering its monitoring program. For 
example: 

-Modifications to sampling locations to eliminate compensation for 
selected pollutants. - Monitoring for dissolved oxygen and metals (copper, zinc, nickel, etc.). 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay Power Plant (was San + 
Chlorine, Copper, Zinc 

-Total chlorine residual monitoring on a daily level, perhaps at the time of 
day when the plant is opetating at highest capacity. 
-An increase in the number of monitoring stations (from I I). 

Changes to the monitoring program are scheduled to begin in the summer - -  - 
of 2063. Quarterly progress reports will s f a ~  May of 2063. The fmal 
reports a n  due in February 2004. 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon RWQCB staff recommends placing South Bay on the Monitoring 
("watch") List 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconcludes that the 
water body should be placed on the  oni it or in^ List because the volume of 
supporting data are inadequate to determine if applicable water quality 
Gndardsare truly exceeded. Further study. inikding monitorine. i s  
necessary to confirm the possibiliry of impacts to beneficial uses;aused by 
d~scharges from the South Bay Power Plant. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
Copper 

Water Body Sun Diego Bay Shoreline, behveen Sampson and 28th Streets 

StreuorlMed1slBeneneI.I Use Copper/Sediment/MAR, WILD, BIOL, EST, RARE, MIGR, SHELL 

Dats qualily asrrsmenl. Extent lo High quality for sediment data (See BPTCP repon and NASSCOISWM 
whlrh data qualily requlremcnts met. Technical Mrmorandum I. 

Llnkap between measurement endpoint Degraded benthic community and toxicity may be associated to pollutant 
and benencal use or atandard concentration (no toxics in toxic amounts). 

Utillty of measure for Judging if Use of the "Triad Approach" (i.e., sediment chemistry, toxicity, and 
standards or uses are not attalned benthic community) is a well-established weight of evidence approach that 

provides an integrated assessment of the sediment 

Water Body-specinc Information BPTCP reglonal monltonng program conducted by SWRCn (1992-1994) 
Srdlmcnt quality ~nvestigat~on conductcd by NASSCO and SWM 
shipyards (August 2001) 

Data used to assess water quallty - BPTCP Sediment Chemistry: 
Station >4x ERM or z 5 . 9 ~  PEL = 9321 1. 
Stations > 0.85 ERMq or >1.29 PELq = 93210,93211,90030, and 93181. 
Copper is one of several contaminants used to calculate the quotient values. 

- NASSCOISWM Sediment Chemistry: 
Stations >4xERM or > 5 . 9 ~  PEL =NA17, SWOI, SW02, SW04, SWO8, 
SW09,and SW13. 

- BPTCP Toxicity: 
Stations < 48% amphipod survival rate = 93210,931 81, and 90030. 

Stations that exhibited toxicity to the sea urchin = 93210, and 9321 1. 

- BPTCP Benthic Community Suucmre: 
Stations with a degraded benthic community = 93210,9321 1, and 90021. 

- BPTCP Station 93210 had synoptic "hits" on all three components of the 
Triad Approach. 

- BPTCP Stations 93211 and 90030 had synoptic "hits" on two ofthree 
components of the Triad Approach. 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Spatial representation provides adequate coverage of the area of concern. 
BPTCP sampled 9 stations within the area of concern. NASSCOISWM 
study sampled 35 stations within the area of wncem. 

2 sampling periods (1993 by BPTCP and 2001 by NASSCOISWM). 

Numerical sediment chemistry, toxicity, and benthic community data. 

Use ofstandard method Standard Methods were used for data analysis. 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant Point and non-point sources. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
Copper 
Alternative Enforceable Program NPDES prngrsm. 

RWQCB Recommendation List. The weight of evidence from the samples collected from the area of 
concern indicates that the benthic community is being adversely affected in 
San Dieeo Bav beiween Samoson and 28th Streets. This level of benthic ~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~ 

degrada~on, &dimenltoxici&, and sediment chemistry is direct evidence 
of impaincnt of the following benelicial uses: BIOL, EST, WILD, 
RARE. MAR, MIGR, end SHELL. 

SWRCB St8ffRecommcnd8tiom After reviewing the available data and infonation and the RWQCB 
documentation for lhis recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be daced on the section 303(d) list because ao~licable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"tant contributesib or 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ~ f a d e ~ u a t c ~ u a l t t y .  
2. The data exhibited su f i c~mt  spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uws have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualilv standard used is a~olicable . . . . 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific infomation including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
Mercury 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 

StressorlMedislBeneflclal Use MercuryISedimenVMAQ WILD, BIOL, EST, RARE, MIOR, SHELL 

Data quality assessment. Extent to High quality for sediment data (See BPTCP report and NASSCOISWM 
which data quality requirements met  Technical Memorandum I. 

Llnksge between measurement endpoint Degraded benthic community and toxicity may be associated to pollutant 
snd bcnefleal use or standard concentration (no toxics in toxic amounts). 

Utillry of measure for judglng If Use ofthc "Triad Approach" (i.c., sediment chemistry, toxicity, and 
standards or uses are not attained benthic community) is a well-established weight of evidence approach that 

provides an integrated assessment of the sediment. 

Water Body-speclfle Information BPTCP regional monitoring program conducted by SWRCB (1992-1994). 
Sediment quality investigation conducted by NASSCO and SWM 
shipyards (August 2001). 

Data used to assess water aumlih - BPTCP Sediment Chemistrv: . . 
Station >4x ERM or >5.9x PEL = None. 
Stations > 0.85 ERMq or>1.29 PELq = 93210,9321 1,90030, and 93181. 
Mercury is one of several contaminants used to calculate the quotient 
values. 

- NASSCO/SWM Sediment Chemistry: 
Stations >4x ERM or 5 5 . 9 ~  PEL =NA06 and SWO2. 

- BPTCP Toxicity: 
Stations <48% amphipod survival rate = 93210,93181, and 90030 

Stations that exhibited toxicity to the sea urchin = 93210, and 9321 1. 

- BPTCP Benthic Community Shucture: 
Stations with a degraded benthic community = 93210,9321 1, and 90021. 

- BPTCP Station 93210 had synoptic "hits" on all three components of the 
Triad Approach. 

- BPTCP Stations 9321 I and 90030 had synoptic "hits" on two ofthree 
components ofthe Triad Approach. 

Spstlsl reprerentstion 

Temporal representatfon 

Data type 

Spatial npresentatian provides adequate coverage of the area of concern. 
BPTCP sampled 9 stations within the area ofconcem. NASSCOISWM 
study sampled 35 stations within the area ofconcem. 

2 sampling periods (1993 by BPTCP and ZOO1 by NASSCOISWM). 

Numerical sediment chemistry, toxicity, and benthic community data. 

Use of standard method Standard methods were used for data analysis. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and non-point sources. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
Mercury 

Alternntlve Eoforeerble Program NPDES program. 

RWQCB Reeommendalion List. The weight of evidence from the samples collected from the area of 
concern indicates that the benthic community is being adversely affected in 
San Dieeo Bav between Samoson and 28th Streets. This level of benthic - .  
degradation, sediment toxicity, and sediment chemistry is direct evidence 
of impairment of the following beneficial uses: BIOL. EST, WILD. 
RARE, MAR, MIGR, and SHELL. 

SWRCB Stam Recornmendstlom ARsr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documrntation for this rrcommendation, SWRCB slallconcludcs that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . - 
2. The dam exhibited suficient rpatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial user have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
Total PAHs 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 

StressorlMediPlBenellclal Use Total PAHsBedimentlMAQ WILD, BIOL, EST, RARE, MIGQ and 
SHELL 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to High quality for sediment data (See BPTCP repart and NASSCOISWM 
which data quality requirements met. Technical Memorandum 1. 

Llnluge behveen mesrurcment endpolnt Degraded benthic community and toxicity may be associated to pollutant 
and bcncIlcal use or stsadsrd concenuation (no toxics in toxic amounts). 

UtUity of measure for judging if Use of h e  "Triad Approach" (i.~., sediment chemistry, toxicity, and 
slsndardr or uses are not attained benthic community) is a well-established weight ofevidence approach that 

provides an integrated assessment of the sediment. 

Water Body-speclnc Information BPTCP regional monitoring program conducted by SWRCB (1992-1994). 
Sediment quality investigation conducted by NASSCO and SWM 
shipyards (August 2001). 

Data used to assess water qunllty - BPTCP Sediment Chemistry: 
Station >4x ERM or >5.9x PEL = 90030. 
Stations> 0.85 ERMq or >1.29 PELq = 93210,9321 1,90030, and 93181. 
Total PAHs is one of sevpral contaminants used to calculate the quotient 
values. 

- NASSCOISWM Sediment Chemistry: 
Stations >4x ERM or > 5 . 9 ~  PEL = None. 

- BPTCP Toxicity: 
Stations < 48% amphipod survival rate = 93210,93181, and 90030. 

Stations that exhibited toxicity to the sea urchin = 93210, and 9321 1. 

- BPTCP Benthic Community Structure: 
Stations with a degraded benthic community = 93210,93211, and 90021 

- BPTCP Station 93210 had synoptic "hits" on all three components of the 
Triad Approach. 

- BPTCP Stations 9321 1 and 90030 had synoptic "hits" on two of three 
components of the Triad Approach. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

S~atial re~resentation ~rovides adeauate coverage ofthe area ofconcern 
E ~ C P  sampled 9 staiions within tl;c area of co~ccrn. NASSCOISWM 
study sampled 35 stations within the area ofconccrn. 

2 sampling periods (1993 by BPTCP and 2001 by NASSCOISWM). 

Numerical sediment chemistry, toxicity, and benthic community data. 

Standard methods were used for data analysis, 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sarnpson and 28th Streets 
Total PAHs 

Potentlal Source($) ofPoUutnnt Point and non-point. 

Alternative Enforceable Program NPDES program. 

RWQCB RccommOodntloo List. The weight of evidence from the samples colleced tiom the area of 
wnccm indicates that the benthic wmmunity is being adversely affected in 
San Die80 Bay between Ssmpson and 28th Streets. This level of benthic 
denrada~on. scdiment toxicitv. and sediment chemism is  direct evidence 
of7mpaime'nt of the fo~~owikg beneficial uses: BIOL, EST, WILD, 
RARE, M A R  MIGR and SHELL. 

SWRCB SIaRRecommendstlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentalion for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes thal the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollu&nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data i s  considered to be of adcquatc quality. 
2. The data cxh~bited suficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have k e n  established for and apply to the watcr body .. . 
4. Water quality standard used i s  applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8:Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An adcquatc number ofthe watcr quality mcasurcmcnts exceeded the walcr 
quality standard. The staffconfidcncc that standards were exceeded i s  high. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
Zinc 

Water 6dy San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 

Strersor/Medl./Benefid.l Use Zinc/Sediment/MAR, WILD, BIOL. EST. RARE, MIGR, and SHELL 

D81. qusllty ssesameat. Extcot to High quality for sediment dam (Scc BPTCP rcpon and NASSCOISWM 
which d8la quality requirements met. Technical Memorandum I .  

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Degraded benthic community and toxicity may be associated to pollutant 
concentration (no toxics in toxic amounb). 

Usc ofthc "Triad Approach" (i.e., sediment chcmistty, toxictry. and 
benthic communiiy) is a wcll-cstablishcd wcight ofevidcncc approach that 
provides an integrated assessment of the sediment. 

BFTCP rcgional monitoring program conductcd by SWRCB (1992-1994). 
Sediment quality investigation conducted by NASSCO and SWM 
shipyards (August 2001). 

- BPTCP Sediment Chemistry: 
Station >4x ERM or >5.9x PEL = None. 
Stations > 0.85 ERMq or>1.29 PELq = 93210,9321 1,90030, and 93181. 
Zinc is one of several contaminants used to calculate the quotient values. 

- NASSCOlSWM Sediment Chemistv: 
Stations >4x ERM or > 5 . 9 ~  PEL = SW04. 

- BPTCP Toxicity: 
Stations C 48% amphipod survival rate =93210,93181, and 90030 

Stations that exhibited toxicity to the sea urchin = 932 10, and 9321 1. 

- BPTCP Benthic Community Structure: 
Stations with a degraded benthic community = 93210,9321 1, and 90021. 

- BPTCP Station 93210 had synoptic "hits" on all three components ofthe 
Triad Approach. 

- BPTCP Stations 9321 1 and 90030 had synoptic "hits" on two ofthree 
components of the Triad Approach. 

Spatial representation provider adequate coverage ofthc area ofconcern. 
BMCP sampled 9 stations within the area ofconccm. NASSCOISWM 
study sampled 35 stations within the area of concern. 

2 sampling periods (1993 by BPTCP and 2001 by NASSCOISWM). 

Numerical sediment chemistry, toxicity, and benthic community data. 

Standard methods were used for data analysis, 

Point and non-point sources. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
Zinc 

Alternative Enforceable Program NPDES program. 

RWQCB Recommendatlon List. The weight of evidence from the samples collected fmm the area of 
wncem indicates that the benthic w m u n i h r  is beinp sdverselv affected in 
San Diego Bay bchvccn Sampson and 28th ~ t r c c a . k i s  live1 bf benthic 
degradation. sediment toxicity, and sediment chcmisny is direct evidenec 
of impairment of the followina beneficial uses: BLOL. EST. WILD. 
RARE, MAR, MIGR, and SHELL 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff wncludes that the 
water body should be placed on the sectjon 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffind~ngs that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and a ~ o l v  to th; water bodv. .. , 
4. Water quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline uscd lo interpret narrative water qualtty 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other watcr body- or site-specilic information including the cffccts of 
age of the data were considerid 

An adequate number ofthc watcr quality measurerncnls cxcceded the water 
qual~ty standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
Total PCBs 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 

StressorMedlllBenetic1nl Use Total PCBs/SedimentrmAQ WILD, BIOL, EST, RARE, MIGR, and 
SHELL 

Data quaUty assessment. Extent to High quality for sediment data (See BPTCP report and NASSCOISWM 
whleh data quality requirements met. Technical Memorandum 1. 

Linkage between measuremeot endpoint Degraded benthic community and toxicity may be associated to pollulant 
and beneticsl uae o r  standard concennalion (no loxics in toxic amounts). 

Utllity of measure for Judging if Use of the "Triad Approach" (i.e., sediment chemistry, toxicity, and 
standards o r  uses are not attalned benthic community) is s well-established weight of evidence approach that 

provides an integrated assessment of the sediment. 

Water Body-specltic lnformatlon BPTCP regional monitoring program conducted by SWRCB (1992-1994). 
Sediment quality investigation conducted by NASSCO and SWM 
shipyards (August 2001). 

Data used to assess water quality - BPTCP Sediment Chemistry: 
Station >4x ERM or >5.9x PEL = 93211 -- 

Stat~ons > 0 85 ERMqor >I 29 PELq = 93210,9321 1,90030, and 93181 
Total PCBs is one of several contam~nsnts used to calculate thc quot~cnt 
values, 

- NASSCOISWM Sediment Chemistry: 
Stations >4x ERM or > 5 . 9 ~  PEL= SWOI, SW02, SW04, SWOS, SW08, 
SWZO, SWZI, and SW28. 

- BPTCP Toxicity: 
Stations < 48% amphipod survival rate = 93210,93181, and 90030. 

Stations that exhibited toxicity to the sea urchin = 93210, and 9321 1. 

- BPTCP Benthic Community Structure: 
Stations with a degraded benthic community = 93210,9321 1, and 90021. 

- BPTCP Station 93210 had synoptic "hits" on all three components ofthe 
Triad Approach. 

- BPTCP Stations 9321 1 and 90030 had synoptic "hits" on two of three 
components of the Triad Approach. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representrttion 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Spatial reprcsenlalion providcs adequate coverage of the area ofconcern. 
BPTCP sampled 9 slations within the arca ofconcern. NASSCO.SWM 
study sampled 35 stations within [he arca ofconccm. 

2 sampling periods (1993 by BPTCP and 2001 by NASSCOISWM). 

Numerical sediment chemistry, toxicity, and benthic community data. 

Standard methods were used for data analysis. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
Total PCBs 
Potential SourceQ of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sourses. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program NPDES program. 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

List. The weight of evidence hom the m p l e s  collected horn the area of 
con- indicates that the benthic community is being adversely affected in 
San Diego Bay behveen Sampson and 28th Streets. This level of benthic 
degradation, sediment toxicity, and sediment chemistry is direct evidence 
of impairment of the following beneficial uses: BIOL, EST, WILD, 
RARE, MAR, MIGR, and SHELL. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequatequality. 
2. The data exhibited sufiicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial user have been established for and apply to the water body. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate numbcr ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staflcanfidcnce that standards were excccded is high. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, Chula Vista Marina (was San Diego t 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifom count") 

Water Body 

StreasorlMedis/Benetlcld Use 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, Chula Vista Marina (was San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, Telegraph HSA 909.1 1) 

Bacterial indicators (was "high colifom count")/MAR, WILD, BIOL, 
EST. RARE, MIGR, and SHELL 

Data quality asaeasment. Extent to NA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Unkage behveen measurement endpolnt NA 
and beneneal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judging If N A 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Bodyapecine Information N A 

Data used to assess water quallty NA 

Spatlsl representation NA 

Temporal representation N A 

Data type N A 

Use of standard method N A 

PotenHal Source(a) ofPollutant NA 

Alternative Enforeeable Program N A 

RWQCB Recommendstion A. Revise name. 
B. Change "high colifom count: to "bacterial indicators." 

SWRCB StsRRecommendation Per RWQCB recommendation, (A) revise name, and (B) change pollutant 
to "bacterial indicators." This is not a new listing. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, Downtown Anchorage (was San Diego + 
Benthic Community Effects, Sediment Toxicity 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedlllBeneflclal Use 

Data quality asrcssment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneficsl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specilic Information 

Data used to assws water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeabie Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, Downtown Anchorage (was San Diego Bay, 
Downtown Anchorage [was "San Dicgo Bay, near grape Street"]) 

Benthic Community Eficu. Sediment Toxicity/sedimentiMAR, WILD, 
BIOL, EST, RARE, MIGR, and SHELL, 

NIA 

Existing listing (from 1998 303(d) List). (Was included within "San Diego 
Bay" listing (HU 900.00). 

RWQCB staff request for name change is made to provide a more accurate 
descriptive name, avoid confusion, and to name the segment consistent 
with the name used in ~revious reoorts. This segment is referred to in a 
SWRCB ct al rcpon a;  ownto to& ~nchota~c '  The segment is not near 
Grape Street and the dcscnpt~vc name "Grape Street" ts belng appltcd to a 
d~ffcrcnt sltc in the SWRCB rcpon. 

SWRCB Stn(lRecommendation Change name from "San Diego Bay, near Grape Street" to "San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, Downtown Anchorage." 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, G Street Pier (was, in part, San D + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline. G Street Pier (was, in part, San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, Lindbergh HSA 908.21.) 

StreasorMedinlsene~cIal Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count")/MAR, WILD, BIOL, 
EST, RARE, MIGR, and SHELL 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  atandard 

Utllity of measure for Judging if 
standards or  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specinc lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal repreaentstlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rcrommendation A. Revise 1998 list to mare comctly identify specific water body segments 
affected by pollution. Split up thc "San Dicgo Bay Shoreline, L~ndbcrgh 
HSA 908 21" water body, which is not entirely polluted, into specific 
segments, which are polluted 

B. Ail previous (1998) listings for "High Coliform Count" should be 
changed to "Bacterial Indicators." This will ensure consistency bewecn 
the 1998 List and the 2002 U~dated List. For 1998 listincs. "Bacterial - .  
Indicators" implies that impairment was duc to fecal coliform, total 
coliform, or both. For the 2002 update, "Bactcrial Indicators" implies 
impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, entcrococci or a 
combination of anv of the three. In the San Dieeo Renion. enterococci - - 
measurements commenced in 1999. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation A. The original 1998 listing was titled "San Diego Bay, Lindbergh HSA 
908.21." However. not all of that water bodv is imoacted bv oollution. ~~~ -~ ~~ ~~.~ ~ 

For 2002, the RWQCB rccommcnded that i998 tiies be reined to 
identify those water body segments specifically affected by pollution. For 
cxamole. !he Lindbernh llSA includes the "San Dieao Bay Shoreline, G 
~ t r e e i  pier" area. (0&er segments, such as "San ~ i i g o  Bay Shoreline, 
vicinity of B Street and Broadway Piers," have been identified separately.) 
This is not a new listing. The original pollution-impacted segments, that 
were included within the Lindberb listina. remain on the list, albeit with - 
new, more specific titles. 

9-103 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, G Street Pier (was, in part, San D + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifonn count") 

B. Change pollutant designation from "high colifonn count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Chollas Creek (was San Diego + 
Benthic Community Effects, Sediment Toxicity 

Water Body 

StressoriMedis/Beneficiai Use 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, ncar Chollas Creek (was San Diego Bay, neal 
Chollas Creek) 

Benthic Community Effects. Sediment ToxicityIMAR, WILD, BIOL, EST, 
RARE, MIGR, and SHELL 

Data quality assessment. Extent to N A 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NA 
and benencai use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if N A 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information N A 

Data used to assess water quality N A 

Spatial representation N A 

Temporal representation N A 

Data type N A 

Use ofstandard method N A 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant N A 

Alternative Enforceable Program N A 

RWQCB Recommendation Revise name of previous, 1998, listing: San Diego Bay, near Chollas 
Creek. 

SWRCB StaffRecommendatlon Per RWQCB recommendation, revise name of existing, 1998, listing. This 
is not a new listing (but does identify specific location within larger, 
general 1998 listing for all of San Diego Bay). 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Coronado Bridge (was San Dieg + 
Benthic Community Effects, Sediment Toxicity 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Comnado Bridge (was Sen Diego Bay, near 
Coronado Bridge) 

StrerorMedlslBeneflciaI Use Benthic Community Effects, Sediment ToxicityMAR, WILD, BIOL, EST, 
RARE, MIGR, and SHELL 

Data quality assessment. Extent to N A 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behvcen measurement endpoint NA 
and bencncal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if N A 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information N A 

Data used to assess water quallty N A 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stsff Recommendation 

Revise name ofprevious, 1998, listing: 5an Diego Bay, near Coronado 
Bridge. 

Per RWQCB recommendation, revise name ofexisting, 1998, listing. This 
is not a new listing (but does identify specific location within larger, 
general 1998 listing for all of San Diego Bay). 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Crosby Street (Cesar Chavez) + 
Sediment Toxicity 

Water Body 

StrersorMedlslBenenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen mes5uremenl endpoiot 
and benencml use or rlsndnrd 

Utillty of measure iorjudglng if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-spednc Information 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Crosby Street (Cesar Chavez) Park (will 
become part of the "San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Coronado Bridge" 
listing) 

Sediment Toxicity 

BPTCP methodology (for some data), 

The 1998 Section 303(d) Listing Criteria develooed bv the RWOCB for 
BPTCP dala in San ~ i c g o  Bay required both cle~atedchemical icvels and 
evidence o ia  degraded benthic community. Elevated scdimenl chemistry 
had to be higher than [he Effects Range Median (ERM) Summary 
Ouotient. the Probable Effects Limit ~PELI S u m a m  Ouotient. or 
i'ndividual chemistry elevated to 4 x . k  or 5 .9x~Ei .  ' 

RWQCB water quality objective (toxicity). 

While data are not available at this soecitic location. concern has k e n  
raised that the Crosby Slreer locatiot; is impacted like nearby locations. It 
is likely that impacts at this location will be better assessed in the 
development of the TMDL 

Data used to assess water quality Samples from site 93177 did contain a chemical constiNent above the 
criteria as develogsd in 1998: low Molecular Weight (MW) Polyaromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) concentrations were greater than the "5.9xPELM 
criteria. 

However. the site 93177 was &en low orioriw by the BPTCP SNdv and 
did not kccivc analysis of itsbenthic cokmun;ty: Thercforc, it doc; not 
qualify for inclusion on the Section 303(d) lisl based on lhc cnleria 
dcvclopd in 1998 by the RWQCB. 

Two new sources of information were provided: a sediment data collected 
in 1988, and winen tesrimonials on the value and condttion of this area of 
the Bay. Nine sediment cores were taken and two were analyzed for 
bioaccumulative metals and chemicals in 1988. None of the results would 
qualify this silc for the Section 303(d) lisl under the criteria as developed 
by the RWQCB for the 1998 listing. 

Sixtv-nine communitv members sent in suooort for listing San Dieeo Bav 
nca;~rosby Street park. The commcnter;want clean water for lisiing &d 
swimming, believe (sediments under) the srca to be conlaminatcd, and 

Spstfal representallon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

report a foul odor. However, no data is presented and these comments 
must be considered as unsubstantiated opinion. 

Two sites from the BPTCP S ~ d y  (90018 and 93177) are adjacent to 
Crosby Park, but only site 93177 had analysis of sediment chemistry 
performed. 

Unknown. 

Numeric data and narrative information 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Crosby Street (Cesar Chavez) + 
Sediment Toxicity 

Use of stnndard method BPTCP pmcedures used (for some data). Unknown for Woodward-Clyde 
samples, but SWRCB staff assume that standard procedures were used. 

Potentlal Source(s)of PoUutnnt Sedimentsontaining pollutants pmbably originated with prior industrial 
and maritime activities along the shoreline, and fmm nearby urban 
discharges. 

Alternative Enforceable Program None. 

RWQCB Recommendation Watch List. 

Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program data for this site does not meet 
the RWOCB's soecific 1998 criteria for listinx contaminated sediment bav , " 
sites. Although close, the sample data failed to trigger the need for a 
benthic community analysis. Elevated chemical levels and a degraded 
benthic communiw are both needed in order to list. Several other bay sites 
were also "close" and not listed. These c"teria has been rigidly and . 
consistently applied in the past. 

New data (submitted during the extended acceptance period in 2002 also 
does not meet the RWOCB's 1998 criteria. Althoueh there are hieh ~ublic ~~~~ ~~~~ - v .  

intcrrst, extensive recreational use, and environmental justice concerns, 
RWQCB stafffeels that thcrc is not adequate data to supporl303(d) lisllng 
of this site. RWQCB naffrecommcndr placing this site on the watch list. 

SWRCB Stall Rccornmendsllon Aftcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCO 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water bodv should be included within an alreadv (1998) listed water bodv , .  . 
on the section 303(d) list because the evidence suggests that watcr qualii 
standards arc not being achieved and protected at the sitc. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. Beneficial uxs  havc beencstablishcd fo;andapply to thc water body. 
2. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
3. Other wasr body- or site-spcci6c information including the cffccts of 
season, and age ofthe data were considered, 

The beneficial uses at the site exist and are of such importance as to justify 
including this water body within the area covered by the San Diego Bay 
~horeline. Coronado ~ r i d e e  listins. The confidence SWRCB staff ha& - 7 

that beneficial uses at the site are being harmed is moderate. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Sub Base (was San Diego Bay, + 
Benthic Community Effects, Sediment Toxicity 

Water Body Ssn Diego Bay Shoreline, near Sub Base (was San Diego Bay, near Sub 
Base) 

St~ssor/MedlllBenelicId Use 

Data quality assusment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utlllty of mesaure for judglng if 
standards or user are not attnincd 

Water Body-speclne Inform~tion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatld representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

Benthic Community Eflccrs, Sediment ToxicityIMAR, WILD, BIOL, EST, 
RARE, MIOR, and SllELL 

N A 

NA 

Revise name of previous, 1998, listing: San Diego Bay, near Sub Base 

Per RWQCB recommendation, revise name ofexisting 1998 listing. This 
is not a new listing @ut does identify specific location within larger, 
general 1998 listing for all of San Diego Bay). 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego t 
Chlordane, Lindane, PAHs 

Water Body 

StresrorlMedlllBeqenciaI Use 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Cnek (was San Diego Bay at 
Mouth of Switzer Creek) 

Chlordane. Lindane, PAHdsedimentlBIOL, EST, WILD, RARE, MAR, 
MIGR, SHELL 

Data quality assewment. Extent to The Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program (BPTCP) employed 
whlch data quaUty requirements met., appropriate quality controllquality assurance procedures. Department of 

Fish and Game staff and analytical laboratories performed sampling and 
analyses. Quality control was tested using National Research Council of 
Canada Marine Sediment Reference Materials at the start and end of each 
sample analysis set. Quality assurance was monitored be re-calibration of 
analytical inshuments every 20 samples and by analyses of (unknown) 
standards. 

Solid-phase and sediment-water interface taxicity was assessed using 
USEPA 1994 sediment toxicity test guidelines. Negative and positive 
control testing was employed. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Pollutants have a direct impact on aquatic life beneficial uses. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utillry of measure lor judging if Sediment chemistry sample results were conlparcd against appropriate 
standards or uses are not sttsincd Probable Effects Levels and Threshold Effccts Levels. Toxic~ty tests used 

narrative Basin Plan objective. 

Water Body-speclnc Information Data came specifically from San Diego Bay directly at the Mouth of 
Switzer Creek. Data age = 6 years. 

Data used to assess water quallty High levels of high molecular weieht PAHs (6676-56,500 ppb), low 
molecular weight PAHs (1442-27,200 ppb), total PCBs (21-188 ppb), and 
total chlordane (5-160 ppb) were found in sampled sediment. 

Toxicity tests found less than 48% sunival of amphipods. A relative 
benthic community test index calculated for the site indicated a "degraded 
condition. 

Sostla1 renretentalhn BPTCP sam~lina occurred at specific sites. The Mouth of Switzer Creek 
was sampled soas to be fully &presentative of the local area (at the mouth 
of the Crnk as it emptied into San Diego Bay). 

Temporal representation BPTCP sediment data was collected a limited number of times. However, 
results were not expected to vary greatly over a season. 

Data type Numeric data used. 

Use ofstandard method Standard BPTCP methods wed. 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant Elevated concentrations of chlordane, lindane, DDT, polynuclear ammatic 
hydrocarbons (F'AHs), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), 
currenfiistoric shipyard activity, historic PAH and garbage dumping, 
urban runoff, other point sources, and nonpoint sources. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego + 
Chlordane, Lindane, PAHs 
AlternaHve Enforceable Program No alternate program is available at this time. Standard RWQCB 

procedure when developing a TMDL is to first perform a TIE 
(investigation for causslsource of toxicity) to accurately confirm the soume 
and extent of the toxicity at a site. 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon List separately for "toxicity" and "degraded benthos." 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Aftsr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes toor 
cause? the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and aoolv to the water bodv. .. . 
4 Water qualtty standard used is appltcablc. 
5. The evaluation guidel~ne used to tnterprct narratlvc water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the cflects of 
age of the data were conside&. 

An adequate number ofthe watcr qualrty measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego + 
Toxicity 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego Bay at 
Mouth of Switzer Creek) 

StreaaorMedinlBenelicial Use Toxicity/sediment/BIOL, EST, W I D ,  RARE, MAR, MIOR, SHELL 

Dsta quality scrcssmcnt. Extent to BPTCP; 1998 Addendum. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant 

Aiternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommend~tion 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

Toxicity tests used narrative Basin Plan objective 

Data age = 5 years. 

4 8 %  amphipod survival. 

I sample, 5 replicates: sampled at outlet of the Creek. 

Unknown. 

Nume"ca1 data. 

BPTCP methods used 

Elevated concentrations of chlordane, lindanc, polynuclcar aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), and polychlonnatcd biphenyls (PCBs). 
cuncnt/hirtoric shipyard activity, historic PAH and garbage dumping. 
urban runoff, othe;point sources, and nonpoint sourc~s. 

Unknown. 

List. 

This water body/pollutmt combination is now listed under "San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, near Switzer Creek" for "Chlordane, Lindane, PAHs, and Other 
Unknown Pollutants Causing Sediment Toxicity and Degraded Benthic 
Conditions." 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego + 
Degraded Benthos 

Water Body 

StreaaorMedldBenefiel.l Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data qusUty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
snd bcnefical use or slandard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeifie Informstion 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego Bay at 
Mouth of Switrcr Creek) 

Degraded Benthos/SedimentlBIOL, EST, WILD, RARE, MAR, MIGR, 
SHELL 

BPTCP; 1998 Addendum. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

Nanative Basin Plan objective used. Indicator organisms, species 
diversity, population density, growth anomalies, bioassays, and other ~. 
information "sed. 

Data age = 5 years. 

RBI = 0.02 (75 samples); Chemical concentrations >4 times the ERM and 
5.9 times the PEL 

1 Core, sampled 3 times compared against 75 cores from all of SD Bay; 
sampled at outlet of the Creek. 

unknown. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods used. 

Potentlal Sourcels) of Pollutant Elevated concentrations of chlordane, lindane. oolvnuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). 
cuncnt/hinoric shipyard activity, historic PAII and garbage dumping, 
urban runoff, other point sources, and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation This water bodylpollutant combination is now listed under "San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, near Switzer Creek" for "Chlordane, Lindane, PAHs, and Other 
Unknown Pollutants Causing Sediment Toxicity and Degraded Benthic 
Conditions." 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego + 
Lindane 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego Bay at 
Mouth of Switrer Creek) 

Stresaor/Medla!Beneflcl.l Use Lindano 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benenesl use or standard 

Utility ofmeaaure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-spedflc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial repreaentatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(a) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Remove entire listing from Watch List. Swieer Creek constih~ents will be 
investigated funher as part ofthe "San Diego Bay, Mouth of Switzer 
Creek" TMDL development. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation This water body/pollutant combination is now listed under "San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, near Switzer Creek" for "Chlordane, Lindane, PAHs, and Other 
Unknown Pollutants Causing Sediment Toxicity and Degraded Benthic 
Conditions." 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego + 
PAH 

StressoriMedll/Beneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality reqdrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure'for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information' 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofsbndsrd method 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stall Recommendation 

San Dicgo Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego Bay at 
Mouth of Switrer Creek) 

PAH 

Rcmovccntire listing from Watch List. Swiacr Crcek constimcnts wdl bc 
invcs~igatcd funher as pati olthc "San Dicgo Bay, Mouth oiSwiacr 

This water body/pollutant combination is now listed under "San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, near Swimr Creek" for "Chlordane, Lindane. PAHs, and Other 
Unknown Pollutants Causine Sediment ToxiciN and Deeraded Benthic - 
Conditions." 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek (was San Diego + 
Chlordane 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline. near Switzcr Creek (was San Diego Bay at 
Mouth of Switzer Creek) 

StreaorlMcdidBeneflciai Use Chlordane 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benenesl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Remove entire listing from Watch List. Switzer Creek constituents will be 
investigated further as part of the "San Diego Bay, Mouth of Switzer 
Creek" TMDL development. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation This water bodylpoilutant combination is now listed under "San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, near Switzer Creek" for "Chlordane, Lindane, PAHs, and Other 
Unknown Pollutants Causing Sediment Toxicity and Degraded Benthic 
Conditions!' 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, north of 24th Street Marine Termin + 
Benthic Community Effects, Sediment Toxicity 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedillBenelicial Use 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, no& of 24th Sbwt Marine Terminal (was San 
Diego Bay, north of 24th Street Marine Terminal) 

Data quality asseament. Extent to N A 
which data quality requirements met. 

Benthic Community Effects. Sediment ToxicityIMAR, WILD, BIOL. EST, 
RARE. MIGR, and SHELL 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utiilty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quasty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatloo 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Revise name of previous, 1998, listing: San Diego Bay, nonh of 24th 
Street Marine Terminal. 

Per RWQCB recommendation. rcvisc name ofexisting 1998 Itsring. This 
is not a new listing (but does idcnlify specific location within larger, 
general 1998 lusting for all ofSan Diego Bay). 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, Seventh Street Channel (was San D + 
Benthic 'Community Effects, Sediment Toxicity 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, Seventh Street Channel (was San Diego Bay, 
seventh street channel) 

StressorMedl.IBenencial Use Benthic Community Effects. Sediment Toxicity 

Data quality assessment. Extent to N A 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NA 
and beneneal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging If 
r t~ndards  or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

~ e m ~ d r a l  representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recomrnendatlon 

Revise name of previous, 1998, listing: San Diego Bay, Seventh Street 
Channel 

Per RWQCB recommendation, revise name of existing 1998 listing. This 
is not a new lining put does identify specific location within larger, 
general 1998 listing for all of San Diego Bay). 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, Shelter Island Shoreline Park (Pue + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, Shelter Island Shoreline Park (Pueblo San Diego 
908.00 and Sweetwater) 

Stressor/MdI./Benefic1aI Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform c0unt")lWaterlREC-I, REC-2 

Data quality asseament. Extent to San Diego County Depamnent of Environmental Health 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judglng If Closures a measure of impacts on beneficial use. Listing rccommendation: 
srandardr or user are not attained >I0 dayslycar beach clarurcr or advisories. 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstsndard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data age = I year. 

Analysis ofapplicable 1999 through 2002 data by the RWQCB staff 
showed 2 usable exccedence day out of I8 usable samples, 6 sxcsedences 
out of 34 sarnplcs, and 23 excecdcnces out of 72 samples, horn dy-reason 
and samples (The "p" values used were 004 and 0.1.). 

Sampled within 400 yards (0.2 miles) of discharge point. 

1999-2002 data. 

Numerical data. 

Sewage spills/leaks, urban ~ n o f f ,  other point sources, nonpoint sources, 
and domesticlwild animals. 

unknown. 

A. Add specific location (not new HA) to 1998 listing. 
B. Change "high coliform count: to "bacterial indicators." 

A. After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
watcr body should be specifically rccognized (and remain) on the section 
303(d) list because applicable watcr quality standards are exceeded and a 
pollutant contributes to or causes the problem. 

This conclurion is baredon the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suff~cient spatial and temporal coveragc. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, Shelter Island Shoreline Park (Pue + 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 

The hydrologic sub-area 908.10 (Point Loma HA) includes other San 
Diego Bay segments (i.e., Near Sub Base, at Shelter Island Yacht Basin) 
listed for other pollutants in 1998, and one segment (at Kellogg Street) 
recommended for not listing in 2002. Continuing to list San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, at Shelter Island Shoreline Park (Pueblo San Diego 908.00 and 
Sweetwater) is not intended to affect in any way other water body segments 

B. Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count: to "bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, Tidelands Park 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body San Diego Bay Shoreline, Tidelands Park 

Stressor/MedldBene~cld Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count")ANater/REC-I, REC-2 

Data quality ~swsment .  Extent to San Diego County Department of Environmental Health 
whlch data quaUty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging If Closures a measure of impacts on beneficial use. Listing recommendation: 
standards or uses are not attahed >I0 dayslyear beach closures or advisories. 

Water Body-specl~c Informatlon Data age = I year. 

Data used to assess water qualily Analysis of applicable 1999 through 2002 data by the RWQCB staff 
showed I usable exceedence day out of 16 usable samples, 6 exceedences 
out of 33 samples, 7 exceedences out of 33 samples, and 2 exceedences out 
of 16 samples, all from dry seasons. (The "p" value used was 0.04.) 

Spatial representation Sampled within 400 yards (0.2 miles) of discharge point. 

Temporal representation 1999-2002 data. 

Data type Numerical data 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant Sewage spilldeaks, urban ~ n o N ,  other point sources, nonpoint sources, 
and domesticlwild animals. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation A. Add specific location (not new HA) to 1998 Listing 
8. Change "high coliform count: to "bacterial indicators" 

SWRCB StnfTRecommendstion A. ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documcntaion for this raommmdation, SWRCB staNconcludes that the 
water body should be specifically recognized (and remain) on the section 
303(d) list because applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a 
pollutant contributes to or causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established to the water body. 

Water quality standard used is applicable. 
Data are numerical. 
Standard methods were used. 
Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 

data were considered. 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, Tidelands Park 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifom count") 

quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded ia high. 

Thc hydrologic sub.atca 910. I0 (Comnado HA) was prcviourly listed in 
1998. Howcvcr, the segment San Dicgo Bay Shoreline. at Tidelands Park 
(also HSA 910.10) was not specifically mentioned. 

B. Change pollutant designation from "high colifom count: to "bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: San Diego Bay Shoreline, Vicinity of B Street and Broadway + 
Benthic Community Effects, Sediment Toxicity (no change) 

Water Body 

StressorMedls/Benenclal Use 

San Dieeo Bav Shoreline. Vicinitv of B S k e t  and Broadwav Piers (was 
- 0  

San Diego Bay, Vicinity of B Street and Broadway Pien [was "San Diego 
Bay, Downtown Piers 10 acres"]) 

Benthic Community Effects. Sediment Toxicity (no change)/MAR, WILD, 
BIOL, EST, RARE, MIGR, and SHELL 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to N A 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NA 
and benefical use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judging If N A 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Informatlon N A 

Data used to assess water quaUty N A 

Spatlsl representation N A 

Temporal representation N A 

Data type NA 

Use of standard method N A 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant N A 

Alternative Enforceable Program N A 

RWQCB Rccommendstlon The 1998 "San Dicgo Bay, Downtown Pien" listing should be changed to 
"Snn Dicgo Bay. Vicinity of B Street and Broadway Piers." This change 
adds clarification to the location of impairment as evidenced by degraded 
benthic communities and sediment toxicity. 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation Change existing ('98) water body name from "San Diego Bay, Downtown 
Piers 10 acres" to "San Diego Bay, Vicinity of B Street and Broadway 
Piers." 



Region 9: San Diego River (lower) 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorMedirdBeneficlal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behvcon mes~urcment endpoinl 
and bcnefical use o r  standard 

Utillty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are  not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlnl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

San Diego River (lower) 

Fecal ColifonnrWaterlREC-l 

Padre Dam Municipal Water District Receiving Water Samplinglanalysis. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses 

WQO (Barin Plan): For single samples, the Basin Plan objeclive states 
[hat no more than 10% ofthe total ramplrs during any 30-day period shall 
exceed 400 wlanieJlO0 ml 

Data age = I year. 

Samnline was done bv the Padre Dam Municinal Wastewater District . - 
intcrminently from November 1998 to September 2000. Data was taken 
once a month for October-March and twice a month for April-October. The 
data shows that I1 of 18 samples (61%) in both wet and dry weather had 
levels of fecal coliform in excess of 400 Most Probable Number (MF'N)lml. 

6 miles of River sampled. 

Sampling completed between November 1998 and September 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Urban runoff, other point sources, nonpoint sources, and sewage. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB " , 
documentauon for this rewmmcndat~on, SWRCB staffconcludes that the 
water body should bc placed an the section 303(d) list because appllrable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: - 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The dam exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been cs!ablished for and apply to the water body. .. . 
4. Water aualiw standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the watet 



Region 9: San Diego River (lower) 
Fecal Colifom 

quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: San Diego River (lower) 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body San Diego River (lower) 

StressorMdln~BenefId.l Use Total Dissolved SolidsANsterIAGR 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Padre Dam Municipal Water District Receiving Water Samplinglanaly~is. 
whlch data quality requiremenb met. 

L lnkae  between measurement endpoint Pollutvlf can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utillty of measure forjudglngif WQO (Basin Plan) (1500 mg!L) used; This objective is not to be exceeded 
standards or uses are not attnlned more than 10% of the time during any one-year period. 

water Body-speclnc Iniormatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) oiPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data age = 4 years. 

Samplina between Se~tember 1997 and December 2000 by the Padre Dam 
~un ic io i l  Water ~ i s & c t  shows three locations alone the  an Diem River ~~~~ ~ - - ~~ -~ ~ ~ 

to excccd the Basin Plan TDS objective for more than 10% ofthe time 
duringa one-year period. From 1997 to 1998,3 out of 16 samples and 215 
samples exceeded the water quality objective (at two locations). From 
1998 to 1999,3120, 11/20, and 10119 samples (at 3 locations) exceeded the 
objective. And from 1999 to 2000,9121, 14/21, and 15/21 samples (at 3 
locations) exceeded the basin plan objective. The total number of 
exceedences was 67 out of 153 samples (44%). All 3 locations show a 
seasonal and an increasing trend over the 3 years reviewed. 

Three sample sites (IS miles of River). 

September 1997 to December 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Anthrowgenic sources, imported water, evaporation, and namral silt 
sources. Also, urban m o &  agriculhlre ~ n o f f ,  other point sources, and 
nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

ARer reviewina the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationfor this remmmcndation, SWRCB staff conclud~s that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be ofadequate qual~ty. 
2 The data exhibntcd sullicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the watcr body 



Region 9: San Diego River (lower) 
Total Dissolved Solids 

4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data wen considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards wen exceeded is 
moderately high. 



Region 9: San Diego River (lower) 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body San Diego River (lower) 

Stressor/MedillBenefleiaI B e  Dissolved OxygerVWaterlWARM. COLD, WILD 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Padre Dam Municipal Water District Receiving Water Samplinglsnalysis 
whleh data quality requlremeuts met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if WQO (Basin Plan) (6.0 m a )  used; annual mean concentration not to be 
standards or uses are not attained <7 m a  more than 10% of the time. 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data age = 4 years. 

Sampling in September 1997 and from April to December 2000 by the 
Padre Dam Municioal Wastewater District showed dissolved oxwen 
concentrations to dc below the Basin Plan Objective of 6.0 m g i  ;n 76 of 
84 samples (90%). Conccnrmtians below the objective were measured at 
all 5 sampling points along the river. The average measured concentration 
was 4.87 m a  and the median concentration was 4.48 me/L. In addition. 
during the Gar 2000, all 5 stations were below the annuar~asin Plan 
Objective of7.0 m a  for more than 10% of the time. 

20 miles of River sampled. 

Sampling completed between September 1997 and December 2000 

Numerical data. 

Bacterial loading, subsequent decomposition of organic matter, urban 
~ n o f f ,  other point sources, and nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality 
2. The data cxhibied suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body 
4. Water aualitv standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numericsl. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 



Region 9: San Diego River (lower) 
Dissolved Oxygen 

7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
seaaon and age of the data were considered. 

~n adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
qualiry standard. The staRcontidence that standards were exceeded i s  high. 



Region 9: San Diego River (lower) 
Phosphorus 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medla!Beneflei.l Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quaUty reqnlrements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Jndglng if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

D a b  used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

San Diego River (lower) 

PhosphomslWateriREC-I, REC-2, WARM, COLD 

Padre Dam Municipal Water District Receiving Water Sampling/analysis. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) @iostimulatory substances objective) (0.1 mgn) used. 

Data age = 4 years. 

Samoiine in Seotember 1997 and fmm Aoril to December 2000 by the 
Padre  am ~ u n i c i ~ a l  Wastewater ~is t r i f t  showed phosphorus 

- 
concentrations to exceed the Basin Plan Objective for more than 10% of 
the time during a one-year period. Numbers of exceedences per samples 
were found to be 2 out of 5.515.313. u2.212. 3/19. 16/19. 19/19. 18/19.. 
and 17/19 at 10 locations in 1997 and 2000. A toi l  of 8fcxcecdences 
were rcwrded for 112 samples (78%). 

5 sample sites (20 miles of River). 

September 1997 to December 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Urban runoff, other point sources, and nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

AAcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludcs that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303rd) list because aoolicable 
water standards are exceeded and a poll;&nt contributesio or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to rhiwater body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
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Region 9: San Diego River (lower) 
Phosphorus 

quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: San Elijo Lagoon 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body San Elijo Lagoon 

StressorllMldldBene~c1aI Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnksge bemeen mersuremeol endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to asseas water quality 

Spatial representstlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listings for "High Colifonn Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial indicators." This will ensure consistency behveen the 1998 

~ ~ 

List and  he 2002 Updated Lisl. For 1998 listings, "Bactcria~ lndtcalors" 
implies thal impa~ncnt was due to fecal colifom total colifom, or both. 
For the 2002 updae. "Bacterial Indicators" implics impaimcnt was due to 
fecal co1ifonn;total coliform, enterococci or a-combination of any of the 
three. In the San Diego Region, enterococci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB Stam Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high coliform countv'to "Bacterial 
indicators!' 



Region 9: San Juan Creek 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Sun Juan Creek 

Strusor/MedidBenefid.l Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listings for "High Coliform Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial indicators!' This will ensure consistency behveen the 1998 
List and the 2002 Updated List. For 1998 listings, "Bacterial Indicators" 
implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, or both. 
For the 2002 uodate. "Bacterial Indicators" imolies imoairment was due to . . 
fecal colifonn, tolal coliform, enterococci or a combination of any ofthe 
Ihree. In the San Diego Region, en~eroeocci measurerncntr commenced in 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators!' 



Region 9: San Juan Creek (mouth) 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body San Juan Creek (mouth) 

Stressor/Medil/Beneflciai Use Bacterial indicators (was "high coliform wunt") 

Data quality assessment. Exlent lo 
whlcb data quallty requirement1 met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal useor standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWOCB Recommendation All orevious (1998) listines for "Hiah Coliform Count" should be changed 
to '"Bacterial ind~citors."~hts wilcnsure consistency between thc 19<8 
List and the 2002 Updated List. For 1998 listings. "Bacterial Indicators" 
implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, or both. 
For the ZOO2 uudate. "Bacterial Indicators" imnlies imoairment was due to . . 
fecal coliform, total coltform, entcrococci or a combination of any of the 
three. In thc San Diego Region. mIemcocci measurements commenced in 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bac!erial 
indicators." 



Region 9: San Luis Rey River 
Calcium 

Water Body Sen Luis Rey River 

Streror/MedillBenefld.l Use Calcium 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcnl use or standard 

Ulility of measure for Judging If 
stsndsrds or uses are not analned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Remove from Watch List. No exceedance of appropriate objectives found. 

SWRCB StallRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should not be placed on any 303(d)-related list because the data 
a n  inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are or 
may be exceeded. 



Region 9: San Luis Rey River 
Chloride 

Water Body San Luis Rey River 

Stressor/MedislBeneflclal Use Chloride/Water/lND, WARM, WILD, RARE 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to City of Oceanside Water Utilities Laboratory 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Judging If WQO (Basin Plan) (250 m a )  used. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Informatlon Data age = 4 years 

Data used to asserr water quality Bonsall Bridge: 11197-06/98: 113 (33%) exceedenccs, mean=28 1.0 mg/l; 
09198-09/99:3/3 (100%) cxcccdences, mean-321.0 mgn; 12199-1 lr00: 415 
(80%) exceedences, mran=314.0 m a .  Douglas Bridge: 11197-09.98: 
2 4  (50%) exceedences, mcan=272.5 mg/l; 03199-09199:212 (100%) 
excrcdenrcs, mcan=310.5 mfl; 04100.1 1/00: 314 (75%) cxceedcnres, 
mcan=312.S m d .  Benet Road: 11197-09,98: 214 (50%) excccdcnccs. . . 
mean401.5 m&; 03 and 12199. U2 (100%) cxcredcnccs, mean444 5 
mgn, 04100-1 1100: 414 (100%) exceedmccs, mean4 10.0 mgn. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendation 

Lower 13 miles of River, nearest City of Oceanside, was sampled at three 
locations. 

November 1997 to November 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Urban runoff, other point sources and nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff wncludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualify standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods werc used. 
7. Other water body- or sitespecific information including the effects of 
season, and age of the data were considered, 
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Region 9: San Luis Rey River 
Chloride 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. Thc stafTconfidcnce that standards were cxcccdcd is high. 



Region 9: San Luis Rey River 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body 

Stresror/Medl~eneflcial  Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data qnsllty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use o r  standard 

Utllity o i  measure for judging I i  
standards o r  user arc not sttsincd 

Water Body-specitlc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representntlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

San Luis Rey River 

Total Dissolved Solids~WaterlAGR 

City of Oceanside Water Utilities Laboratory. 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (500 mgL) used. 

Data age = 1-4 years. 

Ciry ofoceanside sampling: Bonsall Bridge: 11197-06198: 313 (100%) 
cxceedcnccs, mcan=1577 m a ;  09198-09199: 313 (100%) cxcecdences, 
mcan=ISI2.7 r n d ;  12/99.! 1100: 515 (100%) cxccedcnccs, mcan=1694 
mdl.  Dou~las ~ r idne :  11197-09/98: 414 (100%) exceedences. . . 
m~an=132s'mgA; 03/99-09199:2/2 (100%) exceedcnces, rnean=i466 mul. 
04100-1 1/00: 414 (100%) cxcccdenccs, mean=1613 mwl Benet Road: 
11197-09/98: 414 (100%) exceedences, mean=1572 mgil; 03199-12199: 
212 (100%) cxceedencss. mean=1695 m a .  04100-1 1/00: 414 1100%) . , - .  . , 
exceedences, mean=1835 mgA. RWQCB sampling: samples of 395 and 
850 mgll. 

Lower 13 miles of River, nearest City of Oceanside, was sampled at three 
locations. Two additional samples were also taken another 4 miles 
upstream. 

November 1997 to November 2000. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES procedures 

Anthropogenic sources, imported water, evaporation, and natural salt 
sources. Also, urban ~ n o f i ,  agriculNre runoff, other point sources, and 
nonpoint sources. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
dorumentationffor this recommcndation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adeouate nualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited suilieicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 



Region 9: San Luis Rey River 
Total Dissolved Solids 

4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods.were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Sandia Creek (was Sandia Canyon) 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body Sandia Creek (was Sandia Canyon) 

StressorlMedlslBeneflc1.I Use Total Dissolved SoliddWaterMJN. AGR 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to WQ Shldies and Proposed Watershed Monitoring Program Repon, 
whlrh data qusllty requirements met. SDRWQCB Monitoring data. 

Linkage bchvcen mesrurernemt endpolnt 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatloo 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses 

WQO (Basin Plan) (750 mgn) used. 

Data age = 1-4 years. 

I111 1 (100%) violations of WQO, average =917.7 mgiL 

Two samples, at top and bottom of Reach. 

Unknown. 

Numerical data. 

Anthropogenic sources, imported water, evaporation, and natural salt 
sources. Also, urban runoff, agriculture runoff, other point sources, and 
nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud& that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because appltcable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributesto or 
causesihe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considcrcd to bc of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and a o ~ l v  to thi  water bodv. .. - 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the wafer quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Santa Margarita River (Upper) 
Phosphorus 
- ~~ 

Water Body Santa Margarita River (Upper) 

StressorlMedls/Beneflclal Use Phosphoms~WaterlMUN, REC-I, REC-2, WARM, COLD, WILD, RARE 

Data quality aaersmeot. Extent to Final WQ SNdics and Proposed Watenhcd Monitoring Program Rcpon, 
whlrh data crualltv reaulremenlt met. SDRWQCB Monitoring data. RCWD Annual Receiving Watcr Monitoring . - -  

Report (ZOO~). 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
m d  beneflcal use or  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If WQO (Basin Plan) @iostimulato~y substance index = 0. I m a )  used 
standards or uses are not attaloed 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data age = 4 years. 

Data used to assess water quallty Camp Pendleton sampling: (near Temecula) 12197-1 1/98: 415 (80%) 
violations, average = 0.24 m a ;  02/99 and 05/99: 112 (50%) violations, 
mean=0.17 mg/mL. (near Fallbrook) 12197-1 1/98: 415 (80%) violations, 
mean=0.25 mg/m; 02/99 and 05199: IR (50%) violations, mean = 0.12 
mg/mL. RWQCB sampling: 111 (100%) and 111 (100%): 0.62 m a  (at 
Willow Glen Road). RCWD samolinn: 118 (13%) >WOO. (near Willow 
Glen Road) 118 (l i%) violations,keai = 0.029 m a ;  (;a; i)e Luz Road) 
116 (17%) violations, mean = 0.043 m a .  

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatton 

SWRCB StaRReeommendation 

32 total samples at 4 stations along segment. 

December 1997 to November 1998. 

Numerical data. 

Urban runoff, other point sources and nonpoint sources 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data is considcmd to be of adequate~usliry. 
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal covcragc. 
3. BeneRc~al uses have b n n  established for and apply to thc water body 
4. Water aualitv standard used is aoolicable . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 



Region 9: Santa Margarita River (Upper) 
Phosphorus 

An adequate number of the water qualily mcasuremenrs exceeded rhc water 
quality standard. The nlaffconfidcnce that standards were cxceeded in 
moderate. 



Region 9: Segunda Deshecha Creek 
Phosphorus 

Water Body Segunda Deshecha Creek 

StrenorIMedirlBenefldaI Use PhosphomslWaterlREC-I, REC-2, WARM, WILD 

Data quality asserment. Extent to NPDES permit monitoring. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for Judging if WQO (Basin Plan) @iostimulatoty substance index = 0.1 m a )  used 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speeinc Information Data age = 4 years. 

Dala used to assess water quality 7197-6/98: 13/16 (81%) cxceedences, meen=0.73 mgttnL; 8198-7/99: 
15/20 (75%) excecdcnces, mean=0.25 mgImL; 10199-6/00: 6r7 (86%) 
exceedences, mean=0.37 mglmL, all from wet months 

Spatial representation One sample site. 

Temporal representation July 1997 to June 1998 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Urban mnoff, other point sources and nonpoint sources 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstlon List 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water bady should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data ir considered to be ofadcquatequality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apdv to the water body. -. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Segunda Deshecha Creek 
Turbidity 

Water Body Segunda Deshecha Creek 

StressorlMedis/BeneflciaI Use Turbidity~WaterlWARM, WILD 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NPDES pennit monitoring. 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedlle Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendatlon 

Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 

WQO (Basin Plan) (20 Nephelometric Turbidity Units [NTU]) used, 

Data age = 1-4 years. 

7/97-6198: 9/16 (56%) exceedences, mean=295.2 NTU; 8/98-7199: lOnO 
(50%) exceedences, mean=43.4 NTU; 10199-6/00: 217 (100%) 
exceedences, mean=14.0 NTU, all from wet months. 

One sample site. 

July 1997 to June 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Cha~elization, increased water velocity, undercutting of banks; increased 
turbidity, cunentihistoric construction. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
naNral sources, season, stonn events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 9: Sutherland Reservoir (was Lake Sutherland) 
Color 

Water Body Sutherland Reservoir (was Lake Sutherland) 

Stressor/Medl./Benellc1al Use ColorlWater/MUN. REC-2 

Data quality assessment. Extent to City of San Diego WQ Laboratory, (narrative) descriptions by SDWD. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and henelleal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng If WQO (Basin Plan) (I5 color units) used. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information Data age = 1-5 years. 

Data used to assess water quality Data from the City of San Diego Water Quality Lab from March 1997 to 
June 2000 show the Basin Plan objective to be exceeded for more than 
10% ofthe time during a one-year period. From March 1998 to March 
1999,3 of 3 samples (100%) exceeded the objective, with a meanof 33.7 
color units and a medianaf 34.0 color units. Fmmlune 1999 to June . - ~ ~ ~  ~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

2000,5 of 5 samples exceeded the objective, with a mean of 25.2 color 
units and a median of 26.0 color units. From September 2000 to 
December 2000.3 of 3 samoles exceeded the ob;'ective. with a mean of 
22.3 color units and a median of 28.0 color units. In addition, staNat the 
San Diego Water Dcpanmcnt have noticed a persislent odor problem as 
well as excessive algae growth at the reservoir. Odor, color, and excessive 
aleae erowth in the ksekoir are omicallv due to excessive nutrients - - .. . 
(nitrogen and phosphorous). However, actual concentrations of nitrogen 
and phosphorous do not currently exceed Basin Plan objcclives. This may 
be d;e to the fact that the algae are using a majority of the available 
nutrients. Nutrient data from City of San Diego Water Quality Lab from 
March 1997 to July 2001 showed only I of 17 samples (6%) to have a 
detectable concenmtion of phosphate or nitrate. 

Spatlal representstlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

3 to 5 samples were used, indicative of the entire reservoir. 

March 1997 toluly 2001. 

Numerical data. 

City of San Diego WQ Laboratory, (narrative) descriptions by SDWD. 

Excessive algae growth, urban ~no tT ,  other point sources, and nonpoint 
sources. 

List. 

ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staNeoncludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 



Region 9: Sutherland Reservoir (was Lake Sutherland) 
Color 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate qualiry. 
2. The data exhibited sumcient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 9: Tecolote Creek 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Tecolote Creek 

Stressor/Medll/Benefidd Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met, 

Llnkage between measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcsl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB StaffRecommendation 

All previous (1998) listings for 'High Coliform Counl" should bc changed 
lo "Bacterial Indicators." This will ensure consislcncy bcwccn the 1998 
List and the 2002 Updated Lia. For 1998 lislinns, "Bacterial Indicalors" 
im~lies that imoaihent wan due to fecal colifok. total coliform. or both. ~~~~~~~~, ~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

For the ZOO2 update, "Bacterial Indicators" implies impairment was due to 
fecal coliform, total colifonn, enterococci or a combination of any of the 
three. In the San Diego Region, enterococci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Tijuana River 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Tijuana River 

Streror/MedldBenetlclal Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high colifonn count") 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or dandard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use oistandard method 

Potential Source(s) oiPollutant 

AltermUve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation All previous (1998) listings for "High Coliform Count" should be changed 
to "Bacterial Indicators." This will ensurc consistenw between the 1998 
List and the 2002 Updated List. For 1998 listings, "Bacterial Indicators" 
implies that impairment was due to fecal colifonn, total coliform, or both. 
For the 2W2 update, "Bacterial lndicaron" implies impairment was due to 
fecal wlifom~total coliform, enterncocci or acombination of any of the 
three. In the San Diego Region, enterncocci measurements commenced in 
1999. 

SWRCB Sta(lRecommendation Change pollutant designation from "high colifonn count" to "Bacterial 
indicators!' 



Region 9: Tijuana River Estuary 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform count") 

Water Body Tijuana River Eshlary 

StressorlMedill&nefldal Use Bacterial Indicators (was "high mliform count") 

D.18 quality msrenmrnt. Extent to 
whlcL dnts quallty requirements met. 

Llnksge behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representallon 

Temporal repreaentatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

All previous (1998) listines for "Hi& Coliform Count" should be chaneed 
to 'iactctia~ indiciron."'~his wi1l;nsurc consistency between the 19!% 
Lin and the 2002 Updated Lin. For 1998 linings, "Bacterial Indicators" 
implies that impairment was due to fecal coliform, total coliform, or both. 
FO; the 2002 uodate. "Bacterial Indicators" imolies impairment was due to . . . ~ .  ~ ~ 

fecal colzform, total coliform, cntcrococci or a combination ofany of the 
three. In the San Dicgo Region, cntcrococci measurements commenced in 

Change pollutant designation from "high coliform count" to "Bacterial 
indicators." 



Region 9: Tijuana River Estuary 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Tijuana River Estuary 

Streaor/Media/Benencid Use Dissolved Oxygen/Water/COMM. BIOL, EST, WILD, RARE, MAR, 
MlGR 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to Tijuana Eshlary monitoring. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Pollutant can have a direct impact on beneficial uses. 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure rorjudpinp If Basin Plan objective. dissolved oxygen concentralion: 5.0 mgR, any 
standards o r  user are not attained waterbody designated with MAR bcncficial use. In addition. Basin Plan 

sets an annual objective of 7mgL that shall not be exceeded more ihan 
10%of the time during a one-year period 

Water Body-specinc Informatian Data age = 3-4 years. 

Data used to assess water quality Dissolved oxygen concentration (DO) measurements were collected everj 
30 minutes for the entire years of 1997 and 1998. 1997 data followed 
trends similar to those in 1998, summarized below. 

DO was cenerallv below the obiective between 10 om.  and 8 a.m. almost - 
every day ofthc month. Although it is typical for DO to dccrcasc at night, 
DO declines in the Estuary were excessive (concentrations generally below 

Thc median concentrations for 6 of thc 12 months (50%) were below 5 
m& and the median concentrations for 7 of 12 months (58%) were below 
7.0 m&. This high percentage of median concentrations below 7.0 m& 
is considered as evidence of violation of the annual Basin Plan obiective 
for d~ssolvcd oxygcn. T h c r  low DO cond~tnons arc expected to tmpair the 
COMM. BIOL, EST. WILD, RARE, MAR and MlGR bencfic~al uses 

Spetlal representation One sample station used. RWQCB staff found it to be representative of 
entire estuary. 

Temporal representation Sampled every 30 minutes for two years. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Tijuana Estuary monitoring procedures used. 

Potential Source(s) of PoUntant Massive bacterial loading from raw scwage flows cause oxygen depletion. 
decaying organic maner, urban runoff, other point sources, and nonpoint 
sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion Afier rcv~cwing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB slaffconcludes that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 



Region 9: Tijuana River Estuary 
Dissolved Oxygen 

- - 

water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 

~ ~ 

5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season, stonn events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The slaffconfidcncc that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 
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Water Bodies Proposed for the Monitoring 
List in Region 9 

Water Body Pollutaot/Stressor Rationale 

Agua Hcdionda Creek 

Bmthio Community 
Dcgradstion 

Incised Channel 

Agua Hedionda Lagoon 
Coppr  (dissolved) 

Selenium 

Aliso Creek 

Chlordane 

Dieldrin 

PCBs 

~lvaradd Creek 

Benthic Camunity  
Degradation 

Thmugh direct obselvstion, RWQCB staff believes that s water quality problemexists 
k a m e  ofprior experience with the watmhcd/w~ter body, but dam wne unavailable to 
suppan a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts to beneficial uses. 

Infmmation, new sin- the original 2001 submittal, revealed poor quality assurance 
(QA) for the original data. me repnted values are estimates that fall outside of the 
calibration mge.  Additionally, four d t h e  pmitivc detections had significant 
differences berwccn the primary and confimtot-,columns. Of the air datapointa used 
in the original assessment, only the sample collected on January 25,2000 docs not have 
significant QA concerns. This sample is repoMd to have a concentration of <0.50 u@ 
and therefore, -not be arrcrred against the water quality criteria ofO.05 ugn. 

Through direct observation, RWQCB staffbelieves that a water quality problem exists 
because of prior expienee with the watershedlwatcr body, but data were unavailable to 
suppan a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 

~ ~ 

possible extent of impacts to beneficial uses. 

RWQCB staffbelieves that s significant water quaiity problem exists because of prior 
erpriencc with, and prsonal observations in, the watershedlwster body. However, no 
data was readily available to suppons Section 303(d) listing during the 2002 listing 
review pmceas. 

Data from "Repon of Waste Discharge Agua Hedionda Lagoon and Fish Hatchery" from 
the year 2000 indicate possible exceedsncc of the "CTR Enclosed Bays and Estuaries 
Saltwater Aquatic Life Protection CMC and CCC"ss found in *A Compilation of Water 
Quality Goals' by 1. B. Marshaclq 2000. Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm 
this posibiiity. 

Data from "Repon of Waste Discharge Agua Hediands Lagoon and Fish Hatchet-," fmm 
the year ZOO0 indicate possible ereeedanse of the "CTR Enclosed Bays and Esh~sries 
Saltwater Aquatic Life Protection CCC" as found in "A Compilation of Water Quality 
Goals" by 1.6. Marshack 2000. Additional monitoring isnecessary toconfirmthis 
possibility. 

Toxic Substances Monitoring Pmgramdala indicated a possible excecdanee of the 
USEPA Screening valuc far Subsistence Fishers, but too few datawere collected for 
validity. 

Toxic Substances Monitoring Pmgram data indicated a possible exseidansc d t h c  
USEPA Screening value, but too few data we= collected for validity. 

Toxic Substances Monitoring P m p m d a t a  indicated a possible exseedance of the 
USEPA Screening valuc, but ton few data wne collected for validity. 

Toxic Substances Monitoring Program data indicated8 possible erceedance of the 
USEPA Screening value for Recreational Fishersi but ton few data were collected for 
validity. 

Thmugh direct observation, RWQCB staff believes that s water quality problem exists 
because of prior cxpericnse with Ihe watmhcdlwater body, but data were unavailable to 
suppons Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent ofimpacts to beneficial uses. 

0 
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Water Body PoUutanUStressor Rationale 

Eulmuhiestion Thmugh diratabsnntioo, RWQCB staffbclisvss that a water quality pmblm, exists 
kca& of prior expricncc with the waarshedlwater body, but data w& unavailable lo 
suBm n Sation 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to ronfinnlhe 
posiblo cxtcnl of impacts to kneficlal ucn. 

sedimcr,tatialJsiltation RWQCB staff believe thsl a significant water quality pmblm cxista because of prior 
cxpsriencc with, and gnaonsl observations in, tho watcrshedlwater body, but no dats 
was readily available ta suppan a Section 303(d) listing. 

Trash RWQCB skfTbelieve that a significant walcr quality pmblm exists bsavae ofprior 
upcriencc with, andpnsonal observations in, the watershedlwatcr body, but no data 
was readily available to suppan a Section 303(d) listing. 

Beach and Bay Shorelines 
displaying a permanent health risk 
sign 

- Unknown ~nstiruenta thsl Underlying data/information exists to warrant warnings posted by health care agencies. 
may effect human health However, additional monitoringlncsearch is necessary to verify the presence and extent 

of impacts to water quality sundardr. 

Boulder Creek 

Exotic Vegetation RWQCB staffbelieves that a significant water quality problem exists becaw of pMr 
(Tamarisk sp.) experience with, and personal observations in, the watershed/watcrbody. but no data was 

readily available to auppon a Section 303(d) listing. 

Hydramodification (sour RWQCB staffbelieves thst s significant water quality pmblem exists because of prior 
from reservoir mlease) experience with, and personal obsnvations in, the watershedlwater body, but no data 

war readily available to suumn a Section 303(d) liaina. 

Buena Vista Creek 

Benthic Community Through direct observation, RWQCB staffbelieves that a water quality pmblcm exists 
Degradation because of prior expuiecmwith the wattrshedlwatct body, but data wereunsvaiiableto 

support a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible exlent of impacts ta beneficial uses. 

Eulmphication Through direct observation. RWQCB staffbelieves that a watcr quality problem exarts 
because of priorexwrienrisnse wilhlhe wateahedlwater body, but were unavailable to 
suppon a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts lo  beneficial uses. 

Chocolate Creek 

Eunonhicatim Thou& d i r m  observation. RWOCB staffbelieves that a water aualiw ~ m b l r m  exists 
bee& ofprior crpericnc~wilh ;he watershedlwstcr body, but data &k unavailable to 
suppon a Section 303(d) listing. Additional mniloring is required to confirm lhe 
possible extent of impscts to beneficial wes. 

Sc&mcncatladStltatlan RWQCB suff belvws lhat s sqn&-%nt u s t n  quallty p o b l m  cxlslr because of pnar 
cxpcnrnrc wsh, and pcrsonal obrmatonr  80. the uetcnhcdlwavr body, bul na data 
vas rcadlly a ~ l l a b l c  lo suppon e Scetlon 303(d) I8rlmg. 

Chollas Creek 

Total Chlordane Toxic Substances Monitoring Program data indicated s possible excadaocc of the 
USEPA Screening value for Subsistence Fishers, but tao few data were collected for 
validity. 

Total PCBs TOXIC Subrlanecr Monllonng Prognm data nnd8s~ted s parstblo cxcccdanec af the 
USEPA Serccn~ng value for Subr~rrrncc Flrhen. bur loo few drta were collrstcd for 
validity. 

Photographs of wash collected at a U.S. Navy bwm show r signifi~ant amounts of trash 
fallowing wet weather events. RWQCB staff observed large amounts of trash during dry 
wcather in Junt 2002. Furthm monitoringand quantification oftrash amounts is 
necessary. 
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Water Body P o l l u t a n U S t r e s s o r  R a t i o n a l e  

Turbidity 

Cloverdale  Creek 

Sampling by the City of San diego from 1997 to 2000 iadiutedpassible u c a d m c c a f  
the Bwin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring is q u i d  to verify this possibility. 

Eutrophication Through direct o b m t i m .  RWQCB rtallbelicvcs'that awater quality problem exists 
b u s  of prior experience with lhe watenhedlwter body, but data wersvnsv8ilablc to 
support n Section 303(d) listing. Additimal monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts to bencflcial us-. 

SedimmtatiodSiltation RWQCB staff believer that a significant water quality problem exists because of prior 
experience with, and pnonal  obsbservstiona in, the watershedlwatcr body, but no data 
wsa readily available to support a Section 303(d) listing. 

Cottonwood Creek 

RWQCB suffbelieves thd s significant water quality problem exista because of prior 
u p n i m e e  with, and personal observations in, the watershedlwater body, but no data 
w nadily available to support a Section 303(d) listing. 

Eutmphication RWQCB staffbelieves that a significant water quality problem exists because of prior 
experience with, and penmsl obsavations in, the wtershcdlwater body, but no data 
waa madily available to supprt a Sation 303(d) listing. 

Exotls Vcgcla!ion ' RWWB suffbeltcves lhatastgntfieant watcrqual8ly problem cxlsts bceauscofpr~or 
(Tamarisk sp ) cxpcnrnec wth. snd perronalobrcrvatto~u m. the uaterrhcdlwatcr body, but no data 

was wadlly smllablc tosuppon s Ssrllan 30l(d) llrtlng 

Hydromodification (scour RWQCB staffbelieves that a significant w t c r  quality problem eristrbeeauw of prior 
from rernvoir release) experience with, and personal observations in, the watcrshedlwater body, but no data 

w d i l y  available to support a Section 303(d) listing. 

D e l u z  Creek 
Sulfate Qusrtcrly sampling by C m p  Pendleton from 1997 to 2WO indicated possible 

cxccedance of the Basin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring is required to confirm 
this possibility. 

Total Dissolved Solids Quarterly sampling by Camp Pendleton hom 1997 to 2W0 indicated pssiblc 
crccedance of the Basin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring is required to eanfirm 
this posibilihl. 

Delzura  Creek 

Erosion, Incised Channel RWQCB staff believes that s significant water quality problem exists because of prior 
experience with, and prsonal observations in, the watershedlwtcr body, but no data 
w r  readily available to svppona Section 303(d) listing. 

Euuophieatian Through direst observation, RWQCB staffbelieves that a water quality problem erista 
because of prior experience with the watcrshedlwater body, but data were unavailable to 
support a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts to beneficial us-. 

Scd~mcntatio~iltatian RWQCB staff bcl~cvcs that s significant water qualnty problem cxirts because ofprior 
cxpcnrnec with, and personal obsrrvationr in, the watnshcdluater body, but nodau 
war resdrly available to suppon a Section 303(d) lirtinp. 

Encinitas Creek 

Data hom the Ci tyofhsinigs  Municipal Storm Water P m i t  Compliancs Report 
indicated passiblc cxEccdancs of both the chronic and acute Califomis Department of 
Fish and Game Water Quality Criteria in 2000. Further monitoring is necessary to 
confirm this possibility. 

Eunophiution Thmugh directobwwatton. RWQCB staffbcliwcs that s uavr quality problem exists 
becawcofpriar experience with the wstenhedlwater body, but data were unavailable to 
SvDDon a Satton 303ldl lorttnc. Additional monito"ne in rcouired to eanfirm ihc . . ., " - .  
possible extent of impacts to beneficial uses. 
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Water Body PollutanUStressor Rationale 

Malathion Data fmm the City of eneinitar Munisipl Storm Wsta  P a d l  & m p l i c c  R q o n  
indicated passibk clccodaneeafboth the chmnic and mute Califomka Depsmncnt of 
Fish s n d G a m  Wsttr Quality CriYriain 1000. Purthcr monitoring is n~easary lo 
eonfirm this possibility. 

Escondido Creek , 

Benthic Community Through d l m t  obwrvation. RWQCB staffbclievu that a water quality pmblcm cxirts 
Degndation beeslur of prior cxpcncnce with the wstcnhedlwater body, but data were unavdlabic w 

suppan o Salion 303(d) lining. Additional maniwong in q u i r e 4  lo eonlirmlhe 
possible cxant of impacts to bmclicisl uses. 

Diazinon hrs fmm the City of Encinntnr Municipal Storm Water Pmnit Compliance Repon 
indicated posaiblc c x e a d a ~ c  of both tho chronic and acute California Depanmcnt of 
Fivh and Game Waln Qualiry Cntcns in 20W. Further monitoring is necessary to 

Euuophic~tion Thmugh direct observation, RWQCB staffbelieves that a water quality pmblcm exists 
beeawe of prior experience with the watershedlwahr body, but data were unavailable !a 
suppan a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent ofimpacts to beneficial uses. 

Sulfate Sampling by the Department of Water Resources fmm 1999 to 2000 indicated possible 
cxceedance of the Basin PimGbjc~t i~e.  Further monitoring is MCesa%y to donfirm this 
possibility. 

Total Dissolved Solids Sampling by the Depamncnt ofwater Resources from 1999 to 2000 indicated possible 
cxcee&nce of the Basin Plan Objective. Funher monitoring is necessary to confirm this 
possibility. 

Fallbrook Creek 

Iran Quarterly sampling by Camp Pendleton from 1997 to 2000 indicated possible 
cxcsedancc of the Basin Plsn Objective. Additional monitoring is required to confirm 
thia possibility. 

Mangencsc Quan~rly sampllng by Camp Pcndlclon from 1997 to 2000 ~nd~rarrdpors~blc 
exerrdanceof the Barm Plsn Objcet~vc Addlllonal monltortng is rcqu~red to confirm 
thia possibility. 

Phosphorus Quarterly sampling by Camp Pendleton from 1997 to 2000 indicated possible 
cxcedancc of the Basin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring is required to confirm 
thisposribility. 

Famosa Slough and Channel (was 
Famosa Slough) 

Dieldrin Toxic Substances Monitoring F'mgmm data indicated a possible excadanee of the 
USEPA S ~ m n i n g  value for Recreational Fishers, but loo few data wen collected for 
validity. 

Total Chlordane Torts Subrranccs Monitonnp Pragrsm dam nndtcsted aporo!ble excndrncc afthc 
USEPA SnKntng value for Subr~rtence Fishers. bur too few data ucm eollccted for 
~ l l d l t y  

Total DDT Toxic Substances Monitoring Pmgrsmdata indicated a possible exceedana of the 
USEPA Scmning value for Subsistence Firhea, but Loo few data were collected far 
validity. 

Total PCB Toxic SubUanucs Monitoring Pmgramdata indicated a possible exeecdance ofthe 
USEPA Screening value for R-tional Fishm, but Loo few data were collceted far 
validity. 

Forester Creek (was "Forrester 
Creek") 

Euuophicstion Photowaphic evidcnec was subdued by a concerned citizen suggesting that water 
quality standards could not be met. Further study is necessary w confirm this possibility. 
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Water Body Pollutmt/Stressor Rationale 

Tnuh 

Green Valley Creek 

-- 

Photographio evidence wns mbmiued by s c o n m s d o i t i a n  suggesting that watcr 
quality standards could not be mu. Further sNdy is necessary to mfum this possibility. 

Benthic Cnnmunity Through dim1 observation. RWQCB rtalTbelicvcs that a water quality problem exists 
Degradation kc- ofpriorupcrimccwith the watnahediwatm body, but data wcn unavailable to 

suppatr Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring Is re4uhdto confirm the 
poiiiblt exrent ofimpsets to &elkid uses. 

. 

Eu!mphication Thmugh direct observation, RWQCB staffbelieves that a water quality problem exists 
bemuse ofprior experience with the watnahediwater body, but data were unavailable to 
suDDort a Section 3031d) listinn. Additional monitorins is reauired to confirm the - .  
Gsib le  extent ofi&& to t&eneficisl uses. 

Phosphorus Sampling by lhc City ofSan Dicgo from 1999 to2000 indicatedposriblccxccedancc of 
the Basan Plan Objmive farBiostimulalory Subrtancrr. Additional monllonng IS 
requtred to verify this pouihility. 

Scdimentaliofliltation RWQCB staffbelieves that asignifimt water quality problem exists because of prior 
cxpcrimcc with. and praonal observations in, the wstershedlwater bcdy, but no dam 
war readily available to support a Sectioo 303(d) Iisling. 

Trash RWQCB staffbeliever that a significant water quality problemexists because of prior 
experience with, and personal observations in, the watershedIwater body, but no data 
was readily abilable to support a Section 303(d) listing. 

Hatfield Creek 

Eutrophication Thmugh dim1 observation. RWQCB smn believes that a water quality problem exists 
bessunc ofprior experience with the wstershedIw~ter body, but data were umvailable to 
support a Section 303(d) listing. Addilionsl moniloring is required to confirm the 

Incised Channel 

Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges 
[was Hodges Reservoir]) 

MTBE 

King Creek 

Eutrophication 

Laguna Lakes 

Bacterial Indicators 

Lorna Alta Creek 

Brnthis Community 
Degradation 

. . 
poasiblc extent of impacls to beneficial user. 

RWQCB staffbelieves that a significant water quality problem cxists because of prior 
experience with, and PBMlsl observations in, the watershediwater body, but no data 
was readily available to support a Section 303(d) listing. 

Sampling by the City of SM Diego from 1997 to 2Wi indicated possible excedanses of 
the "California D e w e n t  of Health Service's Primary and Secondary MCL" and of 
"OEHHA'. California Public Health Goal" (bath as found in "A Cornoilation of Water . ~~~ ~~ ~~~~ 

Quality Goals" by J.B. Mmhack, 2000). Additional monitoring is required to verify 
this possibility. 

Through d i e t  observation, RWQCB staffbelieves that a water quality problem cxists 
besause of prior experience with the watcrshedlwaler body, bul data were unavailsble to 
support a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitorinn is reauired to confirm the 
possible extent of imp&@ to b;neficial uses. 

Through d i e t  observation, RWQCB staff believes that n water quality problem exists 
because ofprior expniencc with the waterahedlwatcr body, but data were unavailable to 
Supporta Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts to beneficial uses. 

Through direst observation, RWQCB staffbelieves thal a water quality problem exists 
because ofprior expcriencc with the waterahediwater bcdy, but data were unavailable to 
support 8 Section 303(d) lining. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts to beneficial uses. 
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Water Body PoUutant/Stressor Rationale 

Bumphieation Thmuph din* obvrvuion, RWQCB staffheliavu that wster quality pmblcm exists 
becsvsc of prior cxpmmce with the w a M h e d l ~ l e r  body, but dam were unavailable lo 
suppon kction 303(d) listing. Additional mnit6nng is required to conf in  the 
pooriblc extent of impasts lo beneficial uses 

Los Penasquitos Creek 

SrdimcntatiodSilution RWQCB nnff believer that n signitisant water quality pmblm exists because of prior 
experience with, and pmanal oblcrvations in, the wslmhedwater M y ,  but no data 
war readily available lo support Section 303(d) lisnng. 

Murray Reservoir 
Brdichiommethsnc Data collected by the City of San Dicgo indicate possible exceedanee ofthe"CTR 

Inland Surface Watns Human Health 30.day Average Drinking Water Sources 
(consumption ofwater and aquatic organisms) goal" sa found in "A Compilation of 
Water Quality Goals" by J.B. Mashack. 2000. Additional monitoring is required to 
confirm this possibility. 

Pholphorus Samples collared by Ihe City ofSan Diego fmm 1997 lo 1998 indicated possible 
ureedancc of the Barin Plan Objcetivc for biostimulatory oubslancco. Addltianal 
monironng is necessary lo confirm this pouibility. 

Sodium Sampling by the City of San Diego h m  1996 to 20M) indicate possible exfeedance of 
the USEPA "SuggestedNo Adverse Effects Level" as found in "A Compilation of Water 
Quality Goals" by 1.0. Manhack, 2WO. Additional monitoring is required to confirm 
this possibility. 

Munieta Creek 
Quancrly lamplmg by Camp Pcndlcton from 1997 to 2000 and onc.!lme ramphng by 
RWQCB staffnn 1998, nndlcatcd poalblc execedanee of lhc Bason Plan Ob,rcttve) 
Addmanel monltomg la requlrcd to confirm thlr porrabthty 

Manganese Quancrly sampling by Camp Pendleton from 1997 toZ00Oandone-time sampling by 
RWQCB staff in 1998, indicated possible excccdanee of the Basin Plan Objective). 
Additional monitoring is required lo confirm this possibility. 

Total Dissolved Solids Quarterly sampling by Camp Pendletan fmm 1997 to ZWO and one-time sampling by 
RWQCB staff in 1998, indicated possible exeeedanee of the Basin Plan Objective). 
Additional monitoring is required to confirm thir possibility. 

Oceanside Harbor 

Capper (dissolved) Thmvgh dirsct obsmvalian, RWQCB staff believes that a water quality problem exis6 
because of prior experience with the watershedlwater body, but data wen unavailable to 
support a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts to b;neficial uses. 

Oso Creek 
Chloride Datacollected by the SantaMargarita Water District between 1998 and 2001 indicated 

possible exmedance of the Basin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring is required to 
confin  this possibility. 

Phosphorus Data collected by the Santa Margarita Water Disnict between 1998 and 2001 indicated 
p s i b l e  eisccdana ofhe Basin Plan Objective for Biostimulatory Substances. 
Additional monitoring is required to confirm this possibility. 

Sulfate D a t a ~ ~ l l e e t ~ d  by the SantaMarganla Water Dnrtrier bewcm 1998 and2001 indicated 
possible cxsccdance of Lc Basin Plan Objective. Additional monilorinp is reqund to 
confirm thir possibility. 

Total Dissolved Solids Data collected by the Ssnta Margsrita Water District between 1998 and 2001 indicated 
possible exseedanceof the Basin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring is required to 
confirm this possibility. 

Turbidity 2WO Amual NPDES (MS4) P m p a s  Report from the County of Orange indicated 
possible cxc&nee of Basin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring is required to 
confirm thir possibility. 
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Wate r  Body Pollutant/Stressor Rat ionale 

Otay Reservoir, Lower  (was Lower  

Otay Reservoir) 

Color 

Odor 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Miramar 

Reservoir HA (was Miramar 

Reservoir) 
Bramodichlommethane 

Total Dissolved Solids 

Padre Barona Creek 

. Euhophicalion 

Incised Channel 

Prima Deshecha Creek (was Pr ima 

Deshecha Channel) 

Cadmium 

Nickel 

Proctor Valley Creek 

Trash 

Rainbow Creek 

Sediment Toxicity 

Sulfate 

Total Dissolved Solids 

Trash 

Sampling by the City of San Diega from 1997 to 2W0 indicated possible acadsnso of 
the Basin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring b DcCsMary to confirm this pribi l i ty. 

Sampling by the City of Sm Diego fmm 1997 ro 2OOO indicated possible exceedancc of 
fhc Basin Plsn Objective. Additional monitoring is necessary to eonfirm this possibility. 

Data colleekd by the City of San Diego indicate possible erceedanee of the "CTR 
Inland Surface Watm H m s n  Health 30-day Average Drinking Water Souroes 
(consumption of water and aquatic organism) goal" as found in "A Compilation of 
Water Quality Ooalr' by 1.B. Msrshack, 2000. Additional monitoring is requited to 
confirm this possibility. 

Sample8 collected by the City of San Diego fmm 1999 to 2001 indicated possible 
exseedance of the Basin Plan Objslive. Additional monitoring i s  necessary to confirm 
this porsibility. 

Thmugh dirst observation, RWQCB staffbelieves that s water quality problem exists 
bccaw of priw exprkwt with the watershedhater body, but data wne unavailable lo 
suppon a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to canfim the 
posible exlent of impacts to bcncfieisl user. 

RWQCB staff belorvcr that a. significant water quality pmblm exists because ofprior 
cxpcnencc wirh, and penonal obrcwat,ans in, the uatcrshedlualcr body, bul no data 
was madiiy available lo suppona Section 303(d) Ihnmp. 

2000 Annual NPDES (MS4) Pmgrcsr Rcpon from the Counly oforange indlcaled 
possible rxeccdanccofCal8fomiaToxiss RulcCMC for Fmrh~aler Aquslie Life. 
Additional monilonng is rcquimd e ednfirm this porsibillty. 

2000 Annual NPDES (MS4) Pmgnss Repon fmmthe County oforange i n d i d  
possible exceedancc of California Toriss Rule CCC for Freshwaler Aquatic Life. 
Additional monitoring is required to confirm this possibility. 

RWQCB staffbelieves rhat s significant wakr qualitypmblemexists bsauss ofprior 
experience with, and personal ohservations in, the watcrshedlwater bady, but no data 
war readily available to auppon a Section 303(d) listing. 

Sediment Toxicity Testa conducted in 1996 indicated possible toxic conditions. 
Additional monitoring is required to con& this possibility. 

Quansrly sampling by Csmp Pcndleton from 1997 to 2000 indicated possible 
exettdamc ofthe Basin PlanObjenive (Table 3.2). Additional monitoring is required 
to confirm this possibility. 

Quancrly rampling by Camp Prndleton fmm 1997 to 2WO and onc.timc rsmpltng by 
the Rcpional Board in 1998, indicated possiblecxcecdanceofthr Basin Plan Objrcti\c 
(Table 3.2). Add~t~onal monilo.ng i s  required to confirm this posr,bility. 

RWQCB sraITbcltrrcs that artgnpnlfiant water qu~lttypmblcmcxnrU beesurcofpnor 
cxpcncnce wnth,end penonal obsrrvalionr in. the uakrshcUuatcr body, bul no data 
war rcadtly avanlablc lo suppon a Seeaon 303(d) Itsting. 
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Water Body PollutanUStressor Rationale 
-- 

Reidy Creek 

Niuogcn 

Phospharua 

Rose Creek 

One sampling c M l t  in 2001 by the RWQCB nafff indicated possible c x d c a  oftha 
Basin P1.o Objective for Bio$timulatoly Substances. Additional monitoring is necessary 
to canfirm this paribility. 

One sampling event in MOI by the RWQCB staff indicated possible exceedance of the 
Basin Plan Objective for Biostimulatoly Substances. Additional monitoring is necessary 
to confirm W i  possibility. 

SedimmtatiodSillation RWQCB staffbelieves that s significant water quality problem exisu because ofprior 
experience with, and personal obsavationr in, the watershedhater body, but no data 
war readily available to support a Section 303(d) listing. 

~ ~ 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at 
America's Cup Harbor (was San 
Diego Bay at America's Cup 
Harbor) 

Copper (dissolved) Sampling by the U.S. Navy and RWQCB staff indicated possible exseedance of the 
California Taxics Rule criteria for copper. Additional monitoring is necessary to 
confirm this possibility. 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at 
Harbor Island (East Basin) (was 
San Diego ~ a i a t  Harbor isiand 
[East Basin]) 

Arsenic 1997-98 State Mussel Watch data showed possible cxcadance of the MTRL for inland 
surface waters (edible portion). Funher monitoring is necessary to confirm the 
possibilzty that beneficial uses an being impacted. 

Cadmium 1997-98 Staa Mussel Watch data showed possible exccedance of the MTRL for inland 
surface waters (edible portion). Further monitoring is necessary la confirm the 
possibil~ty that beneficial uses are being impled .  

Copper (d~ssolvul) 1997.98 Smlc Mulscl Watch data shaued porrtblr ucccdancc of $he MTRL for )"land 
surfaecualen (cdlblc portlo") Funhn moniwnnp is necessary to confirmthe 
polstbll~ty that beneficma1 wcs ace bang mpacted 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at 
Harbor Island (West Basin) (was 
San Diego Bay at Harbor Island 
[West Basin]) 

Copper (dissolved) 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at Laurel 
Street (was San Diego Bay at 
Laurel Street) 

Sampling by the U.S. Navy and RWQCB staff indicated possible exceedance of the 
California Taxies Rule criteria for copper. Additional monitoring is neeessav to 
eenfinn this porribility. 

1997-98 Slate Mussel Watch data showed possible exseedance of the MTRL for inland 
surface waters (edible portion). Funhsr monitoring is necessary to confirm the 
possibilitythat beneficial use8 are being impscled. 

1997-98 St* Mussel Watch data showed possible exeeedanee ofthe MTRL far inland 
surface waters (edible portion). Funher monitoring is necessary to confirm the 
possibility that beneficial vses ax being impscted. 

Copper (dissolved) 1997.98 Stale Mluscl Watch dab shovcd possible cxcndancc of lhc MTRL for inland 
surface w a r n  (edible portion). Funhn monntorinp is necessary la confirm the 
porribiliry that beneficial user ace being impacted. 
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Water Body PollutanUStressor R a t i o n a l e  

-~ - ~~ 

San D i e g o  Bay Shoreline, at 
Mar r ion  Marina (was San Diego 
Bay a t  Marr iot t  Marina)  

Coppa (diuolvcd) Sampling by the Port of S m  Diego indicated possible crcccdanee sfthe Califania 
Torics Rule criteria forcoppc Additional monitoring is necessary to confirmthis 
pssibility. 

San D i e g o  B a y  Shoreline, at North 
ls land ~ircraft  Plat form (was San 
D i e g o  Bav a t  Nor th  ls land Aircraf t  
p~aCoorm j 

Arrenic 1997-98 State Mussel Watch data showed a possible eifKdanse ofthe MTRL for inland 
surface waters (edible pnion). Further monitoring is needed to confirm whether 
beneficial uses a n  being signifimtly impacted. 

Cadmium 1997-98 Stale Mussel Wafeh date showed apssible  exceedance of the MTRL for inland 
surface waters (edible portion). Further monitoring in needed to confirm whether 
beneficial uses am being significantly impacted. 

Copper (dissolved) Through direct obwrvation, RWQCB slallbelieves that a water quality problem exists 
because ofprior experience with lhe watershedlwater body, but data were unavailable to 
suppan a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts to beneficial uscs. 

San D i e g o  Bay Shoreline, She l t e r  
lsland Yacht  Bas in  ( w a s  S a n  Diego  
Bay at Shel ter  ls land Yacht  Harbor)  

Arsenic 

Cadmium 

San D i e g o  Rive r  (upper and lower) 
(was San Diego River) 

Benthic Community 
Degradation 

B-ne 

Chlordane 

1997-98 Stale Mussel Watch data showed p r r ~ b l c  cxeccdanrc of the MTRL for ~nland 
surface waters (ediblc ponion). hlnhcr moniwrinp is necessary lo confirm the 
prolbiltty thal beneficial user are being impacted. 

1997-98 State Mussel Watch data showed prriblc exceedanee of the MTRL for inland 
surface waters (edibleponion). Funher monitoring is IIKeSSary to confirm the 
possibility that beneficial uses are being impacted. 

1999 Benthic Macroinvencbrate Index indicated parible degraded benthic community. 
Funher rerearch is needed to deermine whether beneficial uses are truly impacted. 

Area university research paper found benzene and MTBE gmundwater-tamination 
impacting the San Diego River. Funher shldy is needed to confirm this possibility. 

1978 to 2000 Toxic Substances Monitoring Program data indicaledposrible exceedawe 
of MTRLs in fish tissue. Fvnhcr shldy is necessary to confirm the possibility that 
beneficial uses sn being signifiesntly impacted. 

Photographic evidence submitted by a concerned c i t i m  suggest that there is a 
significant waler quality problem due to cutmphication. Funha monitoring is necesary 
to confirm this pasibility. 

Exotic Vrgctatlon p a l e r  Photographle csndcncc submatted by s concerned eitlzcn suggest thal there 19 a 
Hyselnth. Arundo sp,  slgnlficanl wale qurltty problemdue lo cxollc vcpciat8on Fvlhcr monmtonng w 
Tamanrk ap J necessary to ronfim thlr ponnbiltry. 

Methyl Tertiary-butyl Ether Area university research paper found MTBE groundwater contamination impacting the 
(MTBE) San Diego River. Funhershldy is needed to confirmthin possibility. 

Trash Photographic evidence submined by s concerned citizen suggest that them is a 
significant water quality problem due to trash. Funher monitoring is necessary to 
confirm this possibility. 
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Water Body PollutauUStressor Rationale 

San Juan Creek 
Erosion RWQCB ttaffbelicvcs hat a significant warn quality problem exists because of prior 

cxpcticnec with. and pnsonal obsavarions in, the watcrnhedhuatn body. but no dats 
'w wadily available to auppon a Scction 303(d) lisliag. 

IncircdChanncl RWQCB seff believes that a significant wator quality problem mists because ofprior 
experience with, mdpnsonal obrcrvstions in, the watenhdw~ter body, but no dsta 
was d i l y  available to suppon a Section 303(d) listing. 

PCBs 2MX) Toxic Substance Monitoring Program data indicalcdpessiblc exseedance of 
USEPA Smening Value for Rarcational Fishers. Fwther m p l i n g  is needed to 
confirm whether water quality standards a n  being significantly impscted. 

SedimenWionlSiltation RWQCB staffbelieves that ssignificant water quality problem exists beeauss ofpriar 
experience with, and penonsl observations in, the watcnhedlwatsr bdy,  but no dats 
was readily available to support a Sation 303(d) listing. 

San Luis Rey River 

Eutrophication Thmugh direct observation, RWQCB stoffbelieves that s water quality problem exists 
because ofpprior experience with the watenhedlwstcr body, but data wen unavailable to 
support a Sation 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts to beneficial uses. 

Magnesium Data collated by the City ofoceanside fmm 1997 to 2WO indicated possible 
ercccdance of the Basin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring i s  necessary to confim 
this possibility. 

Datacollcctcd by the CityofOccmuidc in 2MX)and tn 1998 by the Regional Board 
indicated porr~blc rxeccdanre ofthc Basin Plan Ob,ectivr far Blostimulalory 
Subslancer. Addilional monitoring i s  necessary lo confirm this pos~ibllity 

San Marcos Lake 
Dirrolvedoxygen Cornmumygroup lutu claim that fish ktllr oeeur due to low uxygen. Howcvcr, no 

data were submitled. Additional sNdy is required to investigate the pors!bility that 
beneficial uxs arc significantly impacted. 

San Mateo Creek 
Intmduced(non.nativc) Thc~nan-native fauna and flora have been identified by the RWQCB staNin thcCrcck 
Amphibian Species: and are expected to ncpatively impact nattvc populat~ans through dlrect compelillon and 
Bullfmga pwdaion and indirectly through habitat alteration. Addittonal study is needd lo 

dcerm~ne tfbcncficial urcaofwatcr arc be~ngsipnificmtly impacted. 

Intmduced(non.nativc) These non.native fauna and nora mi\e b a n  idm~ified by the RWQCB mfl in fie Creek 
Ftsh Species: Black and arc expected to negatively impact native populstions thmugh dim1 competition and 
Bullhead, Bluegill, Channel predation and ind~mfly through habitst ellcration Additional study is needed to 
Catfish. Gmn SunLh, determine ifbcncficial mcs ofwater arc being pipn!ficantly imprclcd. 
bq-uth Bars, Mosquito 
Fish. 

Introduced (nonmtivc) Thcsenon-native fauna and flora have ban identified by the RWQCB staffin the Creek 
lnvrnrbratc Species: Non. and are expcted to ncgatnvcly impact native populations through direct competition and 
native Crayfish predation and indirectly thmugh habitat slteration. Additional study is needed to 

determine ilbcnrfieial uses of water arc tang significantly impacted. 

Introduad ("on-native) These non.native fauna and flora have been identified by the RWQCB staffin the Creek 
Plant Species: Saltcedar, and an expected to negatively impact native populstiona through direct competition and 
Other Exotic Vegetation predation and indirectly through habitat alteration. Additional E N ~ Y  is needed to 

determine ifbeneficial uses ofwater an being significantly impacted. 

Total Dissolved Solids Thc'Final Repon ofWsler Quality SNdies and Propoaed Watmhed Monitoring 
Program for Ponions of San Mateo and Santa Margaria River Watanhd produced by 
LAW-Cmt~dall in 2M)I indicates possible exseedance of the Basin Plan Objective. 
Additional mnitoringir necearary to confmthis possibility. 
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Water Body PoliutanUStressor Rationale 

Sand ia  Creek (was Sandia Canyon) 
L u d  One-lime sampling io 1998 by the Regional Board indicated possiblccxceedsnce of the 

USEPA National Primary DrinLing Water Regulations MCL. Additional monitoring is 
neccsssly lo confirm this pogsibility. 

Sulfntc' Quuterly ~ m p l i n g  by Camp Pendlclon fmm 1997 to 20M) indicated possible 
er&ce of the Barin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring is necessary m wnfirm 
this pouibiluy. 

Santa Margarita Rive r  (entire and 
tributaries) 

ScdimcntationlSiltation RWQCB staffbelieves that n simificant water quality pmblm exists because ofprior 
erpericnec with, andprsonal obrervmians in, the watnshedlwaler body, but no data 
was readily available to suppon a Section 303(d) listing. 

Santa Margarita R i v e r  (Lower) 

Imn Quancdy rampling by Camp Pcndlcton from 1997 to 2W and one-time ssmpling by 
the Regional Board in 1998, indieatdpossiblc cxceedance of the Basin Plan Objective. 
Additional monitorillg is necessary to confirm this possibility. 

Aner reviewing available information fmm the RWQCB, SWRCB staff concludes that 
the water body should be plased on the Monitoring Priority List because the data are 
inadequate lo determine if applicable water quality standards arc exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that 

I. The dam is conridwed to be of inadquac quably. 
2. The data exhibited insulficient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Non.rlandard methods -err u r d .  

An inll6cquale amount afthe water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The ~taffconfidence that standards were exceeded is low. 

Manganese Qusnrrly sampltng by Camp Pcndlcton from 1997 to 2WO and one-!>me rampllng by 
the Rcsonal Board in 1998, indteatd pors~blc execdance of the Bason Plan Oblcctnc 
Addlllooal monttonng u necersry to confirm lhtn poalbtltty 

Afln reviewing available information fmm the RWQCB, SWRCB staff concludes that 
the water bcdy should be placed on the Monitoring Wority List because the data are 
inadequate to determine ifapplicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

Tlis conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 

I .  The dau is conridrted to be of inadequate quality. 
2. The data exhlbitd insulficicnt spatial and lcmponl wveragc. 
3. Nm.nandard mrlhodr urrr urd .  

An inadequate amount ofthe water quality m e a s u r m t s  exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 
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WnterBody PollutantlStressor Ratlonale 

@ a d y  -ling by Camp Pendlcwn fmm 1997 to 2000 indicued possible 
ucKdancc of the Califamis W e  of Rcgdulstions Secondary MCL. Additional 
monitoring is necalay lo c a n f i  this posibility. 

Altwnviewing available infomtion fmm thc RWQCB, SWRCB staffconcluder that 
the water body shavldbeplafcdon the Monitoring Pliority List because the datam 
inadcqvata to dctmnim ifapplicable water quality s t a n d  are exceeded. 

This consluaion is bared on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is consided lo be sf inadcqutc qulity. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Non-standard mcthodr wen used. 

An inadequateamount of the water quality measurements e r d e d  the water quality 
smndard. The staff confidmec that standards wen exceeded is low. 

Total Dirsalvd Solids Quanerly sampling by Camp Pendlelan from 1997 to 2030 andone-time sampling by 
the Regional Board in 1998, indicated possible erceedance of the Barin Plan Objective. 
Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm this possibility. 

Ancr reviewing awtlablc information from Uoc RWQCB, SWRCB ataffconcludcr that 
the watcr body should be placcdan the Monltanog Priority List bcraurc thcdalaarc 
lnsdquatc to delemine ifapplicable ualer quality s~andardr arc exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is cansided la beof inadequate quality. 
2. The data eihibiied inrumcient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Non.standard methods were wed. 

An inadequate amount ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
atmdsrd. The staff confidrnce Ulat standards were exceeded is low. 

Santa Margarita River (Upper) 

Iron Quarterly sampling by Camp Pcndleton fmm 1997 to 2000 indicated possible 
exeeedsnsc ofthe Basin Plan Objective. Additional monitoring is necessary to confirm 
thispossibility. 

Aner re\ icuing abaiiable information from the RWQCB, SWRCB naff concludes that 
the water body should be placed on the Monltonng Pnoriry List because lhedraam 
inadquav to dctcrminc ifapplieablc water quality standarh an cxeccdd. 

This conclusion is bared on the staff findings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of inadquate quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufticienl spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Non-standard methods w m  used. 

An inadequate mount ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is low. 
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Water Body PoliutanUStressor Rationale 

w Quannly oampliagby Camp P d e m  horn 1997 to 2WO i a d W p s i b 1 0  
exccedance of the Basin Plan Objective (Secondary MCL and Table 3.2). Additional 
m i t o r i n g  is necessary to -firm this possibility. 

After &ruing available informstion fmm the RWQCB, SWRCB staff concludes that 
the water b d y  sbwld be placed on the Monitoring Priority Li* beesuse thedata ve 
i n d q u ~ t c  to determine if applicable water quality standards uc exceeded. 

This conclwion is based on the staff findings thL: 

1. The data is considmd to beof inadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Nan-standard methods we= wed. 

An inadequate amount ofthc water quality measurements excepied the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is law. 

Quarterly ampling by Camp Pendlemn from 1997 to 2000 indicated possible 
excccdancc of the California Code ofRegulations Secondary MCL. Additional 
monitoring is necessary to confirm this possibility. 

Ancr rcvscwtng svallabls tnformatton fmm the RWQCH, SWRCB slaffconclvdcr that 
the water body should be placed on the Monltonng Pnonty Llst because the data arc 
madequate to dctemunc if appl~eablc water quallty standards arc exceeded 

This conclusion is bared on the staff findings that: 

I .  The data is considered to be of inadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Nan-standard methods wen wed. 

An insdsqustc amount of the water quality mearumcnlp exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 

Total Dissolved Solids Quatterly sampling by Camp Pendldon fmm 1997 to 2000 and one-time sampling by 
the Regional Board in 1998, indicated possible execdance d t h e  Basin Plan Objective 
Additionel monitoring is necessary m confirm this possibility. 

Afler reviewing available infortnation fmm the RWQCB, SWRCB staff concludes that 
the water body should be placed on the Monitoring Priority List because thedata are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards an exceeded. 

This conolusian is bared on the staff findings that: 

I. Thedata k consided to be of inadequate quality. 
2. The data e~hibited inrufir~cnt spatial and tcmponl cawage. 
3. Non.slandsrd methods wrrc used. 

An inadequate amount of the water quality mearumenlp exceeded the water quality 
standard. The ataff eafidmee that standards wcrecxcKded is low. 

Santa Maria Creek 

Bacterial lndicstora Thmugh direct ob-tion, RWQCB staffbelieves that a water quality problem exists 
beuuaeof priorexpnimce with the watcrshedlwater body, but data wen unavailable to 
auppon a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to -firm the . . 
po&ible extent of impacts to b;ncficial uses. 

Exotic Vegetation RWQCB staffbelieves that a signifisant water quality pmblem exists besaux of prior 
C T a d s k  sp.) experience with, and personal obsnvationa in, the watershedlw~ter b d y ,  but no data 

was readily available to support a Section 303(d) listing. 
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Water Body PollutauVStressor Rntlonnle 

Santa Ysabel Creek 
exotic Vcpctsdon (Atundo RWQCB staffbclicvcs Ulnt a r ignif iml water quality pmblm uisls beuuw of prior 
sp. and Ta"v.dlk sp.) C X P C ~ C D C ~  with. a d  persons1 obP~t~.tions in. the w8wrshcdhvacr body, but no dam 

was rradlly avatlabla lo support a Scetian 303(d) listing. 

Scove Creek 
Bacterial Indica(m Ttnmgb dim1 obmwtimRWQCB staffbelie- that. water qunlity pmblrmexbts 

beeausc ofprior cxpcriencewith the w~mhedlwatcr body, but data were unavailable to 
suoaort a Seetion 3031dl listin.. Additional manitorinn is reovired to confirmthe . . ., " 
possible extent of impacts to beneficial uses. 

lnclscd Chsnncl RWQCB slaffbeltcvrr that a r~gnfieant water quality pmblcm cxtsts because of prior 
npcricnec wth. andpcnonal obscrvattons m, the wvrsheJlwater body, but no data 
war rcadlly avaflablc to support aScsnon 303(d) llsting 

Thmugh d i w t  observation, RWQCO staffbelieves that s water quality problem exists 
beeausc of prior experience with the datmhcdlwater body, but data wen unavailable to 
suppon a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to canfirm the 
possible extent of impacts to hencficisl uses. 

Sorrento (Carroll Canyon) Valley 
Creek 

Eutrophicdian Through direct observation, RWQCB alaffbelieves that a water quality problem exists 
because of prior experience with the wstenhedlwater body, but data were unavailable to 
support a Section 303(d) listing. Additional monitoring is required to confirm the 
possible extent of impacts to bencticial uses. 

Sycamore Canyon Creek 

Eutrophication Photographic evidence submined by a conesrned c i t i m  suggest that there is a 
significant wter qualitypmblemdue to eutrophication. Further monitoring is necessary 
to eonfim thk p~ l ib i l i l y .  

Urotic vegektion ( h n d o  Phatohphis evidence submincd by s concerned citizen suggest that there is a 
donax) significant water quality problem due to exotic vegetation. Funher monitoring is 

necessary to confinn this possibility. 

Phosphoms Sampling conducted by the City of San Diego in 20W indicates possible excrrdsnce of 
the Basin Plan Objective for Biostimulstory Substances. Additional monitoring is 
necessary to confirm this possibility. 

Trash Photographic evidence rubmined by s sonsemed citizen suggest that there is a 
significant water quality pmblnn due to wash. Funher monitoring is necessary to 
confirm this possibility. 

Tecolote Creek 
ScdimcnlatiolvSiltatlon RWQCB slaff bcltcvcr that s significant water quailty pmblm cxlsls because of prior 

cxpcnencc with. andpcnonal obrmaions in. tho watsrrhdwaar body, but nodata 
war rcadlly available lo support a Section 303(d) listing. 

Tijuana River Eshlary 

Turbldlty Sampllng by the TJNERR m 1997 and 1998 tndlcsted porsnblc cxecedancr of thr. Oasm 
Plsn Objsttve Addlllonal monttonng ir necessary to confirm thls posrtbslmty 
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State Water Resources Control Board 
P.O. Box 100, Sacramento. CA95812-0100 www.swrcb.ca.gov 

Olfce of Legislative and PubllcANaim: 
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0H.m of Public Alfalrs Information: (9l6) 341-5254 

Financial Assistance Information: 19161 341-5700 
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Water Rights Information: (916) 3415300 

California Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
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Executive Director, Susan A. Warner 
5550 Shylane B vd.. S1a.A 
Santa Rosa, CA95403 
(707) 576.2220 
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Executive Director, Roger W. Briggs 
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Executlve Dlrector, Harold J. Singer 
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd. 
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(530) 542.5400 
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(510) 622.2300 (213) 576-66W 
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Exec~tive Director, Torn Pintos 73.720 Fred Waring Dr.. Ste. to0 
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Preface 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is required to 
review, make changes as necessary, and submit the Clean Water Act 
section 303(d) list to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA). 

This document presents the additions, deletions, and changes to the 1998 
California 303(d) List as well as recommendations'for Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) priorities. An Enforceable Programs List, 
Monitoring List, and TMDLs Completed List is also presented. The 
report provides a summary of list changes and the SWRCB staff analysis 
of data and information as well as the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) recommendations. 

The Staff Re~or t  has four Darts: (1) Volume I contains the listine . , - 
methodology and a summary of the additions, deletions, changes, and 
priorities; (2) Volume I1 contains summaries of the proposals for the 
North Coast, San Francisco Bay, Central Coast, a n d ~ ~ s  Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs); (3) Volume I11 
contains summaries of the proposals for the Central Valley, Lahontan, 
Colorado River Basin, Santa Ana, and San Diego RWQCBs; and (4) 
Volume IV contains the SWRCB staff responses to comments. 

The SWRCB heard testimony at northern and southern California 
hearings on the proposed changes to the 1998 section 303(d) list. 
Responses have been developed to all of the comments received and 
several changes to the list and supporting documents have been made. 
The SWRCB considered the 2002 section 303(d) list submittal at its 
November 2002 Workshop and approved the section 303(d) list at its 
February 2003 Board Meeting. 
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REVISION OF THE CLEAN WATER ACTSECTION 303(d) 
LIST OF WATER QUALITY LIMITED SEGMENTS 

Volume I 

Introduction 
The State of California is required under Clean Water Act (CWA) 
section 303(d) and federal regulations (40 CFR 130) to prepare a list of 
and set priorities for water quality limited segments still requiring Total 
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). The section 303(d) list was last 
revised in 1998. Federal regulations require the section 303(d) list to be 
updated every two years. 

This Staff Report presents (1) revisions of the State's section 303(d) list 
and recommendations for TMDL priorities; (2) an Enforceable Programs 
List; (3) a TMDLs Completed List; and (4) a Monitoring List. 

Background 
CWA section 303(d) requires states to identify waters that do not meet 
applicable water quality standards after the application of certain 
technology-based controls. As defined in CWA and federal regulations, 
water quality standards include the designated uses of a water body, the 
adopted water quality criteria, and the State's antidegradation policy. As 
defined in the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, water quality 
standards are beneficial uses to be made of a water body, the established 
water quality objectives (both narrative and numeric), and the State's 
nondegadation policy (SWRCB Resolution No. 68-16). 

The section 303(d) list must include a description of the pollutants 
causing the violation of water quality standards (40 CFR 130.7@)(iii)(4)) 
and a priority ranking of the water quality limited segments, taking into 
account the severity of the pollution and the uses to be made of the 
waters. A TMDL is the sum of the individual wasteload allocations for 
point sources, load allocations for nonpoint sources, and natural 
background, tributaries, or adjacent segments. Federal regulation defmes 
a "water quality limited segment" as "any segment [of a water body] 
where it is known that water quality does not meet applicable water 
quality standards, and/or is not expected to meet applicable water quality 
standards, even after application of technology-based effluent limitations 
required by CWA Sections 301i.b) or 306." 



States are required to review the section 303(d) list in even-numbered 
years, make changes as necessary, and submit the list to USEPA for 
approval. Federal regulation exempted the requirement for the list to be 
submitted in 2000, and extended the date for submission of the next 
section 303(d) list to October 1,2002. 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is in the process of 
developing a Water Quality Control Policy for guidance on the 
development of the CWA section 303(d) list of water quality limited 
segments. The Policy will address the solicitation of all readily available 
data and information, evaluation of the data and information, an 
approach to consider the weight of evidence for identifying water quality 
limited segments, listing and de-listing factors to determine attainment of 
standards or beneficial uses, priority setting, and other topics. Once 
developed, this policy will be used to develop all future section 303(d) 
lists. 

Methodology Used to Develop the List 
The SWRCB is required to provide U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) a description of the methodology used to develop the - .  
section 3b3(d) list (40 CFR 130.7@)(6)(i)). ~hissection presents the 
SWRCB methodology used to develop the 2002 section 303(d) list. 

The SWRCB and RWQCB staff have evaluated each addition, deletion, 
and change to the section 303(d) based on all the data and information - > ,  

available for each water body and pollutant. These recommendations are 
based upon "all existing and readily available data and information" (40 
CFR lj0.7(b)(5)). In developing the recommendations, the SWRCB' 
staff used the recommendations and analysis of the RWQCBs as the 
basis of its analysis. Each recommendation to the SWRCB was an 
independent assessment of each water body and pollutant. SWRCB staff 
took into account both general considerations (e.g., what factors the 
SWRCB should consider) and facts relating to individual water bodies 
and pollutants (e.g., how the RWQCBs looked at certain data or the 
significance of a particular water in the region). 

Assumptions 
In developing the SWRCB staff recommendations it was assumed that: 

1. The 1998 section 303(d) list (Appendix) formed the basis for the 
2002 list submittal. 

2. Changes to existing listings would be considered by the SWRCB if a 
RWQCB recommended changes, if new data or information was 
available, or if existing data were reevaluated. 



3. Portions of the USEPA 2002 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring 
and Assessment Report Guidance (USEPA, 2001) were used as 
follows: 

A. If there was insufficient available data and information to list, 
water bodies were placed on a "Monitoring List!' 

B. If water quality standards are not met but the problem can be 
addressed now by another enforceable program, water bodies 
were placed on a "Enforceable Program List!' 

C. If water quality standards are not met and a TMDL and 
implementation plan has been approved for the water body- 
pollutant combination, the water body-pollutant combination was 
placed on the "TMDLs Completed List!' 

Solicitation 
Beginning in March 2001, the RWQCBs solicited other State agencies, 
Federal agencies, and the public for all readily available data and 
information to support the update ofthe section 303(d) list. The 
solicitation was first closed on May 15,2001. On May 15,2002, the 
SWRCB extended the solicitation of data and information until June 15, 
2002. 

RWQCB Analysis and Recommendations 
The RWQCBs assembled and evaluated all existing and readily available 
water quality-related data and information to develop the list (40 CFR 
130.7@)(5)) and provided an assessment and documentation to list or not 
to list a state's waters (40 CFR 130.7@)(6)). RWQCB staff prepared 
draft staff reports, fact sheets (in many cases), and summaries of the 
additions, deletions and changes to the section 303(d) list. Four 
RWQCBs prepared Watch Lists; one RWQCB described 
constituents/water bodies of potential concern. 

RWQCB documents were made available for public comment. Each 
RWQCB held public Workshops andlor Board meetings to consider the 
recommendations for revising the section 303(d) list. Many of the 
RWQCBs received substantial public comments (including comments 
from USEPA), responded to the comments, and revised their reports/lists 
based on public comments or submitted data. 

The RWQCBs assigned priorities of high, medium, or low for 
completion of TMDLs for the pollutants or stressors identified in their 
proposals for the section 303(d) list. Dates for completing the TMDLs 
were assigned. 

Each of the RWQCBs submitted staff reports and lists to SWRCB, along 
with copies of public submittals, data and information, and documents 



referenced in the submittal. The information about the section 303(d) list 
was also entered into the Geos~atial Water Body System (GeoWBS) by 1 - - . - 
RWQCB and SWRCB staff. 

SWRCB Review of RWQCB Recommendations 
The SWRCB staff reviewed the RWQCB recommendations and either 
concurred with the recommendation or identified the reasons for not 
concurring. SWRCB staff developed fact sheets for each proposal to add 
water bodies, delete water bodies, and change the section 303(d) list. 
Fact sheets were not prepared for the waters that were recommended by 
the RWQCBs to be placed on the Monitoring List; however, the reasons 
for inclusion of the water on this list are presented. The data and 
information used to support the placement of these waters on the 
Monitoring List are described in the RWQCB staff reports and the 
administrative record. 

Fact sheets were also prepared for many of the waters where (1) data and 
information were reviewed but no action was taken or (2) the listing was 
not changed even though pertinent data and information were submitted. 

The administrative record and fact sheets contain the rationale for 
decisions to use or not to use any existing and readily available data and 
information (40 CFR 130.7@)(6)(iii)). The SWRCB staff also identified 
and set priorities for the listed water quality limited segments still 
requiring TMDLs (40 CFR 130.7(b)). 

SWRCB staff reviewed each RWQCB proposal on a case-by-case basis. 
Staff identified andlor assessed the following factors for each water 
body-pollutant combination: 

1 .  Water Body. The name of the water body or segment of a water 
body. 

2. Stressor (pollutant)/Medium/Beneficial Use. 

A description of: 

Stressor or pollutant. The pollutant, stressor, or condition causing 
or contributing to the non-attainment of water quality standards. 

Medium. The type of data available. Only three types were 
presented: water, sediment, or tissue data. 

Beneficial use. The beneficial use(s) addressed by the proposal. 



3. Assessment of data quality. Extent to which data quality 
requirements are met. 

In general, data supported by a Quality Assurance Project Plan 
(QAPP) pursuant to the requirements of 40 CFR 31.45 was 
acceptable for use in developing the section 303(d) list. In addition, 
the data from major monitoring programs in California were 
considered of adequate quality. The major programs include the 
State's new Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Proeram (SWAMP). 
central Coast Ambient Monitoring program (EcAk'), the Southern 
California Bight Projects of the Southern California Coastal Water 
Research project, monitoring conducted by the U.S. Geological 
Swev .  USEPA's Environmental Monitorine and Assessment - . , - 
Program, the Regional Monitoring Program of the San Francisco 
Estuary Institute, the Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program 
(BPTCP), County ~ u b l i i  Health Department, and ~a t iona l  Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) monitoring. 

Data without rigorous quality control were also reviewed and were 
considered useful in some circumstances in combination with high 
quality data and information. If the data collection and analysis was 
not supported by a QAPP or if it was not possible to tell if the data 
collection and analysis was supported by a QAPP, then the data and 
information was not used by itself to support listing or de-listing of a 
water segment. 

4. Linkage between measurements and beneficial use or standard. 

This factor describes the extent to which the measurements are 
representative of, and correlated with, or applicable to beneficial uses 
and water quality standards. If there was no linkage between data 
measurements (e.g., a study that may have been performed for some 
other purpose) and the use or standard of interest, then that study and 
associated data were not used to evaluate the status of the stated 
beneficial use. 

5 .  Utility of measure forjudging ifstandards or uses are not attained. 

This factor is related to the ability to judge results of the study 
against well-accepted standards, criteria, guidelines, or other 
objective measures. Several recommendations are based on the 
RWQCB and SWRCB interpretation of narrative water quality 
objectives. This factor describes the applicability of the guideline 
used to interpret the sensitivity of a benchmark in determining if 
standards are met or beneficial uses are attained. Examples of 
measures used to interpret included: ambient water quality criteria, 
sediment quality criteria, sediment guidelines, maximum tissue 
residue levels, public health guidelines, bacterial standards, 
biological indices, and toxicity or exposure thresholds recognized by 



the scientific or regulatory community as measures of environmental 
harm. 

Guidelines that are well accepted and have high levels of certainty 
and applicability were used. Each of these evaluation guidelines had 
a strong scientific basis. Examples included: National Academy of 
Science @AS) tissue guidelines, U.S. Food and Drug Administtation 
(FDA) action levels, USEPA screening values, Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs); fish advisories; BPTCP approaches; 
published temperature thresholds; published sedimentation 
thresholds: Federal arrencv and other state sediment aualitv 
guidelines; ~ e ~ a r t m e n t  o i ~ e a l t h  Services (DHS) balteriai 
standards, Department of Fish and Game (DFG) guidelines, 
Maximum  issue Residue Levels (MTRLs), etc. -iIny adopted 
numerical water quality objectives or water quality criteria (i.e., the 
California Toxic Rule (CTR) or National Toxics Rule (NTR)) were 
considered of high quality. 

Evaluation guidelines with no scientific basis for judging standards 
or beneficial use attainment were not used. 

6. Water Body-specz3c information. 

The age of the chemical and biological data and the environmental 
conditions at sites or in water bodies were taken into consideration 
(e.g., effects of seasonality, events such as storms, land use practices, 
etc.). Older data was considered in the assessments cautiously 
because older data may not represent current conditions in a water 
body. 

7 .  Data used to assess water quality. 

Some data, for purposes of developing the section 303(d) list, were 
sufficient by themselves to demonstrate standards attainment. 
Examples of these listing factors are: (1) numeric data exceeding 
numeric water aualitv obiectives. maximum contaminant levels. or 
~alifornia~ational Toxiis Rule water quality criteria; and (2) ;se of 
numeric evaluation values focused on protection of consumption of 
aquatic species (e.g., MTRLS or U.S. FDA values). 

Other data types required that multiple lines of evidence be used for 
listing and de-listing. The listing factors that required multiple lines 
of evidence were: (1) toxicity, (2) health advisories, (3) nuisance, 
(4) beach postings, (5) adverse biological response, and 
(5) degradation of aquatic life populations or communities. Each of 
these lines of evidence generally needed the pollutant(s) that caused 
or contributed to the adverse condition. 



Numerical Data Evaluation. Data were evaluated on a case-bytase 
basis. The data evaluation was usually expressed as the number of 
samples exceeding the standard or guideline out of a total number of 
samples. When appropriate, the magnitude of measwements was also 
considered. 

In eeneral. iudeements of standards attainment for numeric water - "  ,< - 
quality standards or evaluation guidelines were based on an 
allowable exceedance rate of no greater than 25 percent (USEPA, 
1997) with moderate confidence that measurements from water 
bodies actually exceeded standards. In each case, the allowable 
exceedance rate was selected based on the expected parameter 
variability, measurement uncertainty, natural or study design 
variability, and the period measurements were collected. 

Minimum Number of Samples. At present, the State's methodology 
does not set a minimum number of samples. In developing the 
recommendations, several RWQCBs selected a minimum number of 
samples depending on the parameter. Of course, large numbers of 
samples were always preferred in order to minimize false negative 
conclusions (not listing when in fact the water body should be listed). 
If standards were exceeded in a large percentage of the samples even 
if the total number of samples was low, the SWRCB staff accepted 
the higher possibility for false negative errors. 

For measurements that integrate environmental conditions (like 
measwements of contaminants in fish tissue) at least two samples 
were usually sufficient. For other parameters that are more variable 
(such as dissolved oxygen, nutrient, or bacteria measurements) 
generally 10 samples were considered adequate; but there are several 
situations where fewer samples were sufficient and more samples 
were insufficient depending on the circumstances for the water body. 
In no case was a single sample or single sample exceedance used to 
place a water body on the section 303(d) list. 

Bacterial Standards. Postin~s. and Closures. The a ~ ~ r o a c h  for 
developing recommendationsfor the 2002 section 30jid) list related 
to bacterial standards exceedances, beach postings, and beach 
closures was developed as follows: 

Recommendations were based on frequency of water quality 
standards being exceeded. 

Frequency of water quality standard exceedances was used and 
additional, site-specific information was considered when 
appropriate. 



A beach was placed on the section 303(d) list when there was no 
other way to address the problem. 

Ideally, the frequency threshold for listing should be the number 
of water aualitv standard exceedances in a relativelv unimpaired 
watershed. Since site-specific background data &not avHlable, 
10 percent of the total days exceeding standards per year was 
used as the threshold for listing. This value is based on studies of 
natural background conditions observed on some southern 
California beaches (Monitoring and Reporting Subcommittee of 
the Beach Water Quality Workgroup, personal communication). 
If sample collection was consistent over the sampling period, the 
number of samples exceeding standards was equivalent to the 
number of days exceeding the standard per year. 

If water quality monitoring was only conducted during April 1 
through October 31, four percent of the total samples was used as 
the threshold for listing (Noble et al., 1999). 

Permanent ~ostines were counted as exceedances when thev were .. 
based on site-specific water quality data. "Precautionary" 
postings were not counted as exceeding water quality standards. 

The number of postings (the posting of warning signs on the 
beach by the local environmental health agency having 
jurisdiction) or the total number of days a beach is posted was not 
used in the assessment. Postines can result from a varietv of - 
administrative actions (e.g., permit conditions, precautionary 
postings, etc.) that are not related to standards being exceeded. 

"Rain Advisories" were considered in the same manner as 
precautionary postings. Site-specific data collected during storm 
events was used for listing determinations. 

Listing was based on sufficient samples to determine if the 
numeric standards were exceeded with moderate confidence. 

The length of beach to be listed was generally 50 yards on each 
side of the discharge point or, if no source was known, 50 yards 
on each side of the sampling location. Stations were either 
grouped into one listing or listed separately. 

It was preferred to assess bacterial data from multiple years. 

These concepts were developed by the Monitoring and Reporting 
Subcommittee of the Beach Water Quality Workgroup (membership 
included staff of the SWRCB, several RWQCBs, several County 
public health departments, and other interested parties). While the 



group has yet to submit its formal recommendations to the SWRCB 
on the contents of the Listing Policy, the approach presented here 
was discussed with the subcommittee and no objections were voiced 
regarding the use of the general approach in developing the 2002 
proposed section 303(d) list. 

8. Spatial representation. 

This factor related to the degree of compatibility or overlap in the 
study area, locations of measurements or samples, locations of 
stressors or potential pollutant sources, and locations of potential 
exposure to pollutants. 

9. Temporal representation. 

This factor related to the temporal compatibility or overlap between 
the measurements (when data were collected or the period for which 
data are representative) and the period during which effects of 
concern would be likely to be detected. The number of measurements 
or sampling events over time and the expected variability over time 
were also considered. 

10. Data type. 

This factor related to the degree to which numbers can be used to 
describe the data measurement. This data characteristic also relates 
to whether results are objective or subjective. 

11. Use of standard method. 

This factor related to whether the data and information followed 
standard protocols recommended by recognized authorities. 
Examples of standard methods are study designs or chemical 
measures published in the Federal Register of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, developed by ASTM, NPDES monitoring, Public 
Health Department monitoring, or repeatedly published in the peer 
reviewed scientific literature, including impact assessments, field 
surveys, toxicity tests, benchmark approaches, toxicity quotients, and 
tissue residue analyses. 

12. Potential source ofpollutant. 

The staff considered the presence of a pollutant, the potential 
pollutant, and pollution source. 



13. Availability of an alternative enforceable program. 

To determine which list to place the water body, the staff considered 
the existence of an alternate enforceable program that could address 
the problem. Many existing water quality control programs have the 
same goal as a TMDL: to reduce pollutant loadings to levels where 
water quality standards are met. These programs allow for the 
attainment of water quality standards before a TMDL is established 
or the programs are the mechanisms for implementing controls 
necessary to meet wasteload and load allocations that would be 
contained in a TMDL. Developing a TMDL in addition to the 
alternate program seems to be a duplication of effort and should be 
avoided whenever possible. 

In order for a program to serve as a substitute for a TMDL, it was 
necessary for the effort to be currently enforceable, funded, required, 
have a demonstrated record of voluntary compliance, or included in a 
basin plan, statewide plan, or water quality control policy. The 
program must also show demonstrated implementation of measures 
to correct the water quality problem (e.g., time schedules, cleanup 
and abatement orders, enforceable permit provisions, etc.). 

Three alternate programs were considered in the development of the 
2002 section 303(d) list: 

Trash and Stormwater Permits. Trash impacts the aesthetics (and 
other uses) of many State waterways. Trash is thrown directly on 
beaches and into rivers and streams. Some trash enters waterways 
by blowing in from adjacent areas, but most trash enters these 
waterways via storm drains. Litter is intentionally or accidentally 
discarded in watersheds and, during major storms, it is flushed 
through the storm drains into the rivers and streams. 

If trash is a nuisance in water bodies of the State and storm drains are 
the major source, then existing stormwater permits could be used to 
reduce the trash discharged via storm drains. 

Typically, the stormwater permits require the permittee to develop 
and implement a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) that is 
intended to reduce pollutant discharged in storm water to the 
Maximum Extent Practicable. The SWMP is intended to provide the 
framework for the development and implementation of specific 
program components, ranging from legal authority, funding, to Best 
Management Practice (BMP) programs. The stormwater permits 
require that standards be met, but the mechanism used to meet the 
standards is the use of ever evolving and more effective BMPs, 
which can include structural controls. All of the permit requirements 
are enforceable. 



Water bodies were only placed on the Enforceable Programs List for 
trash if the existing permit provisions currently allow for the water 
quality standards to be met in a reasonable period of time. 

Enforcement. For water quality improvement efforts that would, if 
implemented, allow attainment of water quality standards these 
efforts should be allowed to move fotward in the absence of a 
TMDL. Several aspects of the State's Water Quality Program can be 
used to enforce water quality protection. These efforts include 
enforcement of existing authorities to correct permit or Waste 
Discharge Requirement (WDR) violations, spills, beach closures due 
to sewage spills, etc. 

The RWQCBs have a variety of enforcement tools to use in response 
to non-compliance by dischargers. Formal enforcement actions are 
statutorily recognized actions to address a violation or threatened 
violation of water quality laws, regulations, policy, or orders. Some 
of the options available for enforcement include: (1) Notices to 
Comply, (2) Cleanup and Abatement Orders (CAOs), (3) Time 
Schedule Orders, (4) Cease and Desist Orders (CDOs), and (5) 
Administrative Civil Liabilities (ACLs). 

In addition, some NPDES permits can perform the same function as a 
TMDL and implementation plan. Section 303(d) of the Clean Water 
Act requires each state to identify those waters for which certain 
effluent limitations are not stringent enough to attain water quality 
standards. The term "not stringent enough" refers to circumstances 
where the effluent limitations were not adequate or sufficient to 
attain standards. If implementing those certain effluent limits alone 
would achieve water quality standards then section 303(d) exempts 
those waters from listing. 

Water bodies were only placed on the Enforceable Programs List if 
the existing current permit provisions allow for the water quality 
standards to be met in a reasonable period of time. For those water 
bodies where point sources are the only cause of water quality 
standards not being attained, the applicable NPDES permit(s) should 
be used to achieve water quality standards in lieu of developing a 
TMDL. 

Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program (BPTCP). The 
Consolidated Toxic Hot Spot Cleanup Plan (SWRCB Resolution 
No. 99-065) developed in the BPTCP is a Water Quality Control 
Policy that serves the same purpose as a TMDL and implementation 
plan. 

The SWRCB and RWQCBs are required by the Water Code 
(section 13392) to: (1) identify and characterize toxic hot spots, 
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(2) plan the cleanup or other appropriate remedial or mitigating 
action at the sites, and (3) prevent the creation of new toxic hot spots 
and the further pollution of existing hot spots (Water Code Section 
13392). In 1999, the SWRCB adopted the Consolidated Toxic Hot 
Soots Cleanuo Plan (SWRCB Resolution 99-065) that identified 22 
high priority icnownioxic hot spots and complet& the planning for 
the remediation of these sites. Three of the cleanup plans (for the 
Central Valley Region) were removed ffom the cleanup in 200 1 
as a result of a court order. These plans are being revised by the 
RWQCB and shall be considered for approval by the SWRCB. 

Water Code section 13394 requires the SWRCB to develop a 
Consolidated Plan that identifies and ranks known toxic hot spots. 
The plan also presents descriptions of toxic hot spots, actions 
necessary to remediate sites, the benefits of remediation, and a range 
of remediation costs. The plan is applicable, in its entirety, to point 
and nonpoint source discharges to the waters of the State that can be 
reasonably determined by the RWQCBs to contribute to or cause the 
pollution at toxic hot spots. 

The Consolidated Plan contains two volumes: Volume I contains the 
policy statements, definitions and criteria to rank sites, the list of 
known toxic hot spots, a summary of the actions planned for high 
priority known toxic hot spots, and findings; and Volume 11 contains 
the Regional Plans. 

Each regional cleanup plan includes: (1) a priority listing of all toxic 
hot spots covered by the cleanup plan; (2) a description of each toxic 
hot spot includmg a characterization of the pollutants present at the 
site; (3) an assessment of the most likely source or sources of 
pollutants; (4) an estimate of the total costs to implement the cleanup 
plan; (5) an estimate of the costs that can be recovered from parties 
responsible for the discharge of pollutants; (6) a preliminary 
assessment of the actions required to remedy or restore a toxic hot 
spot; and (7) a two-year expenditure schedule identifying State funds 
needed to implement the cleanup plan. 

The provisions of the Consolidated Plan are intended to establish 
principles and guidance to protect and improve the quality of the 
enclosed bays, estuaries and coastal waters of the State from 
discharges of hazardous substances in accordance with the provisions 
of Chapter 5.6 of the California Water Code. 

If the potential discharger is identified, the RWQCBs are required to 
implement the remediation portions of the Consolidated Plan 
(Volume 11) to the extent that responsible parties are identified and 
funds are available and allocated for implementation. The 



Consolidated Plan contains direction for reevaluation of waste I 
discharge requirements to address the problems identified in the Plan. 

The RWQCBs are directed to use their existing authorities to issue 
and revise waste discharge requirements (WDRs), issue and 
implement enforcement actions pursuant to existing policies, 
including but not limited to, the Water Quality Enforcement Policy 
and SWRCB Resolution No. 92-49 (as amended). The RWOCBs are 
directed to encourage potential dischargers to address known toxic 
hot spots through voluntary implementation of corrective actions. 

In the absence of a potential discharger, the RWQCBs are directed to 
seek funding from available sources to remediate the site. The 
RWQCBs are required to evaluate as potential funding sources to 
remediate toxic hot spots. These include the following: Clean Water 
Act (CWA) section 319 Nonpoint Source Grants, CWA 
section 104@) funds for wetland restoration, the State Revolving 
Funds Loan Program, the Agricultural Drainage Management Loan 
Program, the State Water Pollution Cleanup and Abatement Account 
(Cleanup and Abatement Fund), CALFED, Supplemental 
Environmental Projects, or mass-based permit offsets (or trading 
credits). 

For each of these factors presented above, SWRCB staff prepared a 
written description of how the RWQCBs addressed the water body. 
Recommendations by the SWRCB staff were developed based on 
strength, value, and believability of all the data and information 
available. Staff considered all existing readily available data and 
information in making recommendations. SWRCB management 
reviewed the recommendations for additions to the list, deletions from 
the list, waters excluded from the list, waters to be placed on the various 
lists, and priorities. 

In Volumes I1 and 111 of the Staff Report, the SWRCB staff have 
presented for each RWQCB: (1) water body fact sheets outlining the 
SWRCB evaluation of the available data and information, and (5) a 
reference listing of all the data and information used. 

The SWRCB is required by the CWA and federal regulations to provide 
EPA the following information as part of the section 303(d) list: 

Water quality limited segments (40 CFR 130.7@)(1)) 
Pollutants (40 CFR 130.7@)(4)) 
Priority ranking (40 CFR 130.7@)(4)) 
Identification of waters targeted for TMDL development in the next 
two years (40 CFR 130.7(b)(4)) 



The SWRCB has also provided: 

Region 
Type of water body 
Calwater watershed (instead of hydrologic unit) 
Potential source(s) of pollutant, if known 
A preliminary estimate of the size (area or length) of water body 
affected 

Please note: For the 1998 303(d) list, the "size affected" was an 
estimated value and many of the listings covered very large watersheds. 
Since 1998 there has been an ongoing effort by SWRCB and RWQCB 
staff to more clearly represent the affected size of all 303(d)-listed 
waters. 

The "size affected" values for the 2002 section 303(d) list submittal have 
been changed to reflect the more precise measurements obtained from 
the GIs database (GeoWBS). Many of the size affected values on the 
proposed 2002 section 303(d) list differ from those on the 1998 
section 303(d) list (Appendix). Therefore, due to our lack of 
understanding of the full impact of a pollutant until TMDLs are 
developed, the values for "size affected" may not reflect the true area of 
impact. 

Many water bodies have been redefined into smaller or more clearly 
defined areas that better represent the watersheds and section 303(d) 
listings. 

Setting Priorities and Schedules for Completing TMDLs 
A priority ranking is required for listed waters to help guide TMDL 
planning (40 CFR 130,7(b)(4)). Federal regulations also require the state 
to identify waters targeted for TMDL development in the next two years. 
The schedule for TMDL development is based on the budgeted staff and 
contract resources available to the SWRCB and RWQCBs. TMDLs 
were ranked into high, medium, and low priority categories based on: 

Water body significance (such as importance and extent of beneficial 
uses, threatened and endangered species concerns, and size of water 
body). 

Degree that water quality standards are not met or beneficial uses are 
not attained or threatened (such as the severity of the pollution or 
number of pollutants/stressors of concern) (40 CFR 130.7@)(4)). 

Availability of funding and information to address the water quality 
problem 



Overall need for an adequate pace of TMDL development for listed 
waters over the next two years. 

High priority listings are targeted for TMDL completion in the next two 
years (by 2004). Medium and low priorities will be completed after 
2004. 

Public Participation Conducted by the SWRCB 
The SWRCB held public hearings to receive comment on the proposed 
section 303(d) list. The first hearing was held in northern California (on 
Mav 23 and24.2002) and the secoGd hearing was held in southern 
~a i fo rn i a  (May 30,2002). The SWRCB heird additional comments on 
the revised submittal at its November 2002 Workshop. The SWRCB 
received written submittals and testimony from 424 individuals and 
organizations. SWRCB staff has responded in writing to all comments 
received by December 6,2002 (Volume IV). Changes were made to the 
staff report and recommendations as a result of the comments. The 
SWRCB also received testimony or letters from 61 individuals or 
organizations at their February 4,2003 Board Meeting. New comments 
were responded to verbally at the meeting (please refer to the SWRCB 
February 4,2003 Board Meeting transcript). 

SWRCB Adoption of the 2002 Section 303(d) List 
On February 4, 2003, the SWRCB approved the 2002 Section 303(d) 
List of Water Quality Limited Segments (SWRCB Resolution No. 2002- 
0009). During the Board ~ e e t i n g ,  the S ~ B  made four changes, as 
follows: 

1. Removed the Delta Mendota Canal selenium listing from the 2002 
section 303(d) list. Placed these waters on the Monitoring List. 

2. Changed the priority to low for the Burbank Western Channel 
cadmium listing. 

3. Removed the Orange County Coastline trash listings for both 
Regions 8 and 9 from the 2002 section 303(d) list. Placed these 
waters on the Monitoring List. 

4. Removed the Castro Cove listings for multiple pollutants from the 
Enforceable Programs List. Placed the Castro Cove multiple 
pollutant listings on the 2002 section 303(d) list. 

Additions, Deletions, and Changes 
- 

The basis for the 2002 section 303(d) list is the 1998 list (Appendix). 
The SWRCB added 128 water quality limited segments with an 
additional 285 pollutants or stressors to the section 303(d) list. The 2002 
Section 303(d) list has a total of 679 water quality limited segments and 
1,852 segment-pollutant combinations. The additions and deletions are 
presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively. Several changes to the listings 
were also approved (Table 3). 



Priorities and Schedules 
In developing the 2002 section 303(d) submittal, the SWRCB staff 
reassessed the priorities established in the 1998 list. Based on budgeted 
resources currently available, the SWRCB approved the TMDL priorities 
and schedules presented in Table 4. Only waters with a priority of high 
or medium are presented in Table 4; all other waters, not presented in the 
table, were assigned a low priority. TMDLs were scheduled to be 
completed for high priority waters by 2004. 

TMDLs Completed List 
A number of TMDLs have been completed (Table 5). To show progress 
in developing TMDLs, the SWRCB created a list of TMDLs completed. 
For the vumoses of this list. a com~leted TMDL includes a technical 
TMDL report; implementation plan; adoption by the RWQCBs; and 
approval by SWRCB, the Office of Administtative Law (OAL) and 
USEPA. Several TMDLs are in various stages of the approval process. 
The TMDLs Completed List contains those water quality limited 
segments that have TMDLs with approved implementation plans. 

At present, it is assumed that although the  DL has been completed, 
the water quality standards or beneficial uses have not yet been attained. 
Once it has been shown that standards are achieved andlor beneficial 
uses are attained the pollutants will be removed from this list. 

The TMDLs Completed List should not be considered part of the 
section 303(d) list. 

Enforceable Program List 
Consistent with 40 CFR 130.7(b)(i), (ii), and (iii), water bodies are listed 
where the Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan and enforcement 
of existing permits or other legally required authorities are stringent 
enough to attain water quality standards. The programs and 
requirements are specifically applicable to the identified water quality 
problem. SWRCB created an Enforceable Program List that contains 44 
segment-pollutant combinations (Table 6). 

The Enforceable Program List is not part of the section 303(d) list. 

Monitoring List 
Many of the RWQCBs identified waters where minimal, contradictory, 
or anecdotal information suggests standards ate not met but the available 
data or information is inadequate to draw a conclusion. In many cases, 
the data or information are not of adequate quality andlor quantity to 
support a listing and subsequent TMDL regulatory process. In these 
cases, a finding is warranted that more information must be collected to 
resolve whether objectives and beneficial uses are attained. 



The waters on the Monitoring List are high priority for monitoring 
before the next section 303(d) list is wm~leted. Allocations of resources 
should not be based on the  oni it or in^ ~ $ t  because of the multiple 
functions of SWAMP. The Monitoring List should be used, in priority 
order, by the RWQCBs to obtain the needed monitoring (1) from 
responsible parties on a voluntary basis, (2) using Water Code section 
13267 and 13225 authorities, and (3) as a last resort, using state knds 
identified for the site specific portion of SWAMP. 

SWRCB staff created a Monitoring List that contains 314 water bodies 
(Table 7). The Monitoring List should not be considered part of the 
section 303(d) Ust. 

Changes in Presentation of the Water Bodies 
Many water bodies have been redefined into smaller or more clearly 
defined areas that better represent the watersheds and section 303(d) 
listings. This redefinition added 96 new segment-pollutant combinations 
and 42 segments. These changes do not represent an increased number 
of listings but rather more specific identification of where water quality 
standards are not met. These changes in presentation are presented in 
Table 8. 

Administrative Record 
Copies of the SWRCB and RWQCB documents supporting the 2002 list 
submittal are posted on the SWRCB website at: 

The administrative record supporting the proposed 2002 section 303(d) 
list is housed in the Division of Water Quality, State Water Resources 
Control Board, 1001 I Street, 15' ~ loor i  sacramento, California. To 
make an appointment to review the record, please call (916) 341-5566. 
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Table 1: Additions to the Section 
303(d) List 

~ ~ 

Region Water Body PollutanUStressor 

Big River 
T a m  

Gualala River 
Tenpentme 

Jacoby Creek 

- 

Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 
T e m p r a m  

Lake Mendocino 
Mmuw 

Lake Sonoma 
Mmw 

Mad River 
Temperam 

Redwood Creek 
Tempcram 

Russian River 
Pathogens 

- 

Santa Rosa Creek 
pathogens 
TemperaNm 

Stemple CreeWEstero de San Antonio 
Sediment 

Ten Mile River 
Temperature 

Tule Lake and the Lower Klamath 
National Wildlife Refuge 

Arroyo Las Positas 
Diadnon 

Arroyo Mocho 
Diadnan 

Castro Cove, Richmond 
Mercury, Selenium, PAHs. Dieldrin 

Central Basin, San Francisco 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor 

Mercury, PAHa 

Islais Creek 
PCBs. Chlordsns, Dieldrin, Endmvlfm 
sulfate, PAHs, antluopogmiully enriched 
Hydrogm mlfido md Ammonia 

Marina Lagoon (Sun Mateo Co.) 
High Coliform Count 

Mission Creek 
Silver, Chromium, Capper. Mneury, 
Led. Zinc. Chlndsnc. Chlorpyrifos. 
Dieldrin. Mm. PCBs. PAHs. 
anthropdgenicaily enriihd ~ i d m g e n  
sulfide and A m n i a  

Oakland lnner Harbor (F~i tva le  site) 
Chlordane. PCBs 

Oakland Inner Harbor (Pacific Dry-dock 
Yard 1 site) 

Copper. Lead, Mercury. Zinc, TBT, 
ppDDE. PCBs. PAHr. Chlorpyrifos, 
Chlordane, Dieldrin. Mirex 

Pacific Ocean at Fitzgerald Marine 
Reserve 

High Coliform Count 

Pacific Ocean at Pacifica State Beach 
(Linda Mar or San Pedro Beach) 

High Coliform Count 

Pacific Ocean at Pillar Point Beach 
High Califom Count 

Pacific Ocean at Rockaway Beach 
High Califom Count 

Pacific Ocean at Venice Beach 
High C o l i f m  

Petaluma River 
Diadnon 

Petaluma River (tidal portion) 
Nickel 

Pomnonino Creek 
High Coliform Count 

Sun Grenorio Creek - 
High Coiifonn Count 

San Leandro Bav 
Mercury, Lead, Selenium Zinc, PA&, 
DDT, Pesticides 

San Pablo Reservoir 
Mercury 

San Pedro Creek 
High Coliform Count 

San Vicente Creek 
High Coiifom Count 

Additions-2 



Region Water Body PollutanVStresnor 

3 
Alamo Creek 

Fecal Coliform 

Alisal Crcek (Salinas) 
F s a l  Coliform 
Nimte 

Atascadero Creek (San Luis Obispo 
County) 

Dissolved Oxygen 
Fecal Colifonn 

Beau Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Bear Creek (Santa Cruz County) 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Blosser Channel 
Fecal Coliform 

Boulder Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Bradley Canyon Creek 

Bradley Channel 
Fecal Coliform 

Brancifotte Creek 
Sedimcotation-Siltation 

Cholame Creek 
Bomn 
Fecal Colifarm 

Chorro Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Chumash Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Corralitos Creek 
F s a l  Coliform 

Dairy Creek 
Dissolved Oxygm 
Faal  Colifarm 

Fall Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Gabilan Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Kings Creek 
Sed~mcnratian.Siltation 

Llagas Creek 
Chloride 
Fecal Coliform 



Region Water Body PollutanUStrersor 

pH 
Sodium 
TDS 

Los Osos Creek 
F s s l  Colifom 

Love Creek 
Sedimentation-Silwion 

Main Street Canal 
Nitrate 

Moro Cojo Slough 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Mountain Charlie Gulch 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Newell Creek (Upper) 
Scdimenwian-Siltstion 

Nipomo Creek 
Fceal Colifom 

Old Salinas River EsNary 
Dissolved Oxygm 

Fecal Col i fm 

O r c .  Solomon Creek 
Feed Coliform 
Nitrate 

Oso Flaco Creek 
Fecal Colifom 
NiWk 

Oso Flaco Lake 
Nimk 

Pacific Ocean at Arroyo Burro (Santa 
Barbara County) 

Total Califarm 

Pacific Ocean at Carpinteria State 
Beach- Carpinteria Creek Mouth (Santa 
Barbara Counv) 

Fecal and Total Coliform 

Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of 
Mission Creek, Santa Barbara County) 

Fcesl Colifam 
Total Colifom 

Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of 
Sycamore Creek, Santa Barbara County) 

Total Coliform 

Pacific Ocean at Gaviota Beach (Mouth 
of Canada de la Gaviota Creek) 

Total Colifam 

Pacific Ocean at Hammonds Beach 
(Santa Barbara County) 



Region Water Body PoilutanUStresror 

Fecal Coliform 

Pacific Ocean at Hope Ranch Beach 
(Santa Barbara county) 

Fecal Colifnm 

Pacific Ocean at Jalama Beach (Santa 
Barbara County) 

Fecal Coliform 
Toml Coliform 

Pacific Ocean at Ocean Beach (Santa 
Barbara County) 

Total and Fccal Coliform 

Pacific Ocean at Point Rincon (Mouth of 
Rincon Creek. Santa Barbara County) . . 

Fccal andTom1 Coliform 

Pacific Ocean st Refuaio Beach (Santa - 
Barbara County) 

Total Coliform 

Pajaro River 
Fecal Califarm 

Pennington Creek 
Fecal Colifom 

Salinas Reclamation Canal 
Dirrolved Oxygen 

Fecal Coliform 
Nitrate 

Salinas River (lower, estuary to near 
Gonzales Rd crossing, watersheds 
309.10 and 309.20) 

Fccal Coliform 

Salinas River (noner. confluence of 
Nacimiento ~ i v &  toSanta Margarita 
Reservoir) 

Chloride 
Sodium 

San Benito River 
Fecsl Coliform 

San Bemardo Creek 
Fecsl Coliform - 

San Lorenzo Creek 

Fecal Col i fm 

San Luisito Creek 
Fecsl Coliform 

Santa Maria River 
Fecal Coliform 
Nimtc 

Tembladero Slough 



Reglon Water Body PollutnnUStressor 

Fcul  C o l i f m  

Tequisquita Slough 
F a s l  Coliform 

Walters Creek 
Fecal Colifom 

Warden Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 
Fecal C o l i f m  

Zavante Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

4 
Avalon Beach-between BB restaurant 
and Tuna Club 

Bacterial Indicators 

Avalon Beach-between Pier and BB 
restaurant (113) 

Bacterial Indicators 

Avalon Beach-between Pier and BB 
restaurant (213) 

Bacterial Indicators 

Avalon Beach-between storm drain and 
Pier (113) 

Bacterial Indicators 

Avalon Beach-between storm drain and 
Pier (2131 . , 

Bacterial Indicators 

Ballona Creek 
Dissolved Copper 
Dissolved Lead 
Dissolved Zinc 

pH 
Total Selcnium 

Calleguas Creek R9B (was part of 
Conejo Creek Reaches 1 and 2) 

Fees1 Caiiform 

Calleguas Creek Reach 10 (Conejo 
Creek (Hill Canyon)-was part of Conejo 
Creek Reach 2 and 3, and lower Coneio 
Creek/Arroyo Conejo North Fork on ;he 
1998 303(d) list) 

Chloride 
F s a l  Colifarm 
Nitrite as Nirmgcn 

Calleguas Creek Reach 11 (Arroyo 
Santa Rosa-was part of Conejo Creek 
Reach 3 on the 1998 303(d) list) 



Resion Water Bodv PollutanUStressor 

Fecal Colifom 

Callermas Creek Reach 13 - Conejo 
~ r e e k ( ~ n u t h  Fork)-was Conejo creek 
Reach 4 and pan of Reach 3 on the 1998 
3031d) list) . .  . 

Chloride 

Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (area affected 
is at the mouth) 

Fecal Colifonn 

Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (estuary to 
Potrero Road-was Calleguas Creek 
Reaches 1 and 2 on 199i 303(d) list) 

DDT 
DissolvedCopper 

Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon 
Slough Main Branch: Mugu Lagoon to 
Central Avenue on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Fecal Colifom 
Nitrate as Nihate 

Calleguas Creek Reach 6 (was Arroyo 
Las Posas Reaches 1 and 2 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

Fecal Coliform 
Nipaleas Nitratc 6103) 

Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo 
Simi Reach I and 2 on the 1998 303(d) 
list) 

Orgmophosphatts 

Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo 
Simi Reaches 1 and 2 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

Fecal Califam 

Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower 
part of Conejo Creek Reach I on the 
1998 303(d) list) 

Fecal Colifom 
Nitrate as Nitrate 6103) 
Nitrate as Nitrogen 
NihireasNibagen 

Calleguas Creek Reach 9A - Conejo 
Creek (South Fork)-was Conejo Creek 
Reach 4 and pan of Reach 3 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

Chlordane 
Dieldrin 
Hwurchlomcyclohexanc 
PCBs 



Reglon Water Body PollutanUStrersor 

Calleguas Creek Watershed (Reaches I- 
s, 11) 

Sedimentation 

Canada Larga 
Dissolved Oxygm 

Fecal Colifom 

Castlerock Beach 
Bacteriel lndicamn 

Channel Islands Harbor-Beach Park at S. 
end of Victoria Avenue 

Bactarisl lndisatora 

Coyote Creek 
Dissolved Copper 
Dissolved Lead 
Dissolved Zinc 
Told Selenium 

Dry Canyon Creek 
Fecal Coliform 
Total Sdmium 

Hobie Beach (Channel Islands Harbor) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Hopper Creek (tributary to Santa Clara 
River Reach 4) 

Sulfate 
TDS 

Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Cadmium 
coppel 
Dieldrin 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Taxsphene 

Los Angeles River Estuary (Queensway 
Bay) 

ChhrdrnG 
DDT 
Lead 
PCBs 
Zinc 

Los Angeles River Reach 1 (Estuary to 
Carson Street) 

Dirvolved Cndmium 
Dissolved Copper 
Dissolved Zinc 
Total Aluminum 

Los Cerritos Channel 
Chlordane 

Addilionsd 



Region Water Body PollutanVStressor 

Malibu Creek Watershed [Malibu Creek, 
Las Virgenes Creek, Triunfo Creek (RI 
and RZ) and Medea Creek (RI and RZ)] 

Sedimentation 

Malibu Lagoon 
pH 

Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 
PCBs 

McCoy Canyon Creek 
Fecal Califom 
N i m n  
Nitrate or Nitrogen 
Total Selenium 

McGrath Lake 
Dieldrin 
Fecal Colifom 
PCBs 

Ormond Beach - J Street drain (50 yards 
south of drain) 

Bacterial Indicators 

Ormond Beach - Oxnard Industrial drain 
(50 yards north of drain) 

Bacterial Indicators 

Peninsula Beach (Beach area within two 
rock jetties) 

Bacterial Indicators 

P i n  Creek (Tributary to Santa Clara 
River Reach 4) 

pH 
Pole Creek (tributary to Santa Clara 
River R3) 

Sulfate 
ms 

Promenade Park - Holiday Inn (south of 
drain at California Street) 

Bacterial Indicators 

Promenade Park - Oak Street 
Banerial Indicators 

Promenade Park - Redwood Apartments 
Bacterial Indicators 

Rincon Beach (150 yards south of creek 
mouth) 

Bacterial Indicators 

Rincon Beach (at end of footpath) 
Bactehl Indiestors 

Rincon Beach-50 yards south ofcreek 
mouth 

Additions-9 



Region Water Body PollutanVStressor 

Bacterial lndiosm 

San Antonio Creek (Tributary to 
Ventura River Reach 4) 

Toul Nitrogen 

San Buenavmtura Beach (Kalorama 
Street and Sanjon testing sites) 

Bacterial Indicators 

San Buenaventura Beach (south of drain 
at Sao Jon Road) 

Bacterial Indicators 

San Gabriel River, Reach 2 
Dissolved Copper 

~ ~ 

DissolvedZinc 

Santa Clara River Reach 3 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Sespe Creek (tributary to Santa Clara 
River Reach 3) 

Chloride 

pH 
Surfer's Point at Seaside (End of access 
path via wooden gate) 

Bacterial Indicators 

Ventura River Estuary 
Fecal Colifom 
Total Coliform 

Wheeler Creek-Todd Barranca 
Sulfate 
TDS 

Arcade Creek 
COPF 

Avena Drain 
A m n i a  
Pathogens 

Bear Creek 
M a w  

Bear River, Lower 
Diarinon 

Bear River, Upper 
Mmury 

Black Butte Reservoir 
Mercury 

Butte Slough 
Diazinon 

Calaveras River, Lower 
Diarion 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor 

Organic Enriehmmt-Low DissoIwd 
OIygen 
Psthogens 

Camp Far West Resenroir 
Maw 

Clover Creek 
Fecal Colifm 

Colusa Basin Drain 
Azinphos-methyl 
Diadnon 
Molinate 

Deer Creek (Yuba River) 
PH 

Del Puerto Creek 
Chlomvrifos . . 
Diazinon 

Don Pedro Lake 
Mnnuy 

Englebright Lake 

Five Mile SLough 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved 
Oxygen 
Pathogens 

IngradHospital Creek 
Chlomvrifoa . . 
Diadnon 

Jack Slough 

Lake Combie 
Mnrury  

Little Deer Creek 
M m w  

Mendota Pool 
Selenium 

Middle River 
Low Dissolved Ovgm 

Mormon Slough 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved 
OXYga 
Palhagens 

Mosher Slough 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 
Palhogen8 

Newman Wastewav 
Chlorpyrifos 
Diadnon 



Region Water Body PollutanVStressor 

Oak Run Creek 
Peal  callform 

Old River 
Low D~ssolved Oxygen 

Orestimba Creek 
Axmphos-methyl 
DDE 

Putah Creek, Lower 
M-ury 

Rollins Reservoir 
Mercury 

San Joaquin River, Lower 
Mercury 

Scons Flat Rescrvou 
Mercury 

Smith Canal 
Low D!rrolved Oxygen 
Organophosphorus Pesnctder 
pathogens 

South Cow Creek 
Fecal Colnfm 

Stanislaus Rlver, Lower 
Mercury 

Stockton Deep Water Channel 
Pathogens 

Sutter Bypass 
DleZl"0" 

Walker Slough 
Pathogens 

Wolf Creek 
Fecal C0llform 

6 
Big Meadow Creek (Tributary to Lake 
Tahoe) 

Pathogens 

Blackwood Creek (Tributary to Lake 
Tahoe) 

Iron (plant nument) 

Nlmgen 
Phosphorus 

Buckeye Creek 
Pathogrnl 

Carson River, West Fo* (headwaters to 
Woodfords) (was West Fork Carson 
River, Headwaters to Woodfords) 

Nnmgen 

Addntnonr-12 



Reglon Water Body PollutanUStressor 

Percent ladium 
Phonphoms 

Carson River, West Fork (Woodfords to 
Paynesville) (was West Fork Carson 
River, Woodfords to Paynesville) 

N i t m g a  

Carson River, West Fork (Woodfords to 
Paynesville, Paynesville to State Line) 
(w& West ~ o r k  Canon River, 
Woodfords to Paynesville) 

Pcrccntaodivm 

Carson River, West Fork (Woodfords to 
Paynesville, Paynesville to State Line) 
(was West Fork Carson River, 
Woodfords to State Line) 

Pathogens 

East Walker River above BridgeDort -. 
Reservoir 

Pathogens 

East Walker River below Bridgeport 
Reservoir 

Nitrogen 
Phosphorus 

General Creek (Tributary to Lake Tahoe) 
Imn (plant nutrient) 
Phorphonu 

Heavenly Valley Creek, source to USFS 
boundary (was Heavenly Valley Creek, 
within USFS boundary) 

Phosphorus 

Heavenly Valley Creek, source to USFS 
boundary and USFS boundary to Trout 
Creek (was Heavenly Valley Creek) 

Indian Creek 
Pathogens 

Monitor Creek 

TDS 

Robinson Creek 
pathogens 

Swauger Creek 
Pathogens 
Phosphonu 

Tallac Creek (Tributary To Lake Tahoe) 
Pathogens 



Redon Water Body PollutanUStressor 
-- - - -  - 

Trout Creek (above Hwy 50. below Hwy 
50) (was ~ m " t  Creek [above and below 
Hwy SO] [Tributary to Lake Tahoe]) 

Pathogms 

Trout Creek (above Hwv 50, below Hwv 
50) (was ~ ro" t  creek [Tributary to ~ a k e  
Tahoe]) 

Imn (plant nutrient) 
Nitmgcn 
Phosphorus 

Truckee River, upper (above and below 
Chdstmas Valley) (was Upper Truckee 
River [Tributary to Lake Tahoe]) 

Iron (plant nunient) 
Phosphoms 

Truckee River, upper (above Christmas 
Valley) (was Upper Tmckee River 
[Tributary to Lake Tahoe]) 

Pathogens 

Ward Creek (Tributar, to Lake Tahoe) 
Imn (plant nuhien0 
Nitrogen 
Phosphoms 

7 
New River 

1.2.4-himethylbenzene 
Chloroform 
Dissolved oxygen 
m,p,-Xylmes 
o-Xylmes 

p-Cym-e 
p-DCB 
Toluenc 
Tmh 

Buck Gully C w k  
Toml and Feed eolifonn 

Huntington Beach at Magnolia Street 
E ~ ~ C ~ C O C C Y I  

Los Trancos Creek 
Toml and Feed coliform 

San Diego Creek, Reach 1 
Fecal solifom 

Seal Beach, Projection of First Street 
Emerocoeeus 



Reglon Water Body PollutanUStressor 
-- 

9 
Agua Hedionda Creek 

Toml Dissdvcd Solids 

Aliso Creek 

Toxicity (likely due to organophosphate 
pesticides) 

Cloverdale Creek 

Total Dissolved Solids 

Dana Point Harbor (was Dana Point 
Harbor at Babv Beach lwas "Dana Point 
Harbor"]) 

Bacterial Indicators (tatallfeeal eolifom 
enterococci) 

Felicita Creek 
Total Diswlved Solids 

Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 
Fecal Colifam 

pH 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Green Valley Creek 
Sulfale 

Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was 
Hodges Reservoir]) 

Color 
Nitrogen 
Phosphoms 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Kit Carson Creek 
Total Dissolved Sohds 

Murrieta Creek 
Phosphms 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline. Miramar 
Reservoir HA (was Pacific Ocean 
Shoreline, Torrey Pines State Beach at 
Los Penasqnitos Lagoon outlet) 

Bacterial Indicators 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Joaquin 
Hills HSA (was Pacific Ocean 
Shoreline, Laguna Bcach and San 
Joaauin Hills [was Pacific Ocean. 
~ a & n a  B ~ ~ C ~ H S A ] )  

Bacterial Indicators 



Region Water Body PollutanVStressor 

Pine Valley Creek (Upper) 
Entnourei 

Prima Deshecha Creek 
Phosphorus 
Turbidity 

San Dicgo Bay Shoreline, between 
Sampson and 28th Streets 

Copper 
M m u y  
Told PAHs 
Total PCBs 
Zinc 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Swiber 
Creek (was San Diego Bay at Mouth of 
Switzer Creek) 

Chlordane. Lindane, PAHs 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, Shelter Island 
Shoreline Park (Pueblo San Dieeo 
908.00 and ~weetwater) 

- 
Bacterial Indicators (was "high coliform 
count') 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, Tidelands Park 
Bacterial Indicators (was "hieh eolifam - 
count") 

San Diego River (lower) 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Fecal Coliform 
Phosphorus 
Total Dissolved Solids 

San Luis Rey River 
Chloride 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Sandia Creek (was Sandia Canyon) 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Santa Margarita River (Upper) . - 
Phosphorus 

Segunda Deshecha Creek 
Phosphorus 
Turbidity 

Sutherland Reservoir (was Lake 
Sutherland) 

color 

Tiiuana River Estuary 



Table 2: Deletions from the 1998 Section 
303(d) List 

Reelon Water Body PoliutanVStressor Recommendation 

I 
Garcia River 

Sedimentatio~llSiltation After reviewing the available data and infarmalion and the RWQCB 
documenration for this mmmnda t ion ,  SWRCB staffconclude that 
the watmbody should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
became n TMDL has bee" developed for the water bady-pollutant 
combination. The TMDL has been sppmved by USEPA. 

2 
Arroyo Hondo 

Diazinon Afterreviewing the availabledata and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recnnmendstion. SWRCB staffconciude that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list besake 
this body ww listed as s misl&e and never should have been listed as 
an Urban Cnek. 

Carquinez Strait 
After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this -mendation. SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The dataexhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial wes have been established. 
4. Wstcr quality standardused is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methob were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including theeffects 
of n s m l  sources, season, storm events, and age of the data were 
considered. 

None aflhe walrr qvallty mcapurrmrnls rxfcedcdthr ualcr quallty 
standard rmcc 1997. The rmff confidcncc lhal nsndarh arc na 
exceeded is high. 

The RWQCB recommends placing these San Francisco Bay segmenls 
in the on the Monitoring List for copper and nickel, due to the 
proximity of ambient lcvels to the water quality objictivcs, ongoing 
impairment at the mouth ofthc Pctnluma River and pending 
wmmirments ofdischargers O specific pollution prevention adion 
plans. The SWRCB staffconcurs. 



Region Water Body Pollutant/Stressor Recommendation 

Nickel Afierrcviswim the svailpble data d information and thc RWQCB 
documcnation for this mmnmndntion, SWRCB rtaffmnclude ths( 
the water body should be mmoved fmm thescotion 303(d) list b u s c  
applicable water quality standarda arc not ex&. 

This mnclurion is based on the staff findings thae 
I. The data is m n s i d d  w be of&qum quality. 
2. 'Ihc &la exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bmeficinl uses have b m  established. 
4. W a r  quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data am numcrisal. 
6. Standard m h o d s  were used. 
7. Other water body- n Sitc.6pccific information including thecffeca 
of n a m l  s o m a ,  season, awrm events, and age ofthc data w a s  
considered 

None ofthe water qualitymeasuremnts exceeded the water quality 
standard s ina  Manh of 1993. The staff confidence that standard, are 
not exceeded is high. 

The RWQCB remmendr placing these San Francism Bay segments 
in the on t b  Monitoring List for copper and nickel. due m h e  
pmximily dsmbimt levels to the water qualityobjcstivcs, ongoing 
impairment at themouth of the Pelaluma River and pending 

A h  reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dorumentation far this rccommcndstion. SWRCB staff eoneludc that 
the water body should be mmovcd fmmthcseclion 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards arc not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based an the staffindings (hst: 
I. The data is considered lo be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s p i a l  and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial user have becnestabliahed. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Dataare numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-spcifis information including the age of 
the data were considered. 

None of the water quslitymesaurementa exceeded the water quality 
statandard since 1997. The staff confidence that standards are not 
exceeded is high. 

The RWQCB rocomends placmg lhcoc San Franctxo Bay segments 
In the on the Monitoring Lln for copper and n~ckcl, due to the 
~roximlw ofambler lcvels w the wstn aualmw ob~crtnver. onsomn . . .  
impainncnt at the mouth of thc Pctaluma River and pending 
eommiunents ofdischargers lo specific pollution prevention action 
plm.Thc SWRCB staffmacurs. 



Region Water Body PollutnuVStressor Recommendntlon 

Nickel After miruing theavailable data and informstion and the RWQCB 
docmentation forthis nwmmcndation, SWRCB staffconcivdcthst 
UM waterbdy sheuldhe removed fmm the sation 303(d) l i a t h u s s  
appliublewerquality standards an not exceeded. 

M a  conclusion L baaed on thc staff findings thsk 
I. The data is wnsidcred to he of adequate quality. 
2. Thedata exhibited suklicicntap~tial and tcmponl coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses hwc been established. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data an numnicsl. 
6. Smdard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or rite-specific infonnatian inolvding the age of 
the data wen considered. 

None of the water quality measvnments excsedd the wskr quality 
standard since March of 1993. The staff confidence tba  standards m 
not exceeded is high. 

The RWQCB rewmends  placing these San Franeiseo Bay segments 
in them the Monitoring List for copper and nickel, due to the 
proximity of ambient levels to the water quality objectives, ongoing 
impaimentat the mouth of the Petalums River and pending 
commimenta ofdischargers to specilic pollution prevention action 
plans. The SWRCB staffconcurs. 

San Francisco Bay, Central 
C O P F  Aflcr rcviwingthca~ilablcdataand informstionand the RWQCB 

damentation for this rceamrmdatim. SWRCB slaffronclvde that 
the water bad" should k m o v e d  from the section 3031db list because 
applicable w&r quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is baed on the stanfindinas that: 
I. The data is considered to be afadequatequality. 
2. The dataexhibited sulficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data a n  numerical. 
6. Smdard methods were used. 
7. Other wsler body- or sits-specific infomation including the age of 
t k  data wen considered. 

Nooe of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
amdard since 1997. The staffconfidence that standards arc not 
acceded is high. 

The RWQCB recommends placing these San Fmnsisso Bay segments 
in the on the Monitoring List for copper and nickel, due to the 
proximity of ambient levels to the water quality objectives, ongoing 
impairment at the mouth of the Petslums River and pending 
commiments of dischargers B specific pollution prcvcntion action 
plans. The SWRCB staffeoncurs. 



Region Water Body PoliutnnUStressor Recommendation 

San Francisco Bay, Lower 
Copper Aftcrrevicwing the available dam and Information and the RWQCB 

documentation for this mmmmdation, SWRCB smff conclude that 
t k  water body should k m v e d  from t k  .ation %3(d) list teause 
applicable water quality stnndards srs not ex&. 

This conclusion is based on thestaff findings that: 
1.The data is considmd to k of sdcqustc quality. 
2.Thc dsta exhibited sufflcisnt spatial and m p m l  coverage. 
3. Beneficial uau have bcm established. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Dataare nuttwriml. 
6. Standard methodn wcrcused. 
7. Other water body- or site.specik information including the age of 
the data were canaidcnd. 

None ofthc water quality mcaPunmenta exceeded the water quality 
standard since 1997. The staffconfidence that standards an not 
exceeded is high. 

The RWQCB reeonmends placing lhex San Francisco Bay segments 
in Ihcon the Monitoring Lisl far eappcr and ntekel,due m the 
ploximity ofambient levels lo the u a t n  quality objectivcr, ongoing 
impirmenl ar the mouth of h e  Petalum River and pending 
comrmmcntr of dischamerr lo saecifie mllulman orrvcntian artinn 

Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dwumenlalion for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that 
the waler body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality amdards an not exceeded. 

Thii concluPian isbased en themff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofsdequale quality. 
2. The data exhibited saufflcient spatial and tcmpral coverage. 
3. Beneficial user have been established. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numniesl. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information includtng the age of 
thc dam were considered. 

None ofthe water qualsty mcarwmcnts exceeded the water qualtty 
standard since Much 011991. Thcstaffconlidcnec lhal standardsax 
no1 rxcccdcd is high. 

The RWQCB reeonmcndo placing lhcsr Sm Francixo Bay wgmcntr 
in the on the Moniloting Lirl for copper and nickel, due to lhc 
~ m x i m N  ofambient levels to the water oualiN obicrtivcs. oncoina . . . ~. ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ -  
im~airment at the mouth ofthe Petal- River and -dine . " 
c a d n i m a t r  ofdi6chPrgcrs to specific pollution prevention action 
plans. The SWRCB sUff con-. 



.mJUaJJSlP 83XMS alU 'SWld 
uo!lse uo!lwnad uugl"ll0d JB!30d~ 01 ~~eSmqs !p jo  E l l l l l l l l N N l O J  

Ilu!pwd plm JaA!n EUmlmOd OylJo qlnoluOylls luauu!dm! 
Su!oS'uo 'sang3ofqo &!pnb lnomi rq la  olanll ilu!qum JO &!IU!XOI~ 

aq14 anp'la~$!u pus &dm IOJ  is!^ Bupo~!uon aqI uo ayl u! 
quaudlas K-0 om!~md uss awqi Bu!~sld s p w u n u m  83b~n o u  

.pp~,xa 10" epnpums &!lmb mica qqnqldde 
arnexq IS!! (P)(o( UO!IJJS oqi wol) p o w =  aq p lnoq~  Kpoq mien sqi 

ieql2pnl3ualUmr 8 3 W S  'uo !~epuamo~u  r lq i  WJ uo!muawnap 
0 3 i 3 ~ ~  1q1 pus v a ! ~ m o ~ u !  pus mep olqsl!sns o q ~  BU!W!A~J J>IJ\I 

. o n ~ u o ~ u m ~  8 3 ~ s  s y l ' m l d  
UO(I>B UOJIUDAU~ uo!lnllod >g!Xds 01 SI~SIB~X!~ JO muatu!unuo$ 

.9u!pwd p m u n ( n  sumlaad ay l~oqinow a q ~ i e  ~wuv!edwl 
Suloduo . ~ o n t i ~ ~ l q o  i(ltlanb inem a sla"'1 IUS!~WDJO N!w!rold 

oql 01 onp' lal~!u pun A d o 3  101 19!1 %Y!IO~!YOW 241 uo a q ~  UI 
nuaudlx Lea O X ~ ~ U B J ~  UBS ssoq! BUIJB~J PPUOUN~MJ~ a3bfin a y l  

.pl(r!lqmss u a q  m q  r a n  l t ! ~ g . ~ s a  '2 
.aSol~no> p o d u a  pus le!ieds iua!~t jns pa!qtqra nep w '7 

'L,,rnb olsnbooe lo 00 an oU2ols"oJ s, elm 0" I 'I 



Region Water Body Pollut.nUStressor Recommendation 

San Pablo Bay 
Aflu revinving the available ,data d infamation cad the RWQCB 
documentation for this rronnmandarim, SWRCB staffconclude Ulat 
thehewatnbodys~(dk~~~thc~mim303~d)li~becarne 
applicable water quality sDndnrdr .re not ex&. 

This conclusion is Wed on the staff f i d i n p  thsf: 
I . ~dua is f~~8 idcndmhedWataqua l i ty .  
2. The data nhibitcdsuflicicnt spalisl and emporn1 wvmga.  
3. hmfieiat urea have b m  established. 
4. Water quality atandard wed is applicable. 
5. D n a m  numniwl, 
6. Standard methods were uacd. 
7. Other warnbody- or site-specific infomution including theage of 
the data were cons ided  

None of the watu quality mearurnncnts exceeded h hcvraler qusttty 
standard since 1997. The amff eonlidcncc that standards lre not 
exceeded is high. 

The RWQCB rrcommendaplacingthwe San Flsncinco Bay segments 
in the on the Monitoring List for copper and nickel, due to the 
pmximiy dlmk*nt kvcIste UIawatn qus(ity objectives, ongoing 
impairment at the mouth of tho Petaluma River and pending 
Mrnmimnts of diachargm to specific pollution prevention action 
plans. The SWRCB staff eoncw. 
After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dosumentation for lhis ncommendstion. SWRCB staffconclude that 
lhe water body should be nmoved (ma the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are natexceedcd. 

This conclusion is based aathe staff findGngslhaR 
1. The data is cansided to be afadequale quality. 
2. The dataF*hibitcdsuffiient spatial sndtnnporsl coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been established. 
4. Water quality standard used ia applieeble. 
5. Data am nwncriul. 
6. Standard m c W  wcreurcd. 
7. Other uatcr bady- or sitc.rpec~fic information including lhs age of 
the data were considered. 

None ofthe vmKr quality mearmmnts  exended the walcr quality 
standard since March of 1993. The staffconfidence that standards are 
not exceeded is high. 

The RWQCB rceommenda placing these San Frsncisco Bay segments 
in lhc on the Monitcdag List far w p m  andnickel, due tothe 
proximity ofmbirnt levels to the watcrqualityobjeetives, ongoing 
i m p i m a  at ihc mouth of the Petal- fin and pending 
commihncnts o f d i s c b q u ~  to spceific pollution prevention action 
planr, The S m C B  staff CDDCU~S~ 



Region Water Body PoilutanUStressor Recommendation 

Suisun Bav 

Nickel 

A h  rrvioving the availsblcdata md infomadan and ihc RWQCB 
docmentation far thir recommmdation. SWRCB statTconclu& that 
the water hod" should be -ved h m  the sccrion 3031dh lia baause 

~~ ~~ 

applicable w8terquslity ~twdads are not CX- 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings th.1: 
I. The data is considered to bc of adequate quality. 
2. The &la exhibited sufficient spatial and t empnl  coverage. 
3. Bmeficisl usu have been established. 
4. Water quality standard vscd is applicable. 
5. Dsta are numerical. 
6. Standardmethods were used. 
7. Other water My- or site-specific information including the age of 
the data wne considered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard since 1997. The staff confidma that standards are not 
exceeded is high. 

The RWQCB recommends placing these San Fmcisco Bay segments 
in the on the Monitoring List for copper and nickel, due to the 
proximity of ambient levels a the water qualityobjatives, ongoing 
impairment at the mouth ofthe Petaluma River and pending 
commihnents ofdipchargers to specific pollution prevention action 
plana. Tk SWRCB staffconnur. 
Atkr reviewing the avsilablc data and information and the RWQCB 
dasvmenlation for thir rcmmmsndation, SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water MY should bc removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
applicable wa& quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings th.1: 
I. me data is considend to be dadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sullicicnt spatial and temporal coierage. 
3. Beneficial uses have hes tab i i shed .  
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are nwnericsl. 
6. Standard mcthodr were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific infomtian including the age of 
the data were considered 

None ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard since March of 1993. The stsff confidence that standards arc 
not exceeded is high. 

The RWQCB recommend placing these San Francisco Bay segments 
in the on the Monitoring List for capper and nickel, due to the 
proximity of ambient levels to the water quality objectives, ongoing 
impsinncnt at the mouth of the Pctaluma River and w d i n g  
commitments ofdischargera to specific pollution prevention action 
plana. The SWRCB staffconsum. 

3 
Chorro Creek 

Mctalr A n n  revlcvtng theavadablc &laand~nfamtmn and the RWQCB 
doeumcntauon forthlr recomndatran, SWRCB staff conclude tha 
the watn bad" should be m o v e d  from the scenon 303(d) list b e c a w  ~~~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ 

d a t a u d  in libinn is insuficimt. Dsta were not collected in Chom - 
Creek and do not repmmt the conditions in the c w k  

Deletions-7 
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Los Osos Creek 
Piiority organics After reviewing iheawillbls h a n d  information and the RWQCB 

documcllatioa forthis neemmmdah. SWRCB staffumehdethu 
the w a r  body should be removed imm the sectinn 303(d) list because 
applicable W q u a l i t y  stpnQrds w o o l  acceded in sediment or 
weta 

Thisconelusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. Ihe data is canaidered to bcofDdequstegualily. 
2. Ihc d m  exhibited suflieicnt spatial snd hmpanl covamgc. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality rundarduscdi~ appliibb. 
5. Datauc numerical. 
6. Standard methods were ussd. 
7. Othu water body information including the effecls o f r w o n  and 
ago of UK dam were cansidned. 

N m  of the water quality mearwmenta exceeded the water quality 
slandard. The rtaffconfidencc that standards were not exeeededis 
high. 

San Lorenzo River Lagoon 
Scdiment-Siltation After reviewing the available infannation pmvided by the RWQCB 

and the recommndation, SWRCB staffconcludes that h e  water body 
should be removed from iheueUion 3OXd) list becausethere was 
originally no information to suppan listing and currently then is no 
i n f o d o n  availaMeto assessif the problemdue to a pollutant 
(upsmam sedimmt sources), 

Watsonville River 
~ m l s  (capper, zinc. Anor mirwinp the svarlable dala and informstion and h e  RWQCB 
Icad) d m m m t i o n  for his  reeommcndation. SWRCB slaffron~ludc that 

the water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafftindings bt: 
I. The dala is considered to be of adequstc quality. 
2. The dataexhibited suff~eiirnt smtial and temwml coveme. 
3. Bcneficisl uses apply to the water body. 

. 
4. Water quality standarduscdis applicable. 
5. Data an numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used, 
7. Other water body- or site-spcifie information including the ascof 
the data were consider& 

None ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The rtaffanf&nce that aundsrds were not exceeded is 
high. 



Region Water Body Pollutant/Streasor Recommendntloo 

Watsonvillo Slough 
Oil and Gmuc After miewing the available datsandinfomtion and the RWQCB 

docmmntation far this r somndnt ion ,  SWRCB staffwnclude lhst 
the water body shouldbe removed fmmthe section 303(d) list because 
appliublewatcr quality standardr we not exceedsd 

This conclvsion is baaed an thc staff findings that: 
1. Thsdataiswnsi&ndto beofadequatcqudity. 
2. The dataexhibited svfficient spatial and temprsl coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline wedm h t r rpmnmt ivc  watm quality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data am numerid. 
5. Standard methcds werevaed. 
6. Other w e r  body- er site-specific informstion including the effects 
age of the data wen cansidercd. 

All of the water quality measmmenb did not exceed the water quality 
sundsrd. The staffwnlidencethat standards wen exceeded is 
modmte. 

4 
Ballona Creek 

Arsenic After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB dwumentation for thir rsommendation, SWRCB staff 
concluded that the water body should be removed from the section 
303(d) list baause MTRL guidelines cannot be used for pmtection of 
muatic life. 

Lead 

Silver 

7- 

After rcvtewingthe available data and Information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rsommendation, SWRCB staff caneluded that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDL guidclines arcnot s valid tool to intcrpretnanstive 
water quality standards. 
In the review ofthe available data and information and the RWQCB 
doeumentetion for this recommendation, SWRCB staffwnsluded that 
the water body should be m o v e d  b m  the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDL guidelines are not a valid twl  to interpret namivc 
water quality standards. 
After reviewing the available dataand informstion and the RWQCB 
daewnentaticn for this recamendation, SWRCB staff wnduded that 
the water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDL guidelines are not a valid twl  to interpret nmt ivc  
water quality standards. . . 

TBT After rcvicwtng the a\ailable data and information provided by the 
RWQCB dosumrntation for this mommrnds~ion, SWRCB staff 
mncluded that the water bod" should be removed from the section ~~~~~~~-~ ~ ~~~~ ~~~ 

303(d\ list because there is no valid asseiimnt midelinc ~ ~ T B T  in 
rcdim;n~ 

- 
T m h  After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 

doeymmtation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
beeawe s TMDL h u  been developed for the water body-pollutant 
combination. TheTMDL has b a n  appmved by USEPA. 

Ballona Creek Estuary 
Arodot A M  rrvlrwing the available data and information and the RWQCB 

daumcntation for thir recommmdatioa. SWRCB staffconelude that 
the warn body should nor be listed on the 2002 section 30316) list far ... .~.~-~-, ~~~~ ...... ~ . . ~ ~ - ~ ~ -  ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ -  ~~ ,-, ~~~ ~ ~ 

Aroelorbceaurc the ~ t e r b o d v  is alreadv listed for PCBs. Amclar is ~~~~~~~~~~ ~ 
~~~~ ~~~. 

another name forwlvehlorin~ted bi~hn;vls ( P C B  This would reault 
in a duplicate water k y  listing forihe dame politant. 

Deletions-9 
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Ballona Creek Wetland 
Ancnic Akrcv inv ing  h e  available data and information pmvided by the 

RWQCB dacvmenUtion for thir recommendation, SWRCB staff 
concluded that the waterbody should be m v e d f m m t h e  s a i o n  
303(d) list bccausc Mare no MTRL guidelines for arsenio. 

Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, 
RIO, RII, R12, R13 (was 
Conejo Creek RI, RZ, R3, R4) 

Cadmium A k  reviewing thcawilsble data and information and the RWQCB 
docmenlation for this ncommendation, SWRCB staflconcludedthat 
the water body should be nmoved fmm the section 303(d) list because 
theapplied EDLguidelines arc not a valid iw l  to interpret n a t i v e  
water quality standards, 

Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, 
R10, RI 1 (was Conejo Creek 
RI, R2, R3, R4) 

Chmmium ARer nviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dacumentetion for this raommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that 
the water body should be m o v e d  fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDL guidelines sre not s valid tool to interpret n a t i v e  
water quality standards. 

Nickel After nviwing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation~for this ncommmdation, SWRCB staff concluded that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
theapplied EDL guidelines a n  not a valid iw l  to interpret narrative 
waer quality arsndards, 

Silver After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this mommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that 
the water body shouldhe m o v e d  fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDL guidelines src not a valid tool to intemret narrative 
water quality s!&jards. 

Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, 
R10, RI1, R13 (was Conejo 
Reach RI, R2. R3, R4) . . 

Daethal Aner reviewing the availabledata and information and the RWOCB 
documentationfor thir mommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that 
the water body shshouldbe m o v e d  from the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDLguidclincri a n  not s wlid tml to intemret narrative 
water quality rlandards, 

Calleguas Creek Reach I (was 
Mugu Lagoon) 

Dacthal ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationfor this mommendation. SWRCB staffconslud;that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
t hn r  arc no guidclina for Dsethal and tissue ~amplcs arenot linked to 
aquatic life pmtection. 



Region Water Body PollutaoUStresror Recommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach 10 
(Conejo Creek (Hill Canyon)- 
was part of Conejo Creek 
Reach 2 and 3, and lower 
Conejo CreeWArroyo Conejo 
North Fork on the 1998 303(d) 

Organic Enrichment-Lour After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
Dkrolved Oxygen documentation forthis recamndst im,  SWRCB staffconclude that 

the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
applicable wala quality standards are not exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered n, be of adequate quality. 
2. Tho data exhibited sufficient t cmpnl  coverage. 
3. Beneficial "sea have been established and a ~ ~ l v  to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numnical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information imluding the effects season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 

Moat of the wter  quality measurements did not exceed the water 
quality swdard. The staffconfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 

Calleguas Creek Reach I I 
(Arroyo Santa Rosa-was part of 
Conejo Creek Reach 3 on the 
1998 303(d) list) 

Organic Enrichment-Low Aner reviewing the available dataand information and the RWQCB 
Dissolved Oxygen documentalion for this recommendation, SWRCB staffeonciude that 

the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered O be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient t cmpnl  coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Dataare numerical. 
6. Standard methadp were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age 
of the data were considered. 

None ofthe water quality mcasunmenu exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidenee that standards were not exceeded is 
high. 



Region Water Body PollutnnUStressor Recommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach 12 (was 
cone6 CreeWArroyo Conejo 
Nonh Fork on the 1998 303(d) . . 
list) 

Organic Enrichmnt.Low AAer reviewing the svnilsble dataand information and the RWWB 
Dissolved Oxygm dacwnmtPtion for this mo~nendat ion.  SWRCB staffconcludethat 

Uls water body shouldbe removed hom the seetion 303(d) list beeausc 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This eanclusioa is based on the stafffindingathat: 
I. The data is considered Lo be ofadequate quality. 
2. The datacxbibited nrffrcicnt tempral coverage. 
3. Bendicisl uses havebeen established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Dstaarenumcri~sl. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Mhcr water body information including the effects of season and 
age of the data wna considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements did not 
exceeded the water quality standard. The ataffconfidence that 
standards were not exceeded ia high. 

Calleguas Creek Reach 13 - 
Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was 
Conejo Creek Reach 4 and pan 
of Reach 3 on the 1998 303(d) 
list) 

Orgaganio Enriehment-Low Atla reviewing the available data and informalion and the RWQCB 
Dissolved Oxygen documentation for this refommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that 

Ulc water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list baause 
applicable wa&quality standards an not exceeded. 

This consluaian is bared anthc staff findmga tha: 
I .  Thc data is considered to be of adequaa quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient ternpara1 coverage. 
3. Beneficial usa apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualitystandard used is applicable. 
5. Data an numrical. 
6. Standard were used. 
7. Other water body information including the hcffectclr ofseason and 
ageotthc data were considned. 

An adequate numbn d t h c  water quality measurements did not 
exceeded the water quality standard. The staff confidence that 
standards werc not exceeded is high. 



Region Water Body PollutsnUStressor Reeommendntion 

Calleguas C w k  Reach 2 
(esturuy to Pob.ero Road-was 
Calleguas Creek Reaches 1 and 
2 on 1998 303(d) list) 

Toxicity Abmviewing  Ihe availabledata ad information and the RWQCB 
dacumentation far this reeo-ndation. SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water bodvshouldbe removed fmm the section 303(d> list beoausc . . 
appticab~c WB& quali(y srsndardr ate not ex- 

This cmdwioa is bsed  on Ihc staff findings that: 
I. The data ia considered tobe ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficimttemponl coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses havcbeen established and apply to the water body. 
4. Wata  quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Dara are numericel. ~ -.~.. ~ ~ - 

7. Standard toxicity methods wen  used. 
8. Ocher water body information including season and the age ofthc 
data wnc conridered. 

None of the water gualitymeaaurements exceeded the n m t i v c  
objective. The staffconfidence that the wa ta  quality objective were 
not exceeded is high. 

Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was 
Revolon Slough Main Branch: 
Mugu Lagoon to Central 
Avenue on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Dacthal Afler reviewing the available data and information and b e  RWQCB 
documentation for this reeommmdatian, SWRCB staffconcludc that 
the wwar M y  should be removed fmm the Metion 303(d) list because 
approved valid guideline for DasUlal ia sediment do not exist 

Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was 
Arroyo Simi Reach 1 and 2 on 
the 1998 303(d) list) 

Nickel AOcr reviewing bea\ailsblcdataand informationand the RWQCB 
docwncntalion for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded thal 
Ihc water body ahouldberrmovcd hamthe rcslion 3031dl lirtbecsusr 
the applied E ~ L  guidelines not s valid W l  m in&&inarrativc 
water quality standards. 

Selenium ARer reviewing the available dataand information and the RWQCB 
d%umentation for this ncommmdation, SWRCB sbff concluded that 
the water M y  should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDLguidclines are not a valid WI to intcrprnnmtivc 
wata  quality standards. 

Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was 
Arroyo Simi Reaches I and 2 
on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Chromium 

Silver 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
&ementation far this recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that 
the waccrbwJodvahovld be removed fmm thesedon 3031d) list because . , 
the applied EDL guidelines are not a valid t w ~  to inmperprefnanstivc 
water oualiw standards. . . 
Allcr revawing the available data and information m d  the RWQCB 
documentation for this raommcndalion. SWRCB staffconcluded lhat 
the wssr  bod" should be removed fmm the section 3031d) lirt because -~~~ ~ ~ - ,  ~ .... ~~~ ~~ - ~ - ~ - , ~ ~ ~  ~~~ 

the applied EDL guidelines are not a valid W l  to interpret n m t i w  
watsr quality standards. 



Region Water Body PollutnuUStressor Recommendation 
i 

Zinc AAcr reviewing the available data and informtion andthe RWQCB 
doommution for this mmmcndation. SWRCB suRmcluded that 
the water bodvshould be nmovcd fmm the seetion 303M lint baause 
Lhs applied ~ ~ ~ g u i d c l i n e .  are not s valid mI to intc&t n d v e  
wsterquslity s m d d s .  

Calleguas C m k  Reach 9A 
(was lower part of Conejo 
Creek Reach 1 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

Toxicity A k  reviewing the available data and information ionad the RWQCB 
dwwnentation for this neemmcndation, SWRCB auff conclude that 
the waln body should k m v e d  fmm tho ration 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality stands& are not exceeded and the 
pollutanl(s) potentially cawing the toxicity w m  not identified. 

This conclusion is based on the staflfindings that: 
I. The d e b  is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufflcicnt spatial and ternpal  coverage. 
3. Beneficial vscr apply te the water bdy .  
4. Water quality standard wed is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
s tandah is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7 Standard m c t h d  were used. 
8 Other water body- or ntc.spcctfic 8nformallon lncludsng the effects 
of n s m l  sour-, season, and age of the data wcm conr~dcred 

Mart of toxicity tests did not exceed the water quality standard. Staff 
confidence that standards wen not exceeded is maderate. 

Calleguas Creek Reach 9A 
(was lower part of Conejo 
Creek Reach 1 on the 1998 
3031d) list) ., , 

Organic EnriJlmcnt-w Aflernvicwing the available detaand information and the RWQCB 
Dissolved Oxygen dwvmenwion for this recomndstion, SWRCB staflconciude that 

the water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list baawe  
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staflfindingr that: 
I. The dau is considered to be of adquate quslity. 
2. Thcdaucxhibited rullieient spatial andtemporalra,crage. 
1. Beneficial uses have brm arablished and aaolv ro the water bodv. ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~~~~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~ ..-=~, ~~ ~~~~ ~~~~ ~~- 

4. Water oualiw standard used is aoolicablc. . . . . 
5. Dataare numerical. 
6. Standard methois were used. 
7. Other water body inlfomvrtion including the eflccta season, and age 
of Lhs data were Mnridned. 

Mon of the wwstn quality mtasumcnls did not exceed the wh 
quality II1Mded. The stsflconfidmee that standards wen not 
exceeded is high. 
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Calleguas Creek Reach 9B 
(was part of  Conejo Creek 
Reaches 1 and 2) ...-....- ~ ~ ~~~ , 

Orpanic Etuichmot-Low A n n  rcvicwing the available data and in fomion  and the RWQCB 
Dissolved Orygrn dafummtation for this raommmdation. S W C B  %Uffconcludc that 

the war bad" should be removed hom the s h o n  3031dl l i t  bosaurc .... ~ .~~~ ~ ~ - ,  ~~~~~~~- ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ . . 
applicable water quality standard8 are not uwded. 

This uu~clurion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. Ths data is considered to be of adquatc qualify 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal mvnagc. 
3. Beneficial vaes apply to the water bcdy. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data arc numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Othn water bcdy- or site-specific information including the effects 
of natural sources, reason, storm events and age of the data were 
considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
w a t n a u a l i ~  standard. Staffconfidence thst standards arc not 

Colorado Lagoon 
Lcad After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 

docmentation for thia recommendation, SWRCB staffconcluded thst 
the water M y  should be m o v e d  from the section 303(d) list baause 
the avdied EDL guidelines are not s valid twl  to interpret water 

Coyote Creek 
Ammonia After reviewing thc available data and information far this 

recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the water body should 
be placed on the Enforceable hogram lia because applicable water 
quality standard8 are exceeded mod another pmgram will address the 
problem. 

Silver After reviewing the avsilablc data and information and the RWQCB 
documenmion for this mommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDL guidelines are no longer a valid as a water quality 
standard asseumenttwl. In addition. MTRLs are not linked to 
aquatic life beneficial usu. 

Toxicity Aner reviewing the available data and infarmation for this 
recommendation, SWRCB staffmclude that the water body should 
be placed an the Enforeesble P r o p m  list baause applicable water 
aualiw standards a n  cxeeededand another program will address the . . . . 
problem. 

Echo Park Lake 
Trarh After reviewing the available da taad  information and the RWQCB 

dafumcntation f a  this recomndation, SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water M y  should be placed on the 7MDLs Completed List 
becsuresTMDL has brm dcvcloped for tho water My-pollutant 
combination. The TMDL ha been approved by USEPA. 

Lake Calabasas 
Copper A n n  reviewiag the availabledata and information and the RWQCB 

documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB atafleonsluded that 
the water body should be nmoved from h e  section 303(d) list h a u s e  
the applied EDL guidelines src not s valid twl  to interpret narrative 
water quality standards. 
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Zinc Aflcrrcvicwingthc available data and informatioo and the RWQCB 
doc!nnm(slion for thisncommend.tion, SWRCB ataffmncludedthat 
the wsia body should be -ved fmm tho section 303(d) list because 
theapplicd EDL guidelines are not a valid m l  to inkrpretnvntive 
wsm qualily standards. 

Lake Linden, 
Selenium Aflcrrevinving the a~i lsblcdatasnd information and the RWQCB 

docwnatslion for this n c o d t i o n ,  SWRCB staff conclude Ulsl 
the water body abould be removed fmmthc section 303(d) list becaw 
applied Median lntemMiod Standard8 (MIS) an obsolete, not 
applicable within the U.SA. anddo not represent vaiid asaMamcnt 
guidelines to masum imps- an.4utic life beneficial uussr. 

Lincoln Park Lake 
Trash Ancr reviewing the available dataand information and the RWQCB 

dosummtation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
becawsaTMDL has teen developed for the water bodypollutant 
combination. TheTMDL has b a n  appmved by USEPA. 

Los Angeles Fish Harbor 
TBT Anerrrvicwing thcavsihble data and informstion and the RWQCB 

documrowtion for this rrcommeodation. SWRCB rtaNmnolude that 
the watn body should be removed fmm the restiw 303(d) list baause 
the original listing was based on exceeding backgmund levels rather 
than valid assessment guidelines. 

Los Angeles Harbor Inner 
Breakwater 

TBT After reviewingthe available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this ncommendstion, SWRCB staflconslude that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the original listing wan based on exceeding hackgmgmund levels rather 
than valid assasment guidelines. 

Los Angeles Harbor Main 
Channel 

TBT AflcrrcviCwingthcavailaMedaW and informstion and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
the original listing was based on exceeding background levela rather 
than vaiid assessment guidelines. 

Los Angeles Harbor- 
Consolidated Slib 

TBT Ancr reviewing the available data and infomuan and the RWQCB 
docwnwuon for this mommcndal~an. SWRCB staffconclude lhsl 
the wawr body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) ilsl bcfausc 

Zinc 

the original listing was baredon exceeding backgmund levels rather 
tban valid anscrrment guidelincp. 
Aflcrrcviewingee available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation forthis mommadation, SWRCB ataNeoneluds that 
the water body should be removed fmm the aMtion 303(d) list because 
theoriginal listing waa based on exceeding backgmund lcveis rather 
than "slid u s e r s k n t  guidelines. 

Los Angeles River Reach 1 
( ~ s t u a 6  to Carson Street) 

Tmh Atterrcvicwingthc avxilsblc dam and infomtation and the RWQCB 
documentation for this reemmendation. SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water body should be piacedon the TMDLs Completed List 
because aTMDL has bem developed far the water body-pollutant 
wmbination. m e  TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region Water Body PollutanWStressor Recommendation 

Los Angeles River Reach 2 
(Carson to Figueroa Street) 

Trash ARerrevicwing theavailabledata and informtian and the RWQCB 
d o c m a t i o n  for this recommendation, SWRCB staff eoncludc that 
the water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
because aTMDL has been dwelopd for the water bodypallutant 
combination. TheTMDL has been approved by USEPA. 

Los Angeles River Reach 3 
(Figueroa Street to Riverside 
Drive) 

Trash Atkr reviewing the available data and infamatian and the RWWB 
dosumenation for this reeonmendation. SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water bady should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
because s TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant 
combination. TheTMDL has b a n  approved by USEPA. 

Los Angeles River Reach 4 
(Sepulveda Drive to Sepulveda 
Dam) 

Trash After reviewing the available data and information and the RWWB 
dosumenation for this raommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water bady should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
because a TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant 
combination. ThcTMDL has been approved by USEPA. 

Los Angeles River Reach 5 (At 
Sepulveda Basin) 

Trash Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dosumentation forthis recommendation, SWRCB staKeonclude lhat 
the water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
became sTMDL has b m  dsveloaed for the water badv-wlhtant 
combination. The TMDL has bc;n appmved by USEPA.' 

Los Angeles River Reach 5 
(within Sevulveda Basin) 

ChcmA Afterreviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for thir recommendation, SWRCB ataffcoduded that 
the water body should be m o v e d  fmm the section 303(d) list because 
there is insufficient evidence to suooart listinc the oallutant. The 
original listing was made in m r  b;; tbe RW&B ;n 1996. The tissue 
sample soll=ted in 1992 was below the NAS tissue guideline for 
C h m  A. 

This conclusion is based on the aaff findings that the data exhibited 
insutlicient spatial and temporal coverage. 

An adequate numbet of the water quality measurements did not exceed 
the water quality standard. me staff confidence that srandards were 
exceeded is low. 

Chlorpyrifor In thereview ofthe available data and information and Ule RWQCB 
dwumenution for thir recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDL guidclina~ are not a =lid tool to interpretn-live 
water quality standards. 

Deletions- I7 
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Malibou Lake 
Chlordane After W n p  the available dataand infomtion md b RWQCB 

documnuion forthis raommm&tion, SWRCB staffmnsludd t b t  
the wnur badvshnuld be removed hornthe & ItlYdl ti* kensue 
~~~~ ~ ~ - ,  ..... ~- ~ ~ . . ~ ~  -~ 

the RWOCB movided m t  &la to l h n t s u m r t ~ a u s l i n  
stsndud;Wn; notcxcced~d. me tiasue U r n p ~ e f o ~ r $ d  in i992 is 
now klow the Chlordane MTRL guideline and chlordane was not 
detected in the 1997 tissw aampla. 

This mclurion is baredon tha staff findings ht: 
1. The dab is considered ro k ofadcqrate quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited rumrient spatial and wmponl covmge. 
3. The evaluation pidelime used to intprel nmt ivc  wasr qudtry 
standard# is adequata. 
4. Dataarc nwnericsl. 
5. Standard methods wen usad. 
8. Othnwster bcdy information including age of the data were 
considered. 

Nonc of the water qualitymeuurementa exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 

Copper 

PCB 

In the review of the avsilable &ta and mfomlion and the RWQCB 
daumentmion fm this mommendalian. SWRCB staff wneluded that 
the watn bod" should be m o v e d  horn the section 303ldl list because ~~ . ~~ . , ~~ 

the applied EDL guidelines are not s d i d  tool to intemret narrative 
waar 0ualiN standards. . . 
Afirr~cvirwingthc available dab and infomation and theRWQCB 
docw~nwtion for this mommmdation. SWRCB staffwncluded that 
the water body should be removed from the scnian 303(d) list The 
RWQCB provided rrcmt data to w p p a  removing l h ~ s  usterbody' 
pollutant fmm the 303(d) list. 

This wnclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is conaidezed to be of sdcquate quality. 
2. The dataexhibited sufficient s p i d  and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to intqret  narrative water qudity 
standards is adqa te .  
4. Numerical data were presented. 
5. Standard methcds were wed. 

Nonc of quality mclsuemenn exceeded the water quality standard 
The staffconfidncs that standa& wn6 not exceeded ia modcrstc. 

Mandalay Beach 
Bcaeh Closures Ancr reviewing theavailablc data and ltlfomlion and the RWQCB 

doewnmtation for thil recommendaian. SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water body should k removed horn the seetlon 303(d) Itst bceausc 
applicable w e  quality B T ~  ~t 

Marina del Rey Harbor-Back 
Basin 

In the review ofthaavailable data and information pmvided by the 
RWQCB documcnution f~thisrrcwmnm&tion, SWRCB mff 
mncluded Lhat the warn bcdy should k removed fmm the sesrion 
303(d) list because the applied EDL guidelines am not s valid tool to 
interpret nml ive  waler quality standa&. 
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DDT After revirwing the available dale and i n f o d o n  and the RWWB 
dorwnctllation for this m m d a t i o n .  SWRCB staflwneluda tlvt 
the watm bodv should be m v s d  horn Ulc list baauw the RWOCB 
prcmted&G to suppon that waterqu~ity mndmis-not 
acceded. Data wps omitted in the RWQCBk origioPl fa01 sheers. 

This conclusion is basedon the staff findings thet: 
I. nK data is crmsidered m be of adequate qualily. 
2. The daleexhibited sumciat  temporal wvcragc. 
3. Bcncficial uses haveken crtablirhedmdapply to the water body. 
4. Water quality slandard wed is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline uacd to interpret nsnstive water qualily 
standards is adequate. 
6. Dataarc nwnerical. 
7. Standard mthods were "red. 
8. Other water b d y  information including age of the data were 
considered. 

An inadequate of the water qualily measumnmts exceeded the wster 
qualily standard The atafleonfidmce that standards were ex& is 
madcrate. 

Lead After reviewing the availabledata and information and the RWQCB 
&cumentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcluded that 
the wsln body rhouldbc removed fmm lhe section 303(d) list basuse 
the applied EDL guidelines arc not a valid tool to intcrpnt narrative 
water quality smdarda. 

TBT In the review ofthc available data and infomtion and lhc RWQCB 
documentation far this recammadation, SWRCB staflwneluded that 
the weln bod" should be removed fmm the secttan 303ldl list because . . 
the applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to inlcrpnt narrative 
water quality standards. 

Unltnow ARcr reviewing lhe available dataand information and the RWQCB 
dmmmtation forthis m d t i m .  SWRCB staflwnclude that 
the wster b d y  should be nmoved fmm the seetion 303(d) list because 
the infarmarim indicates that the benthic community infama is 
mdcratelv dcnradcd. 

Zinc 
. " 

In the review ofthe available data and information and the RWQCB 
doementation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffwncluded that 
the water b d y  should bc m o v e d  h m  the section 303(d) list basuse 
the applied EDL guidelines sro not s valid (ool to intcrpnt narrative 
waar quality standards. 

McGrath Beach 
Bcach Closures After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 

documentation far this recommndation, SWRCB ataffwnsludc that 
the watcr body shouldk m o v e d  fmmthcscctlan 303(d) list because 
applicable watcr quality standards an not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. me data is considered to be ofadequate qualily. 
2. The data exhibited svllicient temporal wverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Other water body- or siteapaific information including the age of 
L e  data were considered. 

All of the waln qualily measurements did not exceed the k a s h  slorurs 
pidelinu in the lest Uua yean. Stalfconfideacc that standards are 
not exceeded is moderate. 
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McGrath Lake 
Told Pertlddu After reviewing the available dataand information and the RWQCB 

documentation for Ulis recommendation. SWRCB staffconcluda that 
the walcr body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list b u s =  
cbmiwls cam b l i s e d  id~vidually. 

Peck Road Park Lake 
T m h  Af*lreviewingthervailablcdataand informatho end the RWQCB 

dcmmenbtion for this mcommdation, SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water body shouldbe placed on the TMDk Completed List 
becauss a TMDL has heen developed for the water body-pollulant 
combination. The TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 

Port Hueneme Harbor (back 
basins) 

PAHs Aft" reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude Lhat 
the water body shouldberemovedfm thesection 303(d) list becase 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is M e d  on the stafffittdixgs that 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflieient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply lo the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data am numcricd. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other w t e r  body information including the age of the data was 
muaidezed, 

None of the water quality mcsaurcments exceeded tho water quality 
standard. The atsff confidence that standards w e e  nottxecdcd is 
high. 

TBT After reviewing the available data and information end the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommcndatian, SWRCB staff mnclude that 
the water bod" should be removed from the section 3031d) list because . , 
there was not s foundation for listing. The tissue mearurementr could 
not be evaluated. Assessment guidelines for TBTdo not exist A TBT 
level in sediment were low. 

Zinc Aikr reviewing the available data md  tnformation and the RWWB 
d r x m t a t i o n  for this recommendation, SWRCB svff conclude that 
the water bod" xhould be ramovrd from the section 303id) list because .... ~.., -~~ ~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~ .~, ~~. ~ ~ 

there was not a foundation for listinn. The tissue measurements could ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~- 

not be evaluated. Aanessment &ideincs far zinc in tissue donot exist. - 
Also zinc levels in sediment were low. 

Rio Hondo Reach I 
A m n i a  After reviewing the available data and iafomtionfor this 

rrcommendation, SWRCB staffconclude (hat the water body should 
he placed OD the Enforceable w p m  list becawe applicable water 
aualiw standards am exceeded and another Dmnram will address the 

Rio Hondo Reach 2 
A m n i a  Afterre-ingthe available data and information for this 

recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the water body should 
be placed on the Enforceable P r o p m  list because applicable water 
quality standards am exeecdedand8noUcr program will add*= the 
problem. 
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Sun Gabriel River East Fork 
T m h  Alterreviewing the amilsblc d a u d  Informstton and thc RWQCB 

dawncnlalion for this mommendstion, SWRCB staffeoncludc that 
the wsmbadv should k alaced on the TMDLn Comaleled List .--, ~~~~ ~... r ~ - ~ ~ -  -~~ ~~~ 

be ivse aTMDL hsp bean dcvcloocd for rhswsterbodv-oollumt 
combination. no TMDL h a r t 4  approved by USEP~.'  

San Gabriel River Estuary 
Ammw After reviewing the available data and informstion and lhe RWQCB 

d o c m m i o n  for thir recammadation, SWRCB staff concluded that 
Ihcwaar bad" shovldk removed from theseetion 3031dllin because . . 
MTRL for o r a i c  in tissue do notexist. 

San Gabriel River Reach 1 
Ammonia After reviewing the available data and information for this 

-mmdatioo. SWRCB staff conclude that the water body should 
be placed on the Enforceable Program list because applicablewater 
quality standards are exceeded and another program will address the 
problan. 

Toxicity Afterreviewing the available data and information far this 
recomndation. SWRCB staffconclude that the u a t n  body should 
be  laced on the Enforccable h a m m  list because a~olicablc wsln 
a d i t v  standards am exseeded sz another oromm$ll address the 

San Gabriel ~ G e r  Reach 2-  
Ammonia After reviewing the available data and information for this 

recommendation. SWRCB staffmnclude that the water body should 
be p l s d  on the Enforceable Program list because applicable water 
quality smandards a n  exseeded and another program will addmas the 
problem. 

San Gabriel River Reach 3 
Toxicity ARcr reviewing the available data and information for this 

raommcndation, SWRCB staff conclude that the water body should 
be placed on tho Enforceable Program list because applicable water 
quality standards arc exceeded and anather program will address the 
pmblnn. 

San Jose Creek Reach 1 (SO 
Confluence to Temple St.) 

A m n i a  After reviewing the available data and infomtion for this 
recommendation, SWRCB slaffmclude that the water body should 
be p l a d  on the Enforceable Program list because applicable water 
quality standards a n  exseeded and another tlragram will address the 

San Jose Creek Reach 2 
(Temple St. to I 10 at White 
Ave.) 

Ammonia After reviewing the available data and information for this 
raommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the water bady should 
bcp)aad on thc EnforEcableF'rogrm list baause applicable water 
quality standards a n  exceeded and another program will addrear the 
problem. 
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Santa Clara River EsNaly 
Beach/Surferqs Knoll 

PecalCalifom A& reviewing Ihe svsilable data and informalion and the RWQCB 
dosumenlation for this ~mmmendation, SWRCB staffconclude thst 
thc wuerbody should not be placed the section 303(d) list beeawe 
applicable a n  quality stsndards amnot ex& 

This conclusion is based on the stafffmdings h t :  
I. Thedata is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. T h  data exhibitad sufficim spatial and temporal covaase, 
3. Beneficial uses have bscn catablished and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline uaed to in tq re t  n m t i v c  water qualify 
standards 13 e d w a e .  
6 Data are numerical. Tho Ocean Plan total collform oblcet~rc of 
wmplcs ~CCCdlng 1000 MPNllOOml is met. 
7. Standard methods ucre used. 
8. Ochn water body speific infonnauon including thcrflerlsaf 
w o n  and age of the data wnc considered 

Noue af the water quality masurement~exescdedthe w u n  quality 
srandard. Tho staff confidence that standards wcre not exceeded is 
hieh. - 

Total Coliform Afterreviewing the available data and informalion and the RWQCB 
docmenlation for his  recommenddon. SWRCB staffconcludc that 
the water body shouldbs mmoved from thesection 303(d) list bscawc 
applicable u s t n  quality standmis are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings thst: 
1. Tlx data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and tempral coverage. 
3. Bmmcial uws have been established and spply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data an numerical. The Ocean Plan total eoliform objective of 
samples exseeding IWO MPNllOOml is met. 
6. Standard methods wcre used. 
7. Other water body specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An inadequate amount ofthe water quality measurements erteecded the 
water quality smdard. The stalfmfidence that slandards were not 
exceeded is high. 

Santa Clara River Reach 7 
Ammonia ARer reviewing the available data and infomtian for this 

rsommendatian, SWRCB staffconclude that the water body should 
be placed on the Enforceable Prognrn list bsausc applicable water 
aualiw standards are arucdedand another~mnram will address the 

Santa Clara River Reach 8 
Ammonia Afierreviewingthc available data and information for this 

recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude thst the water body should 
be placed rm the Enlorcable Program list because applicable water 
quality standards am exceeded and another pmgram will address tbc 
problem. 
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Nim~e-nitrogen plus After reviewing the available dataand infomation and the RWQCB 
NiMtc-ni-n docwarntion forthis m o d t i o n .  SWRCB staffconclude t b t  

the water body should be m v c d  &man the sslion 303(d) lirt 
beewse s~l icablc water quality standards are not crceeded 

lh is conclusion is baaed on the staff findinga Ihat: 
I. l h c  data is considered to be of adequate qualify. 
2. The data exhibited suftlcicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Emelisill vses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable 
5. Dataare numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body or site-specific infarmslion including the effects 
of age of the data were considered 

Moll ofthc vale, quel!ty measurements d ~ d  not exceed !he water 
quality standard. The staffeonfidmec lhat slandardr were not 
exceeded is high. 

Organic Enrichment-Law After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
Dissolved dafumcnlation for this ~cu)mmendation, SWRCB staff conclude that 

the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) lirt and 
place on the Monitoring List becau~c applicable water quality 
standards are not exceeded and the lack of QAIQC. 

This eanelurion i s  basedon the rmflfindings lh r :  
I. The dissolved oxygen data is considered to be of adequalc quality 
2. The dab cxhibiled insvllicicnt tmooral co\rraae. 
3. Beneficial user apply to the water k y .  

- 
4. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects 
of age o f f  e dam were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water qualitymcasumnenls exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceded i s  moderate. More information is needed because the 
available data may underestimate standards "on-attainment. 

Santa Monica Bay 
Offshoreh'earshore 

Chmmium After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dafumcntatian for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water body should be not be placed on the section 303(d) list 
because applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sullieient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standardmethods were used. 
6. Other waterbody- or site-speeifio information including the effects 
of age of the data were considered. 

Most ofthe water quality mcasurments do not exceed the water 
quality standard. The abiTconfi&nce that standards are not exceeded 
is high. 
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C o ~ p r  After reviewing the available dstaand informstion and the RWQCB 
docmentation for this raammcndstion. SWRCB staffconcludc l b l  
the water body should be nmoved fmm the section 303(d) list bccawo 
applicable watnquslity standsrds am no1 exceeded. 

This conclusion is b e d  on the staff findings that: 
I. Thedstais~onsi&FCdtobeofadcquatequality~ 
2. The dsta exhibited sufficienl spatial and Wmpoml covuage. 
3. The cvalwion guidclinc vacd to intcFpret m t i v o  warn1 quality 
standards is .dcqustc. 
4. Dstsare numerical. 
5. Standard methods were wed. 
6. Oher water body- or s i s - s p i t i s  infarmation including the cffeeta 
of age of the datawere c o n a i d d  

Most of h e  wslar quslnty measurnmu do not exceed ihr valcr 
qusl~ty standard The staffconfidence that standards arc n a  exceeded 
s high. 
Aflcr rrvicu~ng ihc available data and informslton and ihr RWQCB 
dawncntauon for his  mmmcndstian, SWRCB staffconcludc hat 
lhc u a t n  body should be m o v e d  fmm the ~ l ~ o n  303(d) l8rt becaluc 
applicable water quality standards are not exoeeded 

Thin conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Theevaluation wideline used to intcmmt -live watcroualiw . . 
standards is adequate. 
4. Dataam numerical. 
5. Standard rnh& wmused. 
6. Other water body- n site-specifio information including the effects 
of age of the data were considerad. 

Most of the walar quality measurements do not e x 4  the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards am not exceeded 
i. hioh. .- ... s-. 
Aftcr reviewingthe available dam and informstion and the RWQCB 
d m e n l a t i o n  for this rceommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that 
the wafer body should be removed fmm the setion 303(d) list because 
applicable wa& quality standards a n  not exceeded, 

This conclusion is bared on the staff findings hat: 
1. The data is eonsidered to be ofadcquatc quality. 
2. Thedataexhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The cvalustion guideline used to intnpmr narrative water quality 
slandards is adequate. 
4. Data are nwncriul. 
5. Standard mth& w " e  "acd, 
6. Other waterbody- or site-specific information including the effects 
of age of rhc data w r r e m s i d e d .  

Mort of hc\iaterquality measurements do not exend the water 
quality standard. The smllconfiMncc that ~(sndards am not exceeded 
is high. 
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Nickel ARer reviewing the available data& infomation and the RWQCB 
docvmenlstion forthistrcnnmend.tion, SWRCB staffcnncludethsd 
the walor M y  should be moved fmm the section 303(d) list b u s s  
applicable water quality standards are not ex&. 

Tbiscanslwioa is baredon Ule staff findings that: 
I. lk data is wsidered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The dataexhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Tbc evaluation guideline used to interpret nanativc water quality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard metha& were uMd. 
6. Othw watu My- or site-swific in fomion  including the effects 
of age of the data were considered. 

Silver 

Zinc 

Most of the water quality mrasurcments do not exceed the water 
quality standard. The staffsonfidcncc that s tandah s n n o t  exceeded 
is high. 
After reviewing the available dataand infomation and the RWQCB 
donmrrntstmn far this rcmmmmdetbn, SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water body should be removed fmm the i at ion 303(d) iin because 
applicable water quality standards arc not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to interpnt n m t i v e  water quality 
standatds is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standardmthadswercused. 
6. Other waterbody- or site-specific information including the effects 
ofage orthe data wen considered. 

Most of the water quality mrasurcments do not exceed the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards are not exceeded 
is high. 
After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documenmian far this ~ m m m d a d o n ,  SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water M y  should be m o v e d  fmm the section 303(d) list beeauss 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conslusian is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considrrcd to be of adequate-quality. 
2. The data cxhibiled suficimt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The emluation guideline u ~ d  to zntqrrt narralivc wstcr quality 
slandsrds is adequate. 
4. Data arent~metical . . - .~. -. . 
5. Standard mthods wereused. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific infomation including the effects 
of ago of the data w m  considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements do not exceed the water 
sualiw standard. The staff confidence that standards are not exceeded 
ib high. 

VenNra River Estuary 
DDT Aftcr reviewing the available data and infonnatian and the RWQCB 

documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB slaIfconcludc ha t  
the water body shavld he removed fmmthc section 303(d) lint b u s e  
appliublc watcrquslitystMdsrdr arena exceeded In addition the 
original listing was based on one sample and concatnuions of DDE 
was below the MTRLs. 
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Ventura River Reach 1 (Estuary 
to Main Street) and RZ (Main 
Street to Weldon Canyon) 

COPVr After reviewingthe available dataand i n f o m t i m  and the RWQCB 
daewncnution for this ncommendstian. SWRCB staffwnsludedfhst 
the water body shouldbe rrmoved fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the applied EDL guidclinss m n a t  a d i d  tool to inlerpret narrative 
water quality sund.rds. 

Selenium ARcr reviewing the available dataand infonnatim and the RWQCB 
daewnentation for thir recommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that 
thewatn body should be m v e d  fmm tho section 303(d) list because 
thaqplied EDL guidelines ur not 8 valid t w l  to interpret n m t i v e  
water qualily standards. . . 

Sllvrr ~ ( L c r  reviewing the ava~lsblc data and information and ihc RWQCB 
dwwncntation for thir raommcndation. SWRCB staffeoncluded thst 
the watn had" should be m o v e d  fmm the section 303idl lirt because 
the ao~lied E ~ L  aidelines m not a valid tw l  to intern; n m t i v e  ~~~~ ~ r.~ ~ -~ ~" 
water aualiw standards. 

Zinc 
. . 

After reviewing the available data and infomtion and the RWQCB 
documentation for thir r e m e n d a t i o n .  SWRCB sraffmncluded that 
the wsterbody sbould be removed from the section 303(d) lirt bccausc 
the applied EDL guideline8 are not a ,slid tool to inlevre1 narrative 
water quality standards. 

Westlake Lake 
Chlordane Aflnrrvirvlngihc available dataend ~nformat8on and the RWQCB 

doementanon Car thlr r eeamnda t~on .  SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water hod" should removed fmm ihc 3031dl last because so~llcablc .... .~.. ..., ~~~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ,  
~(vteroualinstandmk are below the nuideline. The RWOCB' > ,  - 
omvidcd the anornotiate data. fhst ww inadvenentlv miasma In their 
bridnal fan si&io supportbe delisting of this water bod;-pollutant 
combination. 

This conclusion is baed on the staff findings thst: 
1. Thedata is conridmed to be ofmiequate quality. 
2 The d m  cxhtbtled sufiieiee temporal covcragc 
3. Bcncfie~al u s  have been crtablnshed and apply to the Hater body 
4 Watn qwlnty rtandard used is appltcablc 
5.  Data me numerical. 
6 Standard mth& were used. 
7. Othn water body inform~tion including the effects ofagc ofthc 
data were w n s i d c d .  

None aflhe water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 
After reviewing the available datasnd information and the RWQCB 
daewncntation for thir ncommendation, SWRCB ataffwncluded that 
the wster body should be m o v e d  fmm the section 303(d) lirt because 
the applied EDL guidelines are not avalid tool to interpret n m t i v e  
was r  quality standards. 



Region Water Body PoiiutaoVStressor Recommendation 

American River, Lower 
OlaupA Pcoticides ARer reviewing Ihc available data and infomtion and Ihc RWQCB 

documentation forthis nconme&.tion, SWRCB staffcanciudc that 
the water body should be removed horn Ihc section 3024) list beuvsc 
applicable water qualify stsndards ire not cxcccdcd. 

This mnclurion i s  based on Ihc staff findings t h e  
I. The data is cansided mbeofadequstc quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bencficid uses have been established 
4. Water qualify standard used i s  applicable. 
5. Dataare numerical. 
6. Standard methods were u d .  
7. Otherwater body- or site-specific informtion including ihe age of 
the data wen considered 

The new dam show Ihst Ihc NAS and USFDA cnlcna are no1 bcnng 
rxcredcd. The WQO for Gmup A pesuctdcs for tox~ekly and perue8dcs 
arc beme amtoed and no lonccr needs to be listed on ihc 303(d\ Llrt ~~~~~ ~,-, 
f o ~ ~ ~ o &  A ~ertiddc.~~~"ex&ce. Remove the mtim iencth of 
the lowe;~merican Gver,.~imbus Dam to h e  Ssnsmento ~ivc; 
attains WQO for Gmup A pesticides. 

Sacramento River (Shasta Dam 
to Red Bluff) 

Cadmum Aner rrvlculnp the available dalaand infomtnonandthc RWQCB 
dwumcntatlon for lhls recammendation, SWRCB staflconcludc ihst 
1he water bod" should be ~laeod on the TMDLs C o m o l d  Lnst 
hcause ~TMDL hss been developed for the water b;dy.pokrsat 
combination. The TMDL has ban amroved bv USEPA. . . 
ARer reviewing the availabledm and information and Ihe RWQCB 
dwumcntalion for lhir rccommcndation. SWRCB rlaflconrlude Lat 
the wasr body should be placed on IheTMDLsComplcted Lirt 
became a TMDL han heen devclaacd for the water badv-oollaant ~~~ ~~- 

combination. TbeTMDL has bea so~mved bv U S E ~ ~ . ~ . .  . . 
Z,ne Aner revrcump thcava,h?ble dsU and mfonnalim and ihc RWQCB 

daeumcntatton fn:h$s mommndalton, SWRCB staflsoneludc:ha 
Ihc waar body should be placed on lhc TMDLs Completed Lirl 
because aTMDL has ban developed for Ihc water bodypallutsnt 
combination. The TMDL has ban appmved by USEPA. 

Salt Slough 
Selenium Afierrevkwing theavailabledata and information end the RWQCB 

documentalion br this recomndation. SWRCB rlaifeonclude than 
Ihc w a n  body should bc placed on the TMDLs Complncd List 
keaurc aTMDL has h m  developed for the water body-pollutant 
combination. The TMDL has been appmud by USBPA. 



Region Water Body PollutanVStressor Racommend~tion 

San Joaquin River, Merced 
River to the South Delta 
Boundarv 

After reviewing the available dataand infomtion and tho RWQCB 
dacummmlhn fw thir ncnmrrdauon, SWRCB staff conclude Uur 
the w a n  bodv should be a the TMDLs Comalned Lbt 

wmbination. The TMDL has b k  approved by USEPA.' 

The hc I q u b  River fmmMud Slough to the wnflucnce with Ihe 
M a d  Riwr should continue to be listed as not attaining water 
qualify slanandards far selenium. This reach is approximately 3 rivn 

6 
Alkali Lake, upper 

Salinity, TDS, Chlorides After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffwncludes that 
the watnbcdy shouldbe removed from the section 303(d) list because 
the source of impaell to waterquality standards is entirely nahual. 
lmplcmcntation ofa TMDL i w t  app+ate. 

Big Springs 
Arseoic Aftcrrrriruingthesvailabledata and informstion and the RWQCB 

dacvmentation for this reeommcndation, SWRCB ataffwncludcs that 
the water bcdy should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list *use 
applicable Water quality ~lMldWdS Srr exceeded but tht Source 0f the 
pollulant is entirely nafural (i.r, volcanic). 

Carson River, East Fork (was 
East Fork Carson River) 

Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for thir rewmmendation, SWRCB staffwncludes that 
the watn body shouldbe removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
of faultydata used in original listing, and b u s e  cumnt data that 
shows thm standard, @renot exceeded, 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings thd: 

I .  'The data is wnsidered to be of inadequate qualify. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal wverage. 

An inadequate amount ofthe water qualily measurnnmtr exceeded the 
waer quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were 
exceded is cxmmly low. 

Crowley Lake 
Arsenic Aflnrevinving theavailable data and information and the RWQCB 

dowmtMion forthisreeammcndation, SWRCB staffwncluda that 
the wrler body should k rcmoved hom t k  section 303(d) lint because 
applicable water qualicl standards are exceeded but Ule soune of the 
pallulant is entirely namrsl (volcanic). 

&ntGeial weis  &inEng wstn supply for Clty of Lor Angcles. 
Arsenic is reroved fmm thir wslcrsupply before delivery far uu. 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor Recommendation 

East Walker River 
Metals A M  Rvinving Ulcavailablodata and Information and the RWQCB 

docvncntation for this reeommmdation, SWRCB staff concludes that 
the water body rhwld be removed fmm ihe rection 303(d) list because 
of faulty criteria wed in original listing. Elevated Dats Levels (EDLs) 
w n e u s c d u  s baais forcnnoluding that w t a  quality standvda were 
not behe met lhir is ioanomniste. EDLs an the 85th and 95th - .. . 
-"tiles ofall data eollcacd, and are w t  appmpriata pidclincs. 

The atrff confidence that standards were e x d d  is ermmely low. 

Grant Lake 
Arsenic After reviewing the available dataand information andthc RWQCB 

documentation for thia nsanmendation, SWRCB atatrwnclvdes that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exfaded hut the source of the 
pollutant is entirely naNraI. 

Heavenly Valley Creek, source 
to USFS boundary (was 
Heavenly Valley Creek 
between USFS boundary and 
confluence w i t h  Trout Creek) 

Sediment After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staNeonclude that 
the water body should be placedon the TMDLs Completed List 
because a TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant 
wmbination. me TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 

Hot Creek 
Metals After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 

dmummtation for this rreommdation, SWRCB staffmndvdes that 
the water body should be m o v e d  fmm the section 303(d) list beeawe 
the sources are entirely natural. 

Lower Alkali Lake 
Salinity, TDS, Chlorides After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 

documentation for thia recommendation, SWRCB staff wncludes that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the sources of salinity, TDS and chlorides are nahual. 

Middle Alkali Lake 
Salinity, TDS. Chlorides After reviewing the availabie data and information and the RWQCB 

documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that 
the water b d y  should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because 
the sourns of salinity, TDS and Chlorides are natural. 

Mojave River 
Priority Organics After reviewing the available dataand information and the RWQCB 

hwnmtat ion for this rceammmdatioo, SWRCB staNwncluder that 
the ua tn  body should be mnoved from the rcctian 303(d) list because 
while ~ l l u r a n u  were nrerrnt m Pmundwaar nonmon of thia 

~~~~~ r ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~  ~~~-~~~~ -~ ~~ 

intminent raam listings are limited to surfme waters. 

The staffmTdcncc that surface water quality standards were 
exceeded is low. A TMDL is not applicable. 



Reglon Water Body PollutanVStressor Refommendation 

Mono Lake 
S~linity, TDS. Chlorides After reviewing the .milable dalsand infomtioo aod he RWQCB 

d o c ~ ~ i o n  for this rsuwmcndation, SWRCB rtsllwncluda lhat 
the watn body should be removed fmmths section 303(d) lin aod 
p l d  on the enfo-blc P m p m  List because while qpliublo water 
quality nandudruc wccoded, lnothn pmgnm will addmr the 
m b l m  SWRCB Docirim 1631 aubl isha conditions to control =..... ~ ~ - .  ~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ 

lakc level and s a l t ~ n m m t i o n s .  Salt eoncantrslions am not mklv ~~~~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ 

due to lutanl c a w .  FiRy yurs ofwntezdivmions u w c d a 4 5  foot 
dmp in lake level. which csused i n n e w  in saltconmmtiom above 
thorccaused by l u m l  sources. SWRCBDecision 1631 esrablisheds 
mtared lake level of 6391 feel to meet water quality atandads. 

Owens Lake 
Salinity, TDS. Chlorides Anernviewing the availsbls date and information and the RWQCB 

documentation for this w a d t i o n ,  SWRCB staff wncludes that 
the waterbody should be m v e d  fmm tbe section 303(d) list because 
impairment is due m n a m l  m w e s  of salts and trace ckments. 
Except for s few inches ofw8teruaed to wet the dly lakebed reduce 
pvliculste air pollution, no water remainn. The M e  is not a drinking 
water supply. 

Owens River 
Arsenic After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 

documentation for thia nxomncndation, SWRCB staffwncludes that 
the water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list baause 
impinnen1 is fmm naNral causes. The beneficial we is drinking 
water supply far Cify ofLos Angeles Arsenic is removed f m  this 
water supply before delivery for use. 

Searles Lake 
Salinity. TDS, Chlorides After reviewing the availabledate and information and the RWQCB 

documcnlstion far tb~s reeommc~~datian, SWRCB stsffwncludes that 
Scarlcs Lake should be removed fmm the restion 303(d) list f n  
ralinaw. TDS. and chlorides and dared on the Enforceable Pm- 

~ r ~~~ ~~~~~ ~- 
List because applicable water qualify standards are cxcecdcd but other 
p m g r m  will better sddresa the pablcm.. 

This wnslurion is based on the staff findings that: 

I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The dataexhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial mu have been established for the water body. 
4. Swdard mthodr were wed. 
5. (hk waterbody- or rite-rpccnis infomtion including the rffecu 
ofnaNral sources and ape of the data were considered. 

An adequate amount of the measurements exceeded the water quality 
awdrrd. The steffwnfidc~lfc Ulat standards were exceeded is high. 

A detmninntion ofwhether or not thia warn body is a "waterof the 
United States" will hc made by the Reaional Water Quality Control 

Snow Creek 
Habitat Alterations After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 

dosumenwion forthis reco~nmdation, SWRCB staffwnclvdcs that 
the wstezbody shouldbe m v e d  fmm thc section 303(d) list baause 
although applicable water quality 8mdards wem ex&, the 
moblm is oot due lo a wllulsntand another programaddressed the 
bmbla-i.r., hplrm&tat~on of a wcllsndl&rian restoration 
pmgram that included removal of fill material, restorstion of the 
rueamehanncl,revegetation, and inslalladon ofculvens ta allow fish 
paasage and reduce highway nooding. 

Deletions-30 



p- -- - 

Reeion Water Bodv PollutanUStresaor Reeommendatlon - 
Stampede Reservoir 

Pesticides ( l inhe)  Only one data point was available during 1989 listing. WQO for 
lindane is 2.5 "&kg and original sample result was 2.6 u&. 

Periodic re-sampling thmugh Toxic Subsmccs Monitoring Pm- 
should be dono to confirm lack of impacts to water qualily stan&&. 

Tinemaha Reservoir 
h m i c  Altnmvicwing theavailsblcdafnd informath d lhcRWQCB 

dmmenwion for thia -mendstion, SWRCB rlaNmncludea that 
the water body should be removed hnm the section 303(d) list because 
the s o w  is entirely na-I. The bmsficial usc is drinking water 
supply for CityofLoa Angelcs. Arsenic is removed fmm this Mter 
supply before delivery for use. 

Top Spring 
Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dosumenlation for this mommmdation. SWRCB staffeoncludcr that 
the water body shauld be m o v e d  hnm the section 303(d) list bccauae 
the s o w  are mtirely n a m l .  

Wendel Hot Springs, Amedee 
Hot Springs, HOI creek, Falcs 
Hot Sorinns. Little Hot Creek. 
~ittle'Alkali Lake, Deep 
Springs Lake, Keogh Hot 
S~rines. Amaranosa River . - .  - 

Salinity, metals, erxn~c ARer reviewing the avanlable data and information snd the RWQCB 
dmumcntalion for thia recommendation, SWRCB staff mnclvdcr that 
thc wncec bad" should be removed fmm the section 3031dl list because ~ .....-, ~~~.~ ~~~. . ~ ~~~ ~ 

the so- of impacts to usler qualily standards is natural. Basin Plan 
smcndmcnu for nine water bodik to m o v e  the MUN uw have k n  
approved by SWRCB. A Use Aminability Analysis has been prepared 
by RWQCB. 

7 
Alamo River 

ScdimcnlationlSiltation ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recomn&tion, SWRCB stalTmclvde that 
the water body should beplaMd on the TMDLs Complaed US 
became sTMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant 
combination. The TMDL has bcen approved by USEPA. 

New River 
Bacteria ARnrevicwing thcsveilsblsdeta and information and the RWQCB 

dosumentation far this mmmendation, SWRCB staff conclude that 
thcwatrrbody should be placed on the TMDLa Completed Lin 
bccausc P TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant 
combination. ThcTMDL has b a n  approved by USEPA. 

Volatile OrganicsNOCs Volatile OrganicsNOCs shouldbe removed from the section 303(d) 
list bseausc revers1 specific VOCs are proposed far the scaion 303(d) 
list. 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor Recommendation 

8 
Newport Bay, Lower (was 
Lower Newpott Bay) 

Fecal coliform After rwinving the available dataand infomution and the RWQCB 
danancnrstion for this -tion, SWRCB ltaffconclude that 
the water M y  should be placed a. the TMDLs Completed List 
baause. TMDL has bern developed for the water body-pallutsnt 
combination. 

Nunicnta 

Siltation 

This conclvaian is baxd on the staff findings that the TMDL has been 
completed, has been incorporated into Basin Plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA. 
Afler reviewing the available dataand information and the RWQCB 
d o s m r s t i o n  for this rcconmmdation, SWRCB staffsansludc that 
the water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
because a TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant 
combination. 

Thir conclusion is based on the staff findings that theTMDL has been 
completed, has ban incorprated into Basin Plan, and has been 
approved by USEPA. 
Aner reviewing the available data and infomation and the RWQCB 
documentation for thir memendation. SWRCB staffconclude that 
the waterbdy should he placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
because a TMDL has been developed for the water bcdy-pollutant 
combination. 

Thir conslurion is based on the staff findings that the TMDL has becn 
completed, has been incorporated into Basin Plan, and has ban 
approved by USEPA. 

Newport Bay, Upper (was 
Upper Newpott Bay) 

Fccal wliform Atkr reviewing the available data and infamuttion and thc RWQCB 
dosumenlation for this recommendation, SWRCB ataffconclu& that 
the water M y  should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
because a TMDL has k e n  developed for the water bady-pollutant 
combination. The TMDL has been incorporated into Basin Plan and 
has becn sppmved by USEPA. 

Nutrients Ancr reviewing the available dataand information and the RWQCB 
d a m t a t i o n  for thir wammmdation, SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed Lia 
bessluc sTMDL has been developed for the water Mypollutant 
combination. The TMDL has ban incorporated into Basin Plan and 
has been approved by USEPA. 

Siltation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dawnenution for this rrcomcndation, SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water body should be placed an the TMDLs Completed List 
because sTMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant 
combination. The TMDL hm been incoprated into Basin Plan and 
has ban approved by USEPA. 

San Diego Creek, Reach 1 
Nuhienl8 After reviewing the available data and infomation and the RWQCB 

dawnentation for this mamendation, SWRCB staff conclude that 
the w b c d y  should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List 
beeavse sTMDL has been dsvcloped for the water My-pollutant 
combination. llx TMDL has ban incorporated into Basin Plan and 
has been approved by USEPA. 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor Recommendation 

Siltation Afternviewing tbc available data and infomtion and the RWQCB 
d a c m t a t i o n  fortbis rew-ndation, SWRCB staffcowludethel 
the w w  body should be plssd  on the TMDU Completed Llat 
because aTMDL har b a n  davcloped for tho mtcrbody-pollutant 
combination. Thc TMDL has been inMmDnted into Basin Plan and 
hubeen appmved by USWA. 

San Dicgo Creek, Reach 2 
Mctpls AAcr rrviswingtheavsilabledata and infomution and the RWQCB 

documentation for this n c o m ~ ~ d a t i o n ,  SWRCB staff conclude that 
the water body should not be placed on theTMDLs Completed Lirt 
because &plan to implement theTMDL has not been &p!d or 
apumved even though the TMDL has ban awmvsd by USEPA. . . 
A h  reviewing the available &la and information and the RWQCB 
documrnlation for this rceommendadan. SWRCB staffconclude thsl 
the water bod" should be o l d  on thc TMDLr Comulned List 
because ~ T M D L  hls bee; developed forthe water bcdy-poilutant 
combination. TheTMDL has been inwrporPad into Barin Plan and 
has been auumved by USEPA. . . 

Sillation A&r rcvicwing the available data and infamtioo and Ute RWQCB 
docwnenlation for this mmncndation. SWRCB naffconcludc that 
the water bad" should be o l d o n  lhc M D L r  Comolcred Lirt ..... ~ ..... .....= ~ -~ ~ . ~ 

because* TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant 
combination. The TMDL has been incomarated into Basin Plan and ~~~~ ~ ~ 

ha.&" approved ~ ~ U S ~ P A .  

Santa Ana River, Reach 3 
Afler reviewing the availabledata and information and the RWQCB 
documtation forthis recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that 
the water b d y  should not be placed on the section 303(6) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conslusion is bared on the statTfindings that: 
I .  Thedata is conridered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient tsmporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial use3 apply to the water body. 
4. Waterqv~litystandard wed is spplieablc. 
5. Data arc numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or rite-spcific information including age of the 
data were wnaideted. 

Most ofthc water quality measurements did not exceed Ute water 
quality smdard. The stsffwnfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 

Total Dissolved Solids AAcr reviewing theavailable data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation far this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that 
thewater b d y  should not be placed on the section 303(6) list because 
applicable wrlcrquality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings tha1: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufiicicnt temporal wverage. 
3. Beneficial urrs apply tothe water body. 
4. Wsta quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Smdard methods were vsed 
7. Other water body- or siteapeeific information including age of the 
data were considerrd. 

Mort of the w e r  quality measurements did not exceed the water 
quality smdard. The staffconfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 

Deletions-33 



Region Water Body PollutanWStreasor Recommendation 

Pacifffi Ocean Shoreline, 
C o m n a d o  (Beach) 

Bacterial lndicatnr (was After reviewing Lhe amilsbk dataand inbmt ion  and the RWQCB 
"high caliform~unt") datmec&tion far &is -lion, SWRCB aldfconclude lhat 

the warn body should not bc placed on thesection 303(d) list because 
applicable wrta quality s@n&rds are na exceeded. 

This-lusion is based on the staff findings thu: 
I. nKdala is considered lo be of adeqlutc quality. 
2. Thedata orhibled ruft3eicnt spatial and temparal coverage. 
3. Water qualitysundard used is applicable. 
4. Data annumerical. 
5. Sundard methods were used. 
6. Other waterbody. or site-spsifio information ineludlng the effects 
of season and sgc ofthc data wrre considered. 

An inadequate number ofthc water qualitymeasunmenb exceeded Ihs 
watff quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 

S a n  Diego  B a y  Shoreline, at 
~ e l l o ~ g k r e e ;  Beach (Pueblo 
San Diego  HU [908.001 and  
S w e e t w a ~ e r  HU [909.00]) 

Baciehl Ind~ators Anct revbrwingthcavailabledala and inlormatton end the RWQCB 
doevrncnlation for this ceeommmdation, SWRCB slaffeoneludrs that 
this waicrbcdy should not bespceifically added to tho section 303(dJ 
lisL and should beaoecifisallv de.lisud fmm the 303ldl list. bccause 
applicable water qdllty sm&s are not exceeded a.&nif;cant 
 mount o f t h  time. This determination is NOTmcant to sffeet other 
SanDiegoBay areas for bacterial indicators. 

This conclusion is baaed on the stafffindingslhat: 

I .  The data is considered to be ofadquatcquality. However, 
2. Too few samples exceeded the water quality objeaivc. 

The w n  is that M inadequate amount of the water quality 
mcasmmcnts exceeded ihe w m r  qualiry slendord. The stdl  
confidmec that smandards were exceeded is extremely low. 

Hvdmlonis Sub-ares 908.10. the San Diem Shoreline st Point Lorna 
al;o c n e ~ r n P a s ~ r  <be San ~ k p o  Bay ~hoklinc, at K c l l o ~  Street 
Bcach. Not spceifically listing the San Dicgo Bay Shorelinc,st 
Kelbpp S a t  Beach is not intended to afTectothn waters in this sub- 



Table 3: Changes to Existing 
Listings on the 1998 Section 303(d) 
List 

Reglon Water Body Pollutant Recommended Change 

2 
Lake Memn 

Trash AAcr reviewing the aveilablc data and information 
and the RWQCB documentation for this 
reeommmndation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body pollutant should be changed in this 
already lisfedwater body, fmm Floating Material 

Tomales Bay 
M w ~ ~ Y  Atkr  reviewing the available data and information 

and the RWQCB dacwnmtltion for this 
~cwumndat ion.  SWRCB stsffeonclude that the 
water body pollutant should be changed in this 
already listed water body. Change pollutant from 
Metals to Mercury. 

Walker Creek 
Mncury ARer reviewing the available data and information 

and the RWQCB documentation for this 
recommendation, SWRCB staffeonelude that the 
water body pollutant should be changed in this 
already listed water body. Change pollutant from 
metals to mercury. 

5 - 
Cache Creek, Lower 

Mercury and Unknown Change in Total S i a  and Sire Affected. The area 
Toxicity extent is fmm Clcar Lake Dam to a c h e  Creek 

Settling basin near the Yolo B-. RWQCB 
rtaffworbed wilh SWRCB staff and this area was 
remapped. It wag a p e d  that the new extent 
impacted is 96 miles. 

Camanche Reservoir 
COPP~ Change in listing u, include reservoir on list 

separate fmm the rivw. 
Zinc Change in listing to include reservoir on list 

separate fmm the river. 

Delta Waterways (Eastern Portion) 
Chlorpynfm. DDT, Change in Total Size and Size ANected. RWQCB 
Diarinon, Group A rlaffworkcd with SWRCB stDffand th i sma  urn 
oezticides. M m n .  m o o e d .  It w.r a& !hat the new extent ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ .  .. ~~ 

bthown ~oxici;.' im~aeted is 2290iacres. A distinct "water only" 
e&rn portionif the Delta has been crated a id  
the name has been revised to reflect this change. 



Region Water Body Pollutant Recommended Change 

Delta Waterways (Stockton Ship Channel) 
Low DiMalved Oxygen, Change in ToUl Sm and Sire Affecled. RWQCB 
Organic Enrichment staffworked with SWRCB staffand this ana was 

ramped. ltww agreed that the n w  extent 
imp&& is 9S2 ar&. A dktinn -warn only. 
S t a h  Ship Cbanncl porno. ofhe Delta h 
been created and the oamo has been revised lo 
reflea this change. 

Dclts Waterways (Western Ponion) 
Chlorpurifos. DDT, Change in Total Sire eudSircAff&. R W W  
Diazhon, Gmup A staffwaked with SWRCB smffsnd this m a  was 
pwticidw, Macury, and EC remapped. It was a& that the mw extent 
, Unknm Toxicity. impacted for Elcctrioal Conductivity is 22,904 

scm. The extant imvscled for the other wllutaoo 
war agreed10 be2?.,$04 Acres. A diatinst " water 
only' wwtrm portion of the Delta has ban crated 
and the name hPS ken reviscd to r t ns t  this 
change. 

Dunn Creek 
Mermry and Metals Change in Total Size and Size Affected. RWQCB 

waffworked with SWRCB staff and this area was 
nmappcd. I t  was aped  lhat the new extent 
impacted is 0.7 miles. The e x a t  ia below Mt. 
Diabb Mine to Marsh Creek. 

Fall River 
Sedimentation and Siltation Change in total size affected. RWQCB staff 

worliedwith SWRCB staff andthis -was 
remapped. I t  was a& that the new extent 
impacted is 9.5 miles. 

Feather River, Lower 
Diazinah Gmup A Change in totd size affected. RWQCB staff 
pesticides, mercury. worked with SWRCB staffand this m a  was 
unknown toxicily remapped. Itwas agresd that the nrw extmt 

impacted is 42 miles. 

French Ravine 
Bacten'a Change in total size affestcd. RWQCB staff 

WarMwith SWRCB Slaff and WLS uea was 
Fmappd. I t  was aped  that the new extent 

Harding Drain 
Ammonia, chlorp*(or. Change in tolal size affected. RWQCB staff 
dminon, unknown toxiciry worked with SWRCB staffand this ares was 

mmaDMd. It war a~rted that the new n;aa 
impa%d is 8.3 miiw. 

Horse Creek 
All metals (Cadmium Change in size affected. RWQCB staffworked 
Coppe~ Lad, Zinc) with SWRCB stsff and this area was nmappd. 

The extent is fmmRirina Sur Mine to Shasta 
Lake. I t  was a d  ~hatlhe new cxttnt i m t e d i s  
0.52 miles. 

Humbug Creek 
Sedimentation and Silmion, Change in size affected. RWQCB staffwakcd 
Macury, Copper, and Zinc. with SWRCB Msff and this ana was rsmappd. I t  

was a p e d  that the new extent impacted i a  3 miles 



Region Water Body Pollutant Recommended Change 

James Creek 
Nickel and Mmury Chsnga in Wtal s w  and size affected. RWQCB 

staffworked with SWRCB staffand lhir arcs was 
remapped. It was a p e d  that the n w  extent 
impactcd is 8.5 miles. Total l a s h  is 9 miles. 

Keswick Reservoir 
Cadmium wppa, zinc Change in total size nffected. RWQCB r!& 

worked with SWRCB smffand t h i s m w  
mnspped. It was a p e d  that the new ex ta t  
impacted ia 135 acres. 

Kings River, Lower 
Electrical mndudivity, Change in total sire affected. RWQCB staff 
molybdenum. toxaphenc worked with SWRCB staffand this arcs wsr 

remapped. It was a p e d  that the new extent 
impacted is 36 miles. 

Little Cow Creek 
Cadmium, copper, zinc Change in total sire affected. RWQCB staff 

worked with SWRCB staff and this ares was 
remapped. It wsr a p e d  that the new extent 
impaeted is 1.1 milea. 

Lone Tree Creek 
Ammonia, BOD, Eleeoical Change in total aire affected. RWQCB smff 
Conductivity worked with SWRCB staff and this aree wsr 

remapped. It was a p e d  Ihat the new ex ta t  
impacted is 15 miles. 

Marsh Creek 
Mercury Change in Total Size and Sizt Affected. RWQCB 

staffworked with SWRCB staffand thissrcawsa 
r e m a n d .  This erca was solit inw a #en milc 
sectio; horn Marsh cnekkeservoir w the San 
Joaquin River for mncury and metals and s second 
I I milc section hom Dun" Creek to Marsh Creek 
Rcsnvoir for metals only. The new ex ta t  
impacted for Marsh C m k  Reservoir for me- is 
728 acres. 
Change in Total Size and Sire Affected. RWQCB 
staffworked with SWRCB staff and this area was 
remapped. This area was split inw a ten mile 
ssfion hom Marsh Creek Reservoir w the San 
losquin River formmury and metals and a second 
I I mile section hom Dunn Creek to M m h  Creek 
Reservoir far metals only, 

Merced River, Lower 
Chiorpyrifos, diazinon, Change in toml aire affected. RWQCB staff 
Gmup A pesticides worked with SWRCB smff and this ares war 

mnspped. It was a p e d  Ihat the new extent 
impacted is 50 miles. 

Mokelumne River, Lower 
Copper Change in areal extsnL 
Zinc Change inareal extent. 



Reglon Water Body Pallutant Recammeuded Change 

Mosher Slough 
DiaEinonand Cblorpydloa Change m Total rim affected. RWQCB staff 

worked widt SWRCB smffand this aru was 
mnapped. It was agreedm split Mo~hnSlough 
into a 1.3 mile section downstruunofl-5 for 
cblnpyrifos, dirdnon, organic ~michmCDVIow 
dipsolvcdorygsoimprcts snd a-nd 3.5 mile 
seotion uptnamof 1-5 for pathogen impacts. 

Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, Upper 
Diminon, PCBs Change in toai size affected RWQCB staff 

worked with SWRCB staffand this a s  was 
remapped It was splil into 3.5 m i l c d m m  
and I2 mileupstrcamseclions. 

Panoche Creek 
Mercury, Change in total size affected. RWQCB smff 
dimcntahd~il ta t ion,  worked with SWRCB staff and this sna was 
aclmium remapped. It war a@ that $henew cxtnt  

impacted is 18 miles. 

Sacramento River (Red Bluff to Delta) 
Diarinon, mercury, Change in total sire affected. RWQCB staff 
unknown toxicity worked with SWRCB staffand this area was 

remapped. It was split into OM -*ions, an 82 mile 
bcetiott and s second 16 mile section. 

Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Bluff) 
Unknown loxirill Change in towlsirc sNected RWQCB rlsN 

rmkcdwith SWRCB staffand this arcs vas 
remaoocd. It was soht into two MC~IDDI. a l 5 h l e  
section and8 -id 16 mile section. 

Salt Slough 
Boron, ehlorpyrif~. Change in total slreaNectccad. RWQCB SUIT 
dieinon, Electrical waked withSWRCB stalland this aru uss 
Conductivitv. unknown wmanocd. It wrr a d  lhalthe ww tstcnl . . . . 
toxicity impacted is 17milG 

San Carlos Creek 
Mercury Change in Total Sire and Sire Affectedandadd 

"Acid Mine hainage" as spllutant wurce. 
RWQCB staff worked wMt SWRCB staff and thir 
eres ;as remapped. It was agreed that the new 
extent impacted is 5.1 h k 6 .  The impa id  culcnl is 
downstream from the New idria Mine. The 
mapped impactcdcrlcnt wsschanpcd horn 8.5 
rntles to 5.1 miles. Acid mine drainage has bccn 
sddcd to the p l l u t a t ~  sourre, almg with Rcsouac 
exh~tio". 

Shasta Lake 
Cadmium, rapper, zinc Change in total size affected. RWQCB smff 

worked with SWRCB smffsnd thir area was 
remapped. ttvrs.@ lhsc !he new uteM 
impacted is 20 acres. 

Spring Creek, Lower 
Acid mmc drainage. Changein total sire *ffecled. RWQCB smN 
cadmium eoppcr, zinc worked ~ 8 t h  SWRCB smNand thir am vu 

rrms~ocd. The hoaired o x v m  is f m n  lmn . . 
Mountain Mine to Kcswick Rcscrmir. 



Region Water Body Pollutant Recommended Change 

Stanislaus River, Lower 
Diazinan, Gmup A Change inTotal Size and Size Affected. 
Penicides. Unknown toxicily 

Sulphur Creek 
Mercury Change in total sirs affected. RWQCB staff 

worked with SWRCB staffandthis iru w 
remapped. The extent of Ihe impacted arcs is 14 
miles. 

Tuolumne River, Lower 
Diarinon Change in Total Sire and Sire Affected. The 

impaired extent is from Doo Pedm Reservoir to the 
San loaquin Rivcr. 

Group A Pesticides, Change in Total Size and Size Affected. The 
Unltnown Toxicity impaired extent ia fmm Don Pedm Reservoir to the 

San lonquin River. 

West Squaw Creek, Upper and Lower 
Cadmium, copper, lead, and Change in total sire affected. RWQCB staff 
zinc worked with SWRCB staffand this area was 

m p p c d .  The extent of the impacted area is 2.0 
miles. 

Whiskeytown Reservoir 
High coliform count Change in total sire affected RWQCB staff 

worked with SWRCB staffand this ares wss 
mapped. The extent of the impacted area is 98 
BCre8. 

Willow Creek (Shasta County) 
Acid minedrainage, copper, Change in atal sire affected. RWQCB sratf 
zino wo*ed with SWRCB staff and this a m  was 

remapped. "Whiskeytown" was deleledand Shasta 
Cauny was added to better reflect the location of 
the meek. The waterbody now is shown as Willow 
Creek (Shasta County. The extent of the impacted 
area is 4.0 miles. 

6 
Bridgeport Reservoir, Crowley Lake, Lake Tahoe 

Nitrogen, Phosphorus Clarify previous listings for nutrients. Replace 
nutrient listings with sepmtc listings for nitrogen 
and phosphorus. 

Eagle Lake 
Nitmgen, Phosphonu (was Ciarify by changing listing from low dissolved 
Low Dissolved Oxygen) oxygen lo sepsnb listings for nitmgen and 

phosphanu. 

Haiwee Reservoir 
C O P F  The comment below will be added to the list and 

fact sheet indicating, where relevant, that the 
question ofwhether Hniwee Reservoir, a water- 
qualily-limiled segment, is s water of thc United 
States was raised, hut that listing is nota 
determination of that question. 

A determination of whathct or not t h ~ r  walcr 
body is s "wavalcrofthr Uniled States" will be ma& 
by the Regional Watn Qualq Control Board. 



- -  

Region WaterBody Pollutant Recommended Change 

Monitor Crcek 
Imn, silver, ahtminum Clnritj'mctala listing. Repla~c mcmls listing with 
mang- (ws"mctals") listins for4 specific metals - imn, silver, a 

7 
Coachella Valley Stomwater Channel 

Palhogens (was bacteria) Chnngepollutant dercliptiaaMdmuw and 
Alternative p m g m  description in Fact Sheer 

Palo Verde Outfall Drain 
Palhogas (was bacteria) Change pollutant description and aowcc, nnd 

Almmtivo pmgmm&smiption inFact Shat 

9 
Agua Hedionda Lagoon 

Bacterial Indicators (was Change pollutant designation from "high colifom 
"high mlifom count") count" to "Bacterial Indicators." 

Aliso Creek (mouth) (was Aliso Creek Mouth of Orange) 
Baoterial Indieam (was Change pollutanl designation fmm "high eolifom 
"high c o l i f m  count") cowl" to "baeterioL indic&tors.* 

Buena Vista Lagoon 
Bacterial Indicators (was Change pollutant designation fmm "high colifonn 
"high eoliform eount") count" to "Eiacterial indicators." 

Chollas Creek 
Bacterial Indicators (was Change polMant designation fmm "high wlifonn 
"high oolifmcrmm") count" toWBacterial indicators." 



Region Water Body Pollutant Recommended Change 

Dana Point Harbor (was Dana Point Harbor at Baby 
Beach [was "Dana Point Harbor"]) 

Bacterial Indicators A. After reviewing the available data and 
(totavfeul wfifom. information and the RWQCB daumsntetion for 
cnteme-i) this mcommcndation, SWRCB s ~ c o n o l u d m  lhat 

this wa(cr body should he added (as ncomndcd 
by the RWQCB) to the section 303(d) list b u s s  
applicable water quality standads an sxceeded s 
signiticant amount of the t h e .  

The reason is that an adequate amount of the water 
quality measvrrments cxcaded the water quality 
a l d m d .  The staffconfidence Ulatstandsrds wne  
exceeded is high. 

This conclusion is baaed on the slaff findings that: 

I. The data is considered la be ofadequate quality 
2. The data exhibited sullieient spatial and 
"oparal covengc. 
3. Beneficial uxs have been established for and 
apply to thewater body. 
4. Wstcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret 
narrative water quality slandards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods w e  used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information 
including the effects of natural sources, reason, 
stom events, nand age ofthc &la were considered. 

B. Change name (to agnc with RWQCB staffs 
'Table 4" entry far hydrologic descriptor 901.14. 

Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 
Fecai Califom A. Afler reviewing the available dsla end 

information and the RWQCB doeumentatian for 
this recommendation. SWRCB ataffeoncludes Ulat 
the water body should be placed on the section 
303(d) list because spplieable water quality 
standards are ersceded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem 

This eonelus~on s bared on the slaNfindtnpa that 
I The data ir eonstdcred la be afadcqusle qualtry 
2 Thedata cxhnb!ted suffiemt soatlal and 

3. knefieial us& have been established far and 
apply la the w t a r  bdy .  
4. Water quslitystandard 4 is applicable. 
5. Data M numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water M y -  or site-specific informetion 
including the cffcets ofseason, s lam euem, and 
age of the data were c o ~ w i d d .  

An adequate number of the water quality 
measurements exceded the water quality standard 
The rtaffwnfidencc that standards wne  exceeded 
is high. 

B. Change name from "Fornstef to "Fonster 
Crrek" (comct spelling). 



Region Water Body Pollutant Recommended Change 

Loma Alta Slough 
- .  

"high colifom count") colmt" to "BacMaI iiicstors." 
- 

Mission Bay Shoreline (was Mission Bay, at Rose Creek 
Mouth and Teco~ote creek Mouth) 

Butmphis (w change), Lmd A. Change " m e  hom"Misaio~~ BayY 10 "Misaim 
(no cbge) ,  Blelaid Bay, u Roac Cnck Mouth d TeEOIotc Cnck 
lndlcaton (w high MoWA." 
coiifom wunt) 8. Changcpoiiumt designation from "high 

miifomcount" to "bacterial indicators." 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Aliso HSA (was Pacific Ocean, 
Aliso HSA 901.13) 

Bacterial Indicators (war Change pollutant designallon from "high califom 
"htgh w l i f m  count"). count" to "Bacterial ind!cats." 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Buena Vista (Creek) HA (was' 
Pacific Ocean, Buena Vista HA 901.20) 

Bacmnl lnd~cators (WM Change poliumnt dcstgnatlan fmm 'hlgh cal~fom 
'hlgh wlifomeaunt') count" to 'Bacterial lnd!utors.' 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Dana Point HSA (was Pacific 
Ocean. Dana Point HSA 901.14) 

Pacific Ocean, Eswndido HSA 904.60) 
Bacterial lndicamrr (was Change pol lurn designattan fmm "high colifom 
"high coliform count") count" to "BaeMal indicstors." 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Laguna Beach HSA (was Pacific 
Ocean Shoreline, Laguna Beach and San Joaquin Hills 
[was Pacific Ocean, Laguna Beach HSA]) 

Bacterial Indial016 A. Rename wafer body fmm "Pacific Ocean, 
(originally high c o l i f m  Laguna Beach HSA" and "Pacific Ocean 
count) Shoreline, Laguna Beach and San Joaquin Hills" to 

"Pacific O c m  Shoreline, Laguna Beach HSA." 

Pacific Ocean, Lower San Juan HSA) 
Bacterial I d i s m  (was Change pollutant designation fmm "high eolifom 
'high colifarm count*) count" to "Bacterial indicators." 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Clemente HA (was Pacific 
Ocean Shoreline, San Clemente, San Mateo Canyon, and 
San Onofre [was "Pacific Ocean, San Clemente HA 
901.30"]) 

Bacterial Indicator8 A. R m m e  water body from "Paciiic O w n ,  San 
(originally high w i f  Clcmcnfe HA 901.30" to "Pacific 0- Shmslinc, 
count) San Clcmente, San Mateo Canyon, and San 

Onofre." 

B. Change "pollumt" designation fmm "high 
c o l i f m  count" to "bacterial indicaton." 

Changesd 



Region Water Body Pollutant Recommended Change 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Diego HU (was Pacific 
Ocean, San Diego HU 907.00) 

Bacm*l M i i t a r s  (w Change pollutant designation fmm "high c o l i f m  
"high mlrformcount") count" to "Bacterial indicators." 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Dieguito HU (was Pacific 
Ocean, San Dieguito HU 905.00) 

Bactcrinl Indicators ( w  Change pollutant designation fmm "highcolifm 
"high mliform count") count" to "Barnrial indicators." 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Luis Rey HU (was Pacific 
Ocean. San Luis Rev HU 903.00) 

Bacterial Indicators(was Change pollutant dasignslion fmm "high colifarm 
'"high cobform count") count' to 'Bacterial indicatm.' 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline,' San Marcos HA (was Pacific 
Ocean. San Marcos HA 904.501 

Scripps HA 906.30) 
Bacm*l Indicators (was Change pollutant designation fmm "high califarm 
"high mlifarmcount") count* to "Bacterial indicators." 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Tijuana HU (was Pacific Ocean, 
Tijuana HU 91 1.00) 

Becterial Indicators ( w  Change pollutant designation from "high colifarm 
"high mlifarmwunt") count" to "Bacterial indicstars!' 

Rainbow Creek 
Nitrate, Phosphanu (was Change pollutant designation fmm "eutrophic" to 
"cuuophis") "nitrate" m d  "phosphorus." After reviewing the 

available data and informstion and the RWQCB 
documentation for this reeonmendation, SWRCB 
staffconcludes that the water bady should remain 
on the section 303(d) list under the new pollutant 
dcaiguationa.-'NitrateC and "phorphanw".-because 
applicable water quality standards am exceeded 
and pollutants eanhibutes to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

I .  The deta is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufftciir apstisl and 
tempoml coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established for and 
apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data arc numnical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water bady- or site-specific informstion 
including the effects ofnaNral sources, -on. 
storm events, and age of the data wne considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality 
mrarunmmts cxcceded the water quality standard 
The staff contidense that standards were u s d e d  
is high. 



Region Water Body Pollutant Recommended Change 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 32nd St San Diego Naval 
Station (was San Dicgo Bay, San Diego Naval Station) 

Benthic Camunity €fleets, Per RWQCB m m c n d s t i a n ,  revise name of 
Sediment Toxicity cxining. 1998. lining. Thir is not s acw listing 

(but doer ndmtifv s~cciftc location within l a w .  
general 1998 lisiing for all of San Dicgo B ~ S  

San Diego Bay Shoreline, Chula Vista Marina (was San 
Diego Bay Shoreline, Telegraph HSA 909.1 1) 

Bacterial Indisators(was Per RWQCB recommendation, (A) revise m, 
"high wlifom count") md (B) change pollutant M "bacterial indicators." 

This is not anew listing. 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, Downtown Anchorage (was 
San Diego Bay, Downtown Anchorage [was "San Diego 
Bay, near grape Sheet"]) 

Benthic Community Effects, Change nsme fmm "San Diego Bsy, near Gmpc 
Sedimcnt Toxicity Stwe? Lo "Sm Diego Bay Shoreline, Downtown 

Anchorage." 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, G Sheet Pier (was, in pan, San 
Diego Bay Shoreline, Lindbergh HSA 908.21.) 

Bactnisl lndicn@ra(was A. The original 1998 listing was titled "San Diego 
"high califom count") Bay, Lindbergh HSA 908.21." However, not all of 

that water body is impazted by pollution. For 
2002, the RWQCB ncommcndd that 1998 titles 
be refind Lo identify those water body segments 
specifically affected by pollution. Far example. 
the Lindbergh HSA includcs the "San Diego Bay 
Shoreline, G S a n  Pier" area. (Other segments. 
swh as 'San h c g o  Bay Shorclinc, vicinity ofB 
Sheet and Bmsdway Pim," have been identified 
separately.) Thir is not a new l~st~ng. The original 
oallut8an.im~aacd scmcnu. thal were included -~~ ~. ~~~ ~~.~ ~-~~ 

within the Lbdbctihlistinx. remain on the list. - -. 
albeit with new, more spsifle titles. 

B. Change pollutant designation fmm "high 
wliform count" to "Bactnial indicators." 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Chollas Creek (was San 
Diego Bay, near Chollas Creek) 

Benthic Community Effects, Per RWQCB rsommendation, w i s e  namc of 
Sediment Toricity existing, 1998, lining. This is not a new listing 

(but does identify specific faeation within larger, 
general 1998 listing for all of San Diego Bay). 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Coronado Bridge (was San 
Diego Bay, near Coronado Bridge) 

Benthic CommvniN Eflects. Per RWOCB recommendation. revise name of 
Sedimnt Toxicity. existing, 1998. listing. This is not anew lining 

(but doer identify spaifie laation with," larger, 
general 1998 listing for all of San Dicgo Bay). 



Redon Water Bodv Pollutant Reeonmended Chanee - ~ -  -~ - ~~ 
- 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Crosby Street (Cesar 
Chavez) Park (will become  art of the "San Dieno Bay - - 
Shoreline, near Corooado Bridge" listing) 

Scdimnt Toxicity After reviewing ihe available data and information 
and the RWQCB documentation for this 
rrcnnmadation, SWRCB staflconeluhs that the 
water body should be included within an already 
(1998) listed water body on ihc section 303(d) list 
beesuaa the evidence suggests that water quality 
sundads arc not being achieved and p m e t e d  at 
the site. 

This eanelunan is based on the staNfindlngr hat: 
1. Beneficial wn have been established for and 
aoolv to the water badv. 

water quality stan&rd used is applicable. 
3.Other water body- or site-apesifie information 
including the cNa*i ofseasan, and age of the data 
were considered. 

The beneficial uses at the site exist and are of such 
importance a~ to justify including this water body 
within the area covered by the S m  Diego Bay 
Shoreline, Camnado Bridge listing. The 
confidence SWRCB slsffhave that beneficial uses 
at the site w being harmed is madcrste. 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Sub Base (was San Diego 
Bay, near Sub Base) 

Benthic Community Effects. Per R W W B  neommendation, ffivise name of 
Sediment Toxicity existing 1998 listing. This is not a new listing (but 

docs identify speciiic laoation within larger, 
general 1998 listing for 811 of San Diego Bay). 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, north of 24th Street Marine 
Terminal (was San Diego Bay, north of 24th Street 
Marine Terminal) 

Benthic Community Effeeu, Per R W W B  rrcommendation, revise name of 
Sediment Toxicity existing 1998 listing. This is not a new listing (but 

does identify spcifio loation within lsrgn, 
general 1998 listing forall d S a n  Diego Bay). 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, Seventh Street Channel (was 
San Diego Bay, Seventh Street Channel) 

Benthic Community Effects, Per RWWB recommendation, revise name of 
Sedimea Toxicity existing 1998 listing. This is not a new listing (but 

does identify specific laoation within larger. 
g e n d  1998 listing for sli ofSan Diego Bay). 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, Vicinity of B Street and 
Broadway Piers (was San Diego Bay, Vicinity of B Street 
and Broadway Piers [was "San Diego Bay, Downtown 
Piers 10 acres"1) 

Benlhtc Community ENwls. Change ulsttng ('98) wstu body name from "San 
Scdlmcnt Toxicry (no Dicgo Bay, Downtow Paen 10 acres' to "Sm 
change) Dnego Bay, Vie~nlty of B Succt and Broadway 

Pins." 

San Elijo Lagoon 
Baclcrial lndtea!on (war Change pollumt dcsipnation from "high coliform 
'high col8formcount') count' to "Baetrrisl indicators." 



Reglon Water Body Pollutant Recommended Change : 

Sen Juan Creek 
BafDrial IndicnIors(wa8 Change pollutant designation fmm "high ml i fan  
"high wliform sounf) munl" to "Bscldaial indicators." 

San Juan Creek (mouth) 
Bpclcrisl Indicators (W Change pollutant designation fmm "high colifmn 
"high wliform wunt") munl" to "Bacterial indicators." 

Tecolote Creek 
Baclcrisl Indicators (war Change pollutantderignation fmm "high mlifom 
"high wliform count") count* to "Baolerial indicators." 

Tijuana River 
Bacterial Indicators (was Change pollutant designation fmm "high solifam 
"high mli$rmcount") count" to "Bacterial indicators." 

Tijuana River Estuary 
Bacterial Indicators (was' . Change pollutant designation from "high colifon 
'sigh wlimrm count") count" to "Bacterial indicators." 



Table 4: TMDL Priorities and 
Completion Dates for the 2002 Section 
303(d) List 

-- ~ 

Regloo Water Body PollutanUStrersor Priority TMDL Completion Date 

I 
Albion River 

Sedimentationlsiltation High 2003 

Big River 
SedimentationiSiltation High 2003 

Eel River Delta 
SedimcntationlSillaIion Medium 
T m p r a N n  Medium 

Eel River, Middle Fork 
Sedimentstiot~lSiltation Medium 
TmperaNrc Medium 

Eel River, Middle Main 
SedimcntationlSiltation Medium 
Tempnature Medium 

Eel River, North Fork 
ScdimentatiodSillatian Medium 
Tempemwe Medium 

Eel River, South Fork 
SedimentatiodSillation Medium 
TemperaNn Medium 

Eel River, Upper Main 
(Includes Tomki Creek) 

SedimcntatiodSiltation Medium 
Temperature Medium 

Elk River 
SedimentatiodSiltation High 2003 

Estero Americana,Bodega 
HU, Estero Americana HA 

Nuuicna Medium 

~reshwater Creek 
SedimcntatiodSillatiom High 2003 

Garcia River 
ScdimentatianlSiilation High 2002 

Gualala River 
ScdimentatiodSillarion High 2W4 

Klamath River HU, Lost 
River HA. Clear Lake HSA. 
Boles H S A ~  

Nuhisna Medium 
Tm~erature Medium 
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Klamath River HU, Lost 
River HA. Tule Lake HSA. 
Mt. ~ o m e  HSA 

Nunitnu Medmm 
Tcmprahm Medium 

Klamath River HU, Lower 
HA, Klam8th Glen HSA 

Nulricoln Medium 
Orgrnis enrichmnVLow D.0. Medium 
TcmpersNlc M&m 

Klamath River HU, Middle 
HA, Scott River to Trinity 
River 

Nutrienm Medium 
OTgsnic cnriehmentbw D.O. Medium 
Tempemlure Medium 

Klamath River HU, Middle 
HA, lron Gate Dam to Scott 
River 

Nulrienu Medium 
Organic Enn'chmenlRow Medium 
DiasolvedOxygcn 
Tempcnrure Medium 

Klamath River HU, Middle 
HA, Oregon to lron Gate 
Dam 

Nutrients Medium 
Ormnic enrirhmenlRow D.O. Medium 
TemperaNrc Medium 

Klamath River HU, Salmon 
River HA 

Nutrients High 2W4 
Tempersture High 2W4 

Klamath River, Klamath 
River HU, ButteValley HA 

Nutrients Medium 
TunpwJurs Medium 

Manole River 
SedimenmtiodSillation High 2004 
Tmpmlurc High 2W4 

Navarro River 
SedimcnmtionlSilmtion High 2004 
Temperatun High 21x4 

Navarro River Delta 
Scdimcnlation/Sillstion High 10M 

Novo River 
SedimenlatiodSilution High 2W3 

Redwood Creek, Redwood 
Creek HU 

SedimentalioniSilalion Medium 
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Russian River. All segments . 
SedimenutionlSiltarion Medium' 

Scott River 
SedimentatianlSilution Medium 
Tcmpcrahuc Medium 

Shasta River 
Nuhienu Medium 
Organic cnrichmenULow D.O. Medium 
TcmpcmUe Medium 

Stemple Creek1 Estero de 
San Antonio, Bodega HU, 
Estero de San Antonio HA 

Nvhimtn Medium 

Ten Mile River 
ScdimenfatiodSilmtion High 2W3 

Trinity River, East Fork, 
Trinity River HU, Upper HA 

Sediment Medium 

Trinity River. Lower 
SedimentstionlSiltarion Medium 

Trinity River, Middle 
SEdimentMiodSillation Medium 

Trinity River, South Fork 
SedimentationlSiltatim Medium 

Trinity River, Upper 
~ .. 

Scdimmtatiot!4Siitation Medium 

Van Duzen River (tributary 
to Eel River) 

ScdimentltiadSillation Medium 

2 
Alameda Creek 

Diarinon High 2004 

Alamitos Creek 
Mercvry Medium 

Arroyo Corte Madera Del 
Presidio 

Diarinon High 2W4 

Arroyo De La Laguna 
Diminon High 2004 

Arroyo Del Valle 
Diminon High ZW4 

Arroyo Las Positas 
Diarinan High 2W4 

Arroyo Mocho 
Diazinon High 2W4 

Butano Creek 
ScdixpentatianlSilution Medium 

Calabazas Creek 

Priorities4 
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Dislinon High 2004 

Calero Reservoir 
Mmury Medium 

Carquinez Strait 
Exotic Spcsicl Medium 

M~I 'CW High 2003 
PCBs High 2004 

Central Basin, San Francisco 
Bay 

Exotic Specie Medium 
Mercury High 2W3 
PCBs High 2004 

Corte Madera Creek 
Diazinon High 2W4 

Coyote Creek (Marin 
County) 

Diazinan High 2W4 

Coyote Creek (Santa Clara 
CO.) 

Diazinan High 2004 

Gallinas Creek 
Diazinon High 2004 

Guadalupe Creek 
Mercury Medium 

Guadalupe Reservoir 
Mmuly Medium 

Guadalupe River 
Diazinon High 2W4 
Mercury Medium 

Lagunitas Creek . 
SedimcnlationlSiltation Medium 

Laurel Creek 
Diarinon High 2004 

Ledgewood Creek 
Diadnon High 2004 

Los Gatos Creek (R2) 
Diarinon High 2004 

Matadero Creek 
Diazinon High 2004 

Miller Creek 
Diazinon High 2004 

Mt. Diablo Creek 
Diminon High 2004 

Napa River 
Nutrienla Medium 
SedimcnlatianlSil~~ition Medium 

Novato Creek 
Diminon High 2004 
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Oakland Inner Harbor 
(F~itvale site and Pacific 
Dry-Dock Site) 

Erotic Species Medium 

MmYlY High 2003 
PCBs High 2004 

Permanente Creek 
Diadnon High 2004 

Pescadero Creek 
Sedimcntation/Siltation Medium 

Petaluma River 
NuuicnIs Medium 
Pathogens Medium 
ScdimenmtionlSiltstion Medium 

Petaluma River Tidal portion 
Nuuients Medium 
Pathgem Medium 

Pine Creek 
Didoon  High 2004 

Pinole Creek 
Diminon High 2004 

Richardson Bay 
Exotic Species Medium 
Mereow Hich 2003 ~~~ - ~ 

PCBs High 2004 

Rodeo Creek 
Diminon High 2004 

Sacramento San Joaquin 
Delta 

Exotic Spesles Medlvm 

M m v  High 2003 
PCBs High 2004 

San Antonio Creek 
Diarinan High 2004 

San Felipe Creek 
Diminon High 2004 

San Francisco Bay Central 
Exotic Speeiss Medium 

High 2003 
PCB8 High 2004 

San Francisco Bay Lower 
Exotic speeied Medium 

M a w  High 2003 
PCBs High 2004 

San Francisco Bay South 
Emtic Spsics  Medium 
Mercury Hiph 2003 - 
PCBs High 2004 

San Francisquito Creek 
Dialinon High 2004 

Prioritissd 
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SedimsnutionlSilution Medium 

San Gregorio Creek 
Sedim~miodSilrariw Medium 

San Lcandro Bay 
Exocis Specie Medium 

hkcvrY High 2W3 
San Leandm Creek, Lower 

Diadnon High 2004 

San Lorenzo Creek 
Diwzinon High 2094 

San Mateo Creek 
Dian'non High 2004 

San Pablo Bay 
Qiadnon Law 
exotic Spcsia Medium 
Mercury High 2W3 
PCBs High 2004 

San Pablo Creek 
DiDdnon High 2004 

San Rafael Creek 
Diuinon High 2W4 

Saratoga Creek 
Diazinan High 2004 

Sonoma Creek 
Nuuicnrs Medium 
SedimentatiodSilIation Medium 

Stevens Creek 
Diminon Hish 2004 

Suisun Bay 
Erotic Species Medium 
Mercury High 2003 
PCBs High 2094 

Suisun Slough 
Diminan High 2004 

Tomales Bay 
Mmluy Medium 
Nuthens Medium 
Pathognu High 2004 
Scdimen~lianlSiltation Mcdium 

Walker Creek 
Mercury (Meals) Medium 
Nuuicnts Medium 
SedimcntatiodSil~atian Medium 

Walnut Creek 
Diadnan High 2004 

Wildcat Creek 
Diminon High 2004 
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3 
Aptos Creek 

Pathogens Medium 

Blanco Drain 
Pcs t i c id~~  Medium 

Carbonera Creek 
Pathogens Medium 
Sedimentstioo/Siltation High 2002 

Chorro Creek 
Nutrimta High 2002 
ScdirnentationlSiitstim High 2002 

Clear Creek 
Memury Medium 

Espinosa Slough 
Pesticidca Medium 
Priority Organics Medium 

Hernandez Reservoir 
M m u r ~  Medium 

Las Tablas Creek 
MCtals High 2002 

Las Tablas Creek, North 
Fork 

Mctals High 2002 

Las Tablas Creek, South 
Fork 

Metsls High 2002 

Llagas Creek 
Nuuicnu Medium 
ScdimentatianlSiltation Medium 

Lompico Creek 
Pathogens Medium 

High 2002 SedirnentationlSiltation 

Los Osos Creek 
Nutrients High 2002 
SedirnentationlSiltatim High 2002 

Monterey Harbor 
Metals Medium 

Moro Cojo Slough 
Pesticides Medium 

MOKO Bay 
Medium 
High 2002 

Sedimentatioa'Sillstion Hisb 2002 

Nacimiento Reservoir 
Mewls High 2W3 

Old Salinas River Estuary 
Nuhimts Medium 
Pesticides Medium 
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Pajaro River 
Nutricnls Medium 
Sedimcntationlsillplio~~ Medium 

Rider Gluch Creek 
Sedimcntati~dSiltation Medium 

Salinas Reclamation Canal 
Peaticidea Medium 
Prioririty Organics Medium 

Salinas River 
Nuhimu Medium 
Pesticides Medium 
ScdimmtatiodSiltation Medium 

Salinas River Lagoon 
(North) 

Nuhienu M$ium 
Perticidco Medium 
SedimcntatiodSiltation Medium 

Salinas River Refuge 
Lagoon (South) 

Nuhienu Medium 
Pesticides Medium 

San Benito River 
ScdimentationlSilwion Medium 

San Lorenzo River 
Palhogau Medium 
SedimcntatiodSiltntion High 2002 

San Lorenzo River Lagoon 
Palhogmr Medium 

San Luis Obispo Creek 
(Below W. Marsh Street) 

Nutrients High 2004 
Pathogens High 2004 
Primily Organics High 2002 

Schwan Lake 
Pathogens Medium 

Shingle Mill Creek 
SedimentatiodSiltation High 2002 

Soquel Lagoon 
Palhogma Medium 

Tembladero Slough 
Pesticides Medium 

Valencia Creek 
Pslhogms Medium 

Watsonville Slough 
Palhogens Medium 
SedimcntatiodSiltation Med im 

4 
Abalone Cove Beach 

Beach Closures High 2002 

Priorities-8 
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Aliso Canyon Wash * 
Selenium High 2003 

Arroyo Las Posas Reach I 
(Lewis Somis Rd to Fox 
Barranca) (re-named: 
Calleguas Creek Reach 6) 

Ammonia High 2002 
Chloride Medium 
DDT Medium 
Sulfates High 2003 
Told Dissolved Solids High 2003 

Arroyo Las Posas Reach 2 
(Fox Barranca to Moorpark 
Fwy (23)) (re-named: 
Calleguas Creek Reach 6) 

A m n i a  High 2W2 
Chloridc Medivm 
DDT Medium 
Nitrate and Nitrire High 2002 
Sulfstcs High 2003 
Told Dissolved Solids High 2003 

Arroyo Seco Reach I (LA 
River to West Hollv Ave.) 

Algae High 2002 
High Coliform Count High 2002 

Arroyo Seco Reach 2 (West 
Holly Avenue to Devils Gate 
Dam) 

Algae High 2002 
High Colifom Count High 2002 

Arroyo Simi Reach I 
(Moorpark Fnvy (23) to 
Brea Canyon) and 2 (West 
Holly Avenue to Devils Gate 
Dam) (re-named: Calleguas 
Creek Reach 7) 

Ammonia High 2002 
Boron High 2003 
Chloride Medium 
Sulfstcs High 2003 
Tofal Dissolved Solids High 2003 

Ashland Avenue Drain 
High Colifmm Count High 2002 

Ballona Creek 
Cadmium High 2004 
C h m  A High 2004 
Chlordane High 2004 

COPW High 2004 
DDT High 2004 
Dieldrin High 2004 
Enleric Viruses High 2003 
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High ColiformCovnt High 2003 
Lcsd High 2004 
PCBs High 2 W  
Scdimmt Toxicity High 2004 
Toxicity High 2004 

Ballona Creek Estuary 
Chlordane High 2004 
DDT High 2004 
High Coliform Count High 2W3 
Lead High 2004 
PCBs High 2004 
Sediment Toxicity High 2004 
Shellfish Harvesting Advisory High 2003 
Zinc High 2003 

Beardsley Channel (Above 
Central Avenue) (=-named: 
Calleguas creek Reach 5) 

Algae 
Chm A 
Chlordane 
Chlarpyrifar 
Dacthal 
DDT 
Dieldrin 
Endorulfan 
Niuogen 
PCBs 
Toxaphrnc 

High 2002 
Medium 
Medium 
High 2003 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
High 2002 
Medium 
Medium 

Toxicity High 2004 

Bell Creek 
High Colifom Count High 2002 

Big Rock Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 
High CoIifom Count High 2002 

Bluffcove Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 

Brown BarrancaLong 
Canvon 

Nitrate and Nitrite High 2003 
Burbank Western Channel 

Algae 
A m n i a  
Odors 

High 2OLl2 
High 2002 
Hi& 2W2 - 

ScumlFosm-unnatulal High 2002 
Cabrillo Beach (Inner) LA 
Harbor Area 

Beach Clmurcs (Colifonn) High 2004 
DDT M d i m  
PCBs Medium 

Cabrillo Beach (Outer) 
Beach Closures High 2M)2 
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High Califom Count High 2002 

Calleguas Creek Reach 1 
and 2 (Estuary to Poaero 
Rd.) (re-named: Calleguas 
Creek Reach 2) 

A m n i a  High 2002 
Chcm A Medium 
Chlordane Medium 
DDT Mcdium 
Endasulfan Medium 
Nimgcn High 2002 
PCBs Medium 
Sediment Toxicity Medium 

Calleguas Creek Reach 3 
(Poaero to Somis Rd.) . - ~  ~~~ 

Chloride Medium 
Nitrate and Nihite High 2002 
Total Dissolved Solids High 2003 

Carbon Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 

Castlerock Beach 
Beach C~OSURS High 2002 

Channel Islands Harbor 
Lead Medium 
Zinc Medium 

Colorado Lagoon 
Chlordane Medium 
DDT Medium 
Dieldrin Medium 
Lead Medium 
PAHs Medium 
PCBs Medium 
Sediment Toxicity Medium 
Zinc Medium 

Compton Creek 
Capper High 2003 
High C o l i f m  Count High 2002 
Lead High 2003 

pH High 2002 

Conejo Creek Reach 1 
(Confluence Call to Santa 
Rosa Rd.) (re-named: 
Calleguas Creek Reaches 9A 
& 9B) 

Algss (CCR 9A & 9B) High 2002 
Ammonia (CCR 96) High 2002 
sulfates (CCR 9A & 9B) High 2003 
Total Dissolved Solids (CCR High 2003 
9A & 9B) 
Toxicity (CCR 98) High 2004 
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Conejo Creek Reach 2 
(Santa Rosa Rd. to 
Thousand Oaks City Limit) 
(re-named: Calleguas Creek 
Reaches 9B & 10) 

A l w  High 2002 
Ammonia High 2002 
Chloride Medium 
Sulfates High 2003 
Total Dissolved Solids High 2003 
Toxsphene Medium 
Toxicity High 2004 

Conejo Creek Reach 3 
(Thousand Oaks City Limit 
to Lynn Rd.) (re-named: 
Calleguas Creek Reaches 
10, 11, & 13) 

A l g s  High 2002 
Ammonia High 2002 
Chcm A Medium 
DDT Medium 
Endasulfan Medium 
Sulfates High 2003 
Total Dissolved Solids High 2003 
Toxaphene Medium 
Toxicity High 2004 

Conejo Creek Reach 4 
(Above Lynn Rd.) (re- 
named: Calleguas Creek 
Reach 13) 

Algae High 2002 
Ammonia High 2002 
Chcm A Medium 
Chloride Medium 
DDT Medium 
Endasulfan Medium 
Sulfatcs High 2003 
Tats1 Dissolved Solids High 2003 
Toxsphene Medium 
Toxicity High 2004 

Conejo CreeWAmoyo 
Conejo North Fork (re- 
named: Calleguas Creek 
Reaches 10 & 12) 

A m n i a  High 2002 
Chlordane Medium 
DOT Medium 
Sulfates High 2003 
Tolal Dissolved Solids High 2003 

Coyote Creek 
Abnormal Fish Histology Medium 
Algae High 2003 

Pliorilics-I2 
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High Co l i fmCovn t  High 2003 

Crystal Lake 
Organic cnrishmcnVLow D.O. Medium 

Dan Blocker Memorial 
(Coral) Beach 

High ~ o ~ i f o m c o v n t  High 2002 

Dockweiler Beach 
Beach C l o r w  High 2002 
High Chlifonn Count High 2002 

Dominguez Channel (above 
Vermont) 

Aldrin Medium 
A m n i a  Medium 
Chem A Medium 
Chlordane Medium 
Chmmium Medium 

 COW^ Medium 
DDT Medium 
Dieldrin Medium 
High Coliform Caunt High 2003 
Lead Medium 
PAHs Medium 
PCBs Medium 

Dominguez Channel 
(Estuary to Vermont) 

Aldrin Medium 
Ammonia Medium 
Benthic Community Effects Medium 
ChemA Medium 
Chlordane Medium 
Chmmium Medium 
DDT Medium 
Dieldrin Medium 
High Colifonn Cavnt High 2003 
Lead Medium 
PAHs Medium 
Zinc Medium 

Duck Pond Agricultural 
DrainsMugu DrainIOxnard 
Drain No. 2 

ChemA Medium 
Chlndanc Medium 
DDT Medium 
Nimgen High 2002 
Sediment Toxicity Medium 
Toxsphene Medium 
Toxicity High 2W4 

El Dorado Lakes 
Algae Medium 
Ammonia Medium 

C ~ P P ~  Medium 
Evbophie Medium 

Priorities-13 
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Mcdivm 
Mcdium 

Elizabeth Lake 
Euaophic Medium 
Organic emichnlRow D.0. Medium 
pH Medium 
T& Medium 

Escondido Beach 
B w h  Closures High 2002 

Flat Rock Point Beach Area 
&ach Closures High 2002 

Fox Barranca 
Baron High 2003 
Ninate and Nitrite High 2002 
Sulfaua High 2003 
Toml Dissolved Salids High 2003 

Hermosa Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 

Inspiration Point Beach 
Besch Closurs High 2W2 

La Costa Beach 
Beach Closuw High 2 W  

Lake Hughes 
Algae 
Euhophic 
Fish Kills 
Odan 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

T w h  Medium 

Lake Lindero 
Algae High 2M)2 
Eutrophic High 2002 
Odors High 2002 
l b h  Medium 

Lake Shenvood 
Algae Htgh 2003 
Ammonia High 2002 
Eutmphic High 2002 
Mercury High 2004 
Organic enrichmcnuLow D.O. High 2002 

Las Flores Beach 
High Colilom Count High 2002 

Las Tunas Beach 
Beach Cloaures High 2002 

Las Virgenes Creek 
High Colifom Count High 2003 
NutrirnU (Algae) High 2003 
Organic mrichmsnULow D.0. High 2002 
ScuWFoam-unnahlrsI High 2002 
Selenium High 2004 
Trarh Medium 

Pdarities-I4 
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p~ 

Legg Lake 
Ammonia Medium 

Coppa Medium 
Lud Medium 
Odors Medium 

pH Medium 
Leo Carillo Beach (South of 
County Line) 

Beach Closures High 2002 
High Coliform Count High 2002 

Lindero Creek Reach I 
Algae High 2003 
High Coliform Count High 2003 
ScuWFwm-unnatural High 2002 
Selenium High 2004 
T m h  Medium 

Lindero Creek Reach 2 
(Above Lake) 

Algae High 2003 
High Colifom Count High 2003 
ScuWFoam-unnatural High 2002 
Selenium High 2004 
T m h  Medium 

Long Beach Harbor Main 
Channel, SE, W Basin, Pier 
1, Breakwater 

Benthic Community Effects Medium 
DDT Medium 
PAHs Medium 
PCBs Medium 
Sediment Texicily Medium 

Long Point Beach 
High Califom Count High 2002 

Los Angeles Fish Harbor 
DDT Medium 
PAHs Medium 
PCBs Medium 

Los Angeles Harbor 
Consolidated Slip 

Benthic Community Effostr Medium 
Chlordane Medium 
Chromium Medium 
DDT Medium 
Lead Medium 
PAHs Medium 
PCBs Medium 
S c d i ~ n t  Toxicity Medium 

Los Angeles Harbor Inner 
Breakwater 

DDT Medium 
PAHs Medium 

Priorities-iS 
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PCBs Medium 

Los Angeles Harbor Main 
Channel 

Beach Cloruns High 2 W  

CoPPCr Medim 

DOT Medium 
PAHs Medium 
PCBs Medium 
Scdimmt Toxicity Medium 
Zinc Medium 

Los Angel- Harbor 
Southwest Slip 

DDT Medium 
PCBs Medium 
Sediment Toxicity Medium 

Los Angeles River Reach 1 
(Estuary to Carson Street) 

A m n i a  High 2003 
High 2003 

High Colifom Count High 2003 
Lead High 2003 
Nuhien6 (Algae) High 2003 
pH High 2003 
ScunrlFoam-unnaml High 2003 
Zinc High 2003 

Los Angeles River Reach 2 
(Carson to Figueroa Street) 

Ammonia High 2003 
High C o l i f m  Count High 2003 
Lead High 2003 

, Nuhienls (Algae) High 2003 
Odors High 2003 
ScumlFoam-unnatural High 2003 

Los Angeles River Reach 3 
(Figueroa St. (Thomas 
Guide 59A-H9) to Riverside 
Drive (Thomas Guide 564- 
A3)) 

Ammonia High 2003 
Nuhients (Algae) High 2003 
Odon High 2003 

Los Angeles River Reach 3 
(Figueroa St. (Thomas 
Guide 59A-H9) to Riverside 
Drive (Thomas Guide 564- 
A3)) (Figueroa St. to 
Riverside Drive) 

ScumlFoam-unnatural High 
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Los Anaeles River Reach 4 
( ~ i v e r s k  Drive (Thomas 
Guide 564-A3) to Sepulveda 
Dam (Thomas Guide 561- 

Ammonia High 
High ColiformCowt High 
Lead High 
Nutrients (Algae) High 
Odors High - 
kumlfmm-unnatwal High 2003 

Los Angeles River Reach 5 
(at sepiveda Basin) 

Ammonia High 2003 
Nutrients (Algae) High 2003 
Odors High 2003 
ScumlFaam-unstural High 2003 

Los Angeles River Reach 6 
(Above Sepulveda Flood 
Control Basin) 

High Coliform Cowl High 2003 

Los Cemitos Channel 
Ammonia Medium 
C O P P ~  Medium 
High CoiifannCowt Medium 
Lead Medium 
Zinc Medium 

Machado Lake (Harbor Park 
Lake) 

Chcm A Medium 
Trash Medium 

Malaga Cove Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 

Malibou Lake 
Algae High 2002 
Eutro~hic Hiph 2002 
Organic enrichmentRow D.O. High 2002 

Malibu Beach 
Beach C l a w s  High 2002 

Malibu Creek 
High Coliform Cowl High 2003 - . 
Nutrients (Algae) High 2003 
SeumlF08m-wnatunl High 2003 - 
Tmh Medium 

Malibu Lagoon 
Enterio Viruses High 
Eutmphic High 
High ColifnmCowt High 
Shellfish Harvesting Advisory High 
Swimming Restrictions High 



Region Water Body PollutanUStresror Priority TMDL Completion Date 
1 

Malibu Lagoon Beach 
(Surfrider) 

Buch Closure Hiah 2002 . 
High ColiformCount High 2002 

Manhattan Beach 
Bssch Closures High 2002 

Marina del Rev - Back Basin 
Zinc Medium 

Marina dcl Rcy Harbor - 
Back Basins 

Chlordane Medium 
DDT Medium 
Dieldrin Medium 
Fish Consumplion Advisory Medium 
High Colifom Count High 2W3 
Lead Medium 
PCBs and historical pstisidcs Medium 
Sediment Toxieily Medium 

Marina del Rey Harbor 
Beach 

Beach Closvrcs High 2W3 
High Colifom Count High 2003 

McGrath Beach 
Hish Califom Count High 2003 

McGrath Lake 
Chlordane 
DDT 

Medium 
Medium 

Sediment Toxicity Medium 

Medea Creek Reach 1 (Lake 
to Confluence with Lindero) 

Algae High 2003 
High Colifom Count High 2003 
Selenium High 2004 
T w h  Medium 

Medea Creek Reach 2 
(Above Confluence with 
Lindero) 

Algae High 2003 
High ColifomCount High 2003 
Selenium High 2004 
T m h  Medium 

Mint Canyon Creek Reach 1 
(Confluence to Rowler 
Canyon) 

Nimtc and Nitrite High 2003 

Monrovia Canyon Creek 
L e d  High 2003 

Mugu Lagoon (renamed: ' 
Calleguas Creek, Reach I) 

Chlordane Medium 

C O P F  Medium 
Priorities-18 
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DDT Medium 
Endoavlfsn Medium 

M a w  Medium 
Nickel Medium 
Nitrogen High 2002 
PCBs Medium 
ScdimcdToxicity Medium 
SedimcntPtionlSlltaBo~ Medium 
Zino Medium 

Munz Lake 
Eutrophic Medium 
~ r w h  Medium 

Nicholas Canyon Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 

Palo Comado Creek 
High Colifonn Count High 2003 

Palo Verde Shoreline Park 
Beach 

Pathogens High 2002 

Paradise Cove Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 
High Coliform Count High 2002 

Pico Kenter Drain 
C ~ P P ~  Medium 
Enteric Vimes High 2002 
High Colifom Count High 2002 
Leed Medium 
Toxicity Medium 

Point Dume Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 

Point Fermin Park Beach 
Beach Closurer High 2002 

Point Vicente Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 

Port Hueneme Harbor (Back 
Basins) 

DDT Medium 
PCBs Medium 

Portuguese Bend Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 

Puddingstone Reservoir 
Chlordane Medium 
DDT Medium 

MClfw Medium 
Puerco Beach 

Beach Closures High 2002 

Redondo Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 
High Col i fmCount  High 2002 

Resort Point Beach 
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Beach Closure8 Hieh 2002 

Revolon Slough Main 
Branch (Mugu Lagoon to 
Central Avenue) (renamed: 
Calleguas Creek, Reach 4) 

Algae High 2002 
ChrmA Medium 
Chlodmc Medium 
o l lo rpyr i f~  Medium 
DDT Medium 
Dieldrin Medium 
Endosulfan Medium 
Nitrogen High 2002 
PCBs Medlum 
Selenium Mediwn 
Toxsphms Medium 
Toricily High 20M 

Rio De Santa ClaraIOxnard 
Drain No. 3 

Chem A Medium 
Chlordane Medium 
DDT Medium 
Nitrogen High 2002 
PCBs Medium 
Sediment Toxicity Medium 
Toxsphene Medium 

Rio Hondo Reach I 
(Confluence LA River to 
Santa Ana Fwy) 

Copper High 2003 
High Colifarm Count High 2002 
L a d  High 2003 

pH High 2002 
Zinc High 2003 

Rio Hondo Reach 2 (At 
Spreading Grounds) 

High Colifam Count High 2W2 

Robert H. Meyer Memorial 
Beach 

Beach Closures High 2002 

Rocky Point Beach 
Beach Closulrs High 2002 

Royal Palms Beach 
Beach Closurcs High 2002 

San Gabriel River Estuary 
A b w m l  Fish Hirtology Medium 

San Gabriel River Reach I 
(Estuary to Firestone) 

Abnonnal Fish Histology Medium 
Algae High 2003 
High Colifonn Count High 2003 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor Priorlty TMDL Campletion Date 

San Gabriel River Reach 2 
(Pinstone to Whinier 
Narrows Dam) 

High Coliform Count High 2 W 3  
Lcad Medium 

San Jose Creek Reach 2 
(Temple to 1-10 at White 
Ave.) 

Algae High 2 W 3  
High Colifom Count High 2003 

San Pedro Bay NearIOff 
Shore Zones - Cabrillo Pier 
Area 

DDT Medium 
PAHr Medium 
PCBs Medium 
Sediment Toxicity Medium 

Santa Clara River Estuary 
ChcmA Medium 
High Coiifom Count Medium 
Toraphmc Medium 

Santa Clara River Reach 3 
(Dam to Above Sp 
Creek/Blw Timber Canyon) 

Ammonia High 2003 
Chloride High 2002 

Santa Clara River Reach 7 
(Blue Cut to West Pier Hwy 
99) 

Chloride High 2002 
High Calilorm Cowl Medium 

Santa Clara River Reach 8 
(W Pier Hwy 99 to Bouquet 
Canyon Rd.) 

Chloride High 2 W 2  
High Coliform Count Mcd~um 

Santa Clara River Reach 9 
(Bouquet Canyon Rd. to 
above Lana Gag) - -. 

High C o i i i m  Count Medium 

Santa Fe Dam Park Lake 
Copper 
Lead 

Medium 
Medium 

~ a n t a  Monica Bay 
OffshoreNearshore 

Chlordane Medium 

Santa Monica Beach 
Beach Ciosunr High 2002 
High Coiiform Counl High 2032 



Region Water Body Pollut.nHStrerror Priority TMDL Completion Date 

Santa Monica Canyon 
High C o l i f m  C m t  High 2002 
Lead Mcd im 

Sea Lsvel Beach 
Buch  Closures High 2002 

Sepulveda Canyon 
High C o l i f m  Count High 2W2 

Stokes Creek 
High c ~ ~ i f a r n ~ ~ ~ ~ t  High 2002 

Topanga Beach 
Beach Cloruns High 2002 
High Colifarm Count High 2002 

Topanga Canyon Creek 
L a d  Medium 

Torrance Beach 
- 

High C o l i f m  Count High 2002 

Torrance Carson Channel 
COPP Medium 
High ColiformCovnt High 2003 
CIad Medium 

Torrey Canyon Creek 
Nitrate and Nirrilc High 2W3 

hancas Beach (Broad 
Beach) 

Bench C lo rws  High 2W2 
High Coliform Count High 2002 

Triunfo Canyon Creek 
Reach I 

b a d  High 2004 

McrcW High 20% 
Triunfo Canyon Creek 
Reach 2 

b a d  High 2W4 
Mncury High 2W4 

Tujunga Wash (LA River to 
Hansen Dam) 

Ammonia High 2W2 

Cop&'- High 2003 
Hi& Colifonn Count Htgh 2002 
Odort High 2002 - 
Scu~~Qoam-unnamral High 2W2 

Venice Beach 
Beach Clasvrw Hlgh 2002 
High C o l i o m ~ u n t  High 2002 

Ventura Harbor: Ventura 
Keys 

High Coliform Count Medium 

Ventura River Estuary 



Medium 
Medium 

~ m t u r a ~ i v e r  Reach 1 and 2 
(Estuary to Weldon Canyon) 

A l w  Medium 

Ventura River Reach 3 
(Weldon Canyon to 
Confluence wl Coyote 
Creek) 

Pumping Medium 
Wster Diversion Medium 

Ventura River Reach 4 
(Coyote Creek to Camino 
Cielo Rd) 

Pumping Medium 
WaIaDivwsion Medium 

Verdugo Wash Reach 1 (LA 
River to Verdugo Rd.) 

Algae High 2002 
High Coliform Count High 2002 

Verdugo Wash Reach 2 
(Above Verdugo Road) 

Algae High 2W2 
High Coliform Count High 2092 

Walnut Creek Wash (Drains 
from Puddingstone Res) 

pH High 2003 
Toxiciry High 2003 

Westlake Lake 
Algae High 2W3 
Ammonia High 2002 
Euaophis High 2002 
Lcsd High 2W4 
Organic mrichmenuLnw D.O. High 2002 

Wheeler CanyowTodd 

Nitrate snd Nitrite High 2003 

Whites Point Beach 
Beach Closures High 2002 

Will Rogers Beach . 
Besch Closures High 2002 
High Colifom Count High 2W2 

Wilminaton Drain 
A m n i a  
Covwr 

Medium 
Medium . . 

High ColifarmCoum High 2W3 
Lcad Medium 

Zuma Beach (Westward 
Beach) 

Beach Closures High 2002 
Priaritiu-23 



Region Water Body PollutnnUStreeor Priority TMDL Completion Date 

5 
Arcade Creek 

Chlomvrifos High 2003 . . 
Diazinon High 2W3 

Bear Creek 
M m w  Medium 

Bear River, Lower 
Diazinon Medium 

Bear River, Upper 
M a w  Medium 

Black Butte Resetvoir 
M m w y  Medium 

Butte Slough 
Diazinon Medium 

Cache Creek, Lower 
Mcroury Medium 

Camp Far West Reservoir 
M ~ N V  Medium 

Chicken Ranch Slough 
Chlorpylifor High 2003 
Diarinon High 2003 

Clear Lake 
M m w  High 2002 
Nuuicne Medium 

Colusa basin Drain 
Azinophar-methyl Medium 
Diazinon Medium 

Delta Waterways 
Chlarpyrifos High 2004 
Diarinon High 2004 
Elcnrical Conductivity Medium 

M m w  Medium 
Organic Enrichmenu Low D.O. High 2004 

Elder Creek 
Chlnpyrifos High 2003 
Diarinon High 2003 

Elk Grove Creek 
Diuinon High 2003 

Feather River, Lower 
Diminan High 2003 

M - J V  Medium 
Five Mile Slough 

Chlomwifm Medium . . 
Diazinon Medium 

Harley Gulch 
M n e w  Medium 

Jack Slough 
Diazinon Medium 



Redon Water Body PollutanUStressor Priority TMDL Completion Date 

Lake Combie 
M m w y  Medium 

Lake Englebright 
Mercury Medium 

Little Grizzly Creek 
C ~ P P ~  Medium 
Zinc Medium 

Merced River 
Chlorpyrifoa!Diazinoa Medium 

Mormon Slough 
Palhogrns Medium 

Morrison Creek 
Diadnan High 2W3 

Mosher Slough 
ChlorpyrifowWiazinon Medium 

Mud Slough 
Selenium Medium 

Natomas East Main 
Drainage Canal 

Diszinan Medium 

Orestimba Creek 
Adnaphos- methyl Medium 
Chlorpyrifas Medium 
Diszinon Medium 

Rollins Reservoir 
Mercury Medium 

Sacramento River (Red 
Bluff to Delta) 

Diszinon High 2003 
M w  Medium 

Sacramento Slough 
Diszinan Medium 

San Joaquin River 
Bomn High 2003 
Chlorpyrifas High 2W4 
Diszinan High 2W4 
Electrical Conductivity High 2W3 
Mercury Medium 

Scotts Flat Reservoir 
Medium 

Smith Canal 
hgano-phosphorous Pesticides Medium 

Stanislaus River, Lower 
Diazinon Medium 

Stockton Deep Water 
Channel 

Palhogms Medium 

Strong Ranch Slough 
Chlorpyrifas High 2003 

Priorities-25 
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Disdnon High 2M)3 

Sulphur Creek 
MnnrrV MFdium 

Sutter Bypass 
Diadnon Medium 

Tuolumne River, Lower 
Disdnon Medium 

Walker Slough 
Pathogms Medium 

6 
Bear Creek (Placer County) 

SedimcntationlSillation Medium 

Blackwood Creek 
ScdimentationlSilfation Medium 

Bodie Creek 
Melala Medium 

Bridgeport Reservoir 
Nuuicnfg Medium 

SedimcntaliodSil18tion Medium 

Bronco Creek 
~cdimCn18tionl~iltation Medium 

Cinder Cone Springs 
Nuuicnls Medium 
SalinityfmSIChlorides Medium 

Clearwater Creek 
ScdimentatianlSilfgtion Medium 

Cmwley Lake 
Arsenic Medium 
Nutrients M d i u m  

Gray Creek (Nevada County) 
WimentationlSiltsrion Medium 

Green Valley Lake Creek 
Priority Organics Medium 

Haiwee Reservoir 
Cower High 2003 

Horseshoe Lake (San 
Bemadino County) 

SedimentstionlSiltath Medium 

Hot Springs Canyon 
SedimcntatiodSiltation Medium 

Indian Creek Reservoir 
Phospho~s High 2002 

Lake Tahoe 
Nuuicna Medium 
ScdimcnratiodSillation Medium 

Pleasant Valley Reservoir 
hpankendehm~nVLow D.0. Medium 

Skedaddle Creek 

Priorities-26 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor Priority TMDL Completion Date 
Hi& Calif- Comt Medium 

Squaw Creek 
SedimcntationlSil18tion Medium 

Tinemaha R e s e ~ o i r  
Melds Medium 

Topaz Lake 
SedimenlationlSilmtion Medium 

Tmckee River 
ScdimentatianlSilration Medium 

Ward Creek 
ScdimmtationlSillation Medium 

7 
Coachella Valley Stonn 
Channel 

Pathogens Medium 

Imperial Valley Drains 
ScdimenlationlSillation High 2004 

New River 
Dissolved Organic MatlerIDO Medium 
SedimenlalionlSiltatiott High 2002 
Trash Medium 

Palo Verde Outfall Drain 
Pathogens High 2003 

Salton Sea 
Nutricnls High 2004 

8 
Big Bear Lake 

Melals (copper, mmury end Medium 
others) 
Nuhientslnoxiou~ aquatic plants High 2004 
SedimenVSillation High 2004 

Chino Creek, Reach 1 
Nuuicnla Medium 
Pathogens High 2004 

Chino Creek, Reach 2 
Psthogens Medium 

Cucamonga Creek, Valley 
Reach 

Pathogens High 2004 
Grout Creek 

Melalr (copper, mercwy and Medium 
others) 
Nuuisntl/noxiour aquatic plants High 2W4 

Knickerbocker Creek 
Metals (copper, mercury and Medium 
others) 
Pathogens High 2004 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor Priority TMDL Completion Date 

Lake Elsinore 
Nvhia ts  High 2003 
olp.nic. ar ichmVlow o.0. High 2004 
SdmnUsiltPtion High 2W3 
Uolmoum toxicity High 2M)4 

Mill Creek (Prado area) 
Nuhicnts Medium 
Pathogma High 2004 
Suspended Solids Medium 

Newport Bay, Lower 
Metals Medium 
Pesticides High 2003 
Priority Organics Medium 

Newport Bay, Upper 
Metals Medium 
Pesticides High 2W3 

Prado Park Lake 
Pathogens High 2004 

Rathbone Creek 
. . - 

SedimenUSilmioa High 2W4 

San Diego Creek, Reach I 
Pesticides High 2W3 

San Diego Creek, Reach 2 
Metals Medium 

Santa Ana River, Reach 3 
Pathogens High 2004 

Summit Creek 
Nuhienl8/noxious aquatic plants High 2004 

9 
Aliso Creek 

bactcria indicators Medium 

Aliso Creek (mouth) 
bacteria indicators Medium 

Buena Vista Lagoon - 
SedimenlstionlSiltatian Medium 

Chollas Creek 
bacteria indicators Medium 
Metals (Cd, Ct& Pb, Zo) High 2004 
Toxicity (Diazinon) High 2W2 

Dana Point Harbor 
Bacteria lndiuwm Medium 

Forester Creek 
Fecal Califom Medium 

Mission Bay 
bacteria indicators Medium 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, 
Aliso Beach HSA 



Reglon Water Body PollutanUStressor Priority TMDL Completion Date 
bacteria indicators Medium 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, 
Dana Point HSA 

bacteria indicators Medium 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, 
Laguna Beach HSA 

barnria indicators Medium 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, 
Lower San Juan HSA 

bacteria indicators Medium 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, 
San Clemente HA 

bacteria indicators Medium 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, 
San Diego HU 

bacteria indicators Medium 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, 
Scrio~s HA -. 

bacteria indicators Medium 

Pine Valley Creek (Upper) 
Entemcoeei Medium 

Rainbow Creek 
Eumphie (Nunicnts) High 2003 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 
32nd St San Diego Naval 
Station 

Degraded Benthic Community Medium 
and Sediment Toxicity 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 
between Sampson and 28th 
Streets 

C ~ P P  High 2003 
Memuly High 2W3 
PAHs High 2W3 
PCBs High 2W3 
Zinc High 2W3 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 
Downtown Anchorage 

Degraded Bmthic Community Mcdium 
and Sediment Toxicity 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 
near Chollas Creek 

Degraded Benthic Community Medium 
and Sedimmt Toxicity 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 
near Coronado Bridge 

Degraded Benthic Community Medium 
and Sediment Toxicity 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 
near Sub Base 



Region Water Body PollutaoUStresror Priority TMDL Cornpienon Date 
Dsgnded Benlhic Cnnmynity Medium 
ad Sedimant Toxicity 

SE& Diego Bay Shoreline, 
near Swiber Creek (was San 
Diego Bay at Mouth of 
Switzer Creek) 

Chlordane, Lindane, PAHs Medium 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 
north of 24th Sireet Marine 
Terminal 

Degraded Benthic Community Medium 
wd Sediment Toxicity 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 
Seventh Street Channel 

DeMed Benthic Community Medium 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, 
vicinity of B Street and 
Broadway Piers 

Degraded Benthic Community Medium 
and Sediment Toxicity 

San Diego Bay, Shelter 
Island Yacht Basin 

Metals (dirrotved Cu) High '2003 

San Elijo Lagoon 
Scdimrntation~Siitation Medium 

San Juan Creek 
bacteria indicators Medium 

San Juan Creek (mouth) 
bacteria indicators Medium 

Tecolote Creek 
bacteria indicators Medium 



Table 5: Additions to the TMDLs 
Completed List 
Reglon Water Body PoUutanVStressor Year TMDL Completed 

1 
Garcia River S e d h n t  2002 
Lagunads Sanla Rosa Ammonia 1995 

4 
Ballona Creek Trash 2W2 
East Fork San Gabriel River Trash 2000 
Echo Park Lake Trash 2W2 
Linmln Perk L&e Tras h 2002 
los Angtlcs River Trash 2W2 
Pcck Road Park Lake Trash 2002 

5 
Grasslands Manh Selenium 2WO 
Sacramento River Cadmium 2002 
Sacramento River Copper 2002 
Sacmmento River Zinc 2W2 
Sdt Slough Selenium 1999 
Snn Joaquin River Selenium 2002 

6 
Heavenly Valley Creek USFS boundary Sedimnt 2W2 
Lo Trout h e k ]  (war Heavenly Valley 
creek) 

7 
Alamo River S e d i m t  2W2 
New River Pathogen 2002 

8 
Newpon BaytSan Diego Creek Fecal Caliform 2000 
Ncwpon BsyISnn Diego Creek Nihogen 1999 
Nnvpon BayISnn Diego Creek Phosphorus 1999 
Ncwpan BoylSnn Diego Creek Sedimmt 1999 
Ssnta Ana River Nutrients 1994 



Table 6: Additions to the 
Enforceable Program List 

- -  - 

Reglon Water Body PollutanUStressor Program 

L 

Peyton Slough 
Silver, Cadmium Copper, Consolidsted Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup 
Selenium, Zinc, PCBs, Plan, SWRCB Resolution No.99065: 
Chlordane, ppDDE, P p m  Clemup and Abatrmcnt Ordm 

Stege Marsh 
Arsmic, Copper, Mntury, Consolidated Toxic Hot Spou C l m p  
Selenium Zinc, Chlordane, Plan, SWRCB Resolution No.99465: 
Dieldrin, ppDDE. Dacthsl, Cleanup md Abatement Orders 
Endaaulfan I, Endosulfan 
sulfate, 
Dichlombenzophenone, 
Heptachlor eporidc. 
H e r a c h l o m ~ e .  Minx, 

Coyote Creek 
A m n i a  NPDES P m i t  
Toxicity NPDES Permit 

Rio Hondo Reach 1 
A m n i a  NPDES Permit 

Rio Hondo Reach 2 
A m n i a  NPDES Permit 

San Gabriel River Eshlary 
A m o n i s  aaNitmgen NPDES Permit 

San Gabriel River Reach 1 
A m n i a  NPDES Permit 
Toxicity NPDES Permit 

Sun Gabriel River Reach 2 
Ammonia NPDES Permit 

San Gabriel River Reach 3 
Toxicity NPDES Permit 

San Jose Creek Reach I (SO 
Confluence to Temple St:) 

A m n i a  NPDES Permit 

San Jose Creek Reach 2 
(Ternole St. to 1 10 at White 

A m n i a  NPDES Pmnit 

Santa Clara River Reach 7 
Ammonia NPDES Pnmit 

Santa Clara River Reach 8 
A m n i a  NPDES P m i t  
Nitrite-Nitrogen 

Enforreable Pmgnm-l  



Reglon Water Body PollutaaUStressor Program 

Mono Lake 
Salinity.TDS, Chloride3 SWRCR h i s i o n  I631 

Searles Lake 
Pcwlewn Hydmcarbons Waste Discharge Rcquinmmtl; 

Cleanup and Abatement Order No. 6- 
00.64, Cleanup and Abatement hdrr 
No. 600-WA1 

Salmiry. TDS. Chlorides Wsrte Diwharpc Requiremenu; 
Cleanupand A b a m m  Order No. 6- 
00-64: Clcanuo and Abatmcnt Ordn 
No. 6:00-64~i 

Enforceable Programs-2 



Table 7: Monitoring List - 
Region Water Body PollutanUStressor 

Alder Creek 
Sediment md Temperature 

Beith Creek 

Brush Creek 

- 

Casper Creek 
Pathogens 

Conaneva Creek 
Sediment 

Dehaven Creek 
Sediment 

East Fork Trinity River 
M a w  

Elk Creek 
Sediment 

Greenwood Creek 
Sediment and Temperature 

Grotzman Creek 
Sediment 

Hardy Creek 
Sediment 

Howard Creek 
Sediment 

Humboldt Bay 
PCBs and Dieldrin 

Juan Creek 
Sediment 

Klamath River 
Scdimenl 

Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Nutrients 

Mad River Slough 
PCBs 

Mallo Pass Creek 
Sediment 

Pudding Creek - 
Pathogens 

Russian River 
Diminon 



Region Water Body Pollutant/Stressor 

Schooner Gulch 
S d m t  

Shasta River 
Scdlment and Numenta 

Tule Lake and Lower Klamath Lake 
National Wildlife Refuge 

Low D~ssolved Oxygen and 
Un#onlad A m n m  

Usal Creek 

Virgin Creek 

Wages Creek 
Sediment 

2 
Carquinez Strait 

Copper 
Nickel 
PAHs, PBDEs 

Lake Merced 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Lake Merrin 
LOW Dissolved Oxygen 

Lakes and Shorelines of San Francisco Bay 
Region 

Tnuh 

Novato Creek below Stafford Dam 
Sedimentation and Siltation 

Pacific Ocean at Baker Beach 
High Colifom Count 

Pacific Ocean at San Gregorio Beach 
High Coliform Count 

Pacific Ocean at Surfer's Beach 
Total Coliform 

Pilarcitos Creek below Pilarcitos Reservoir 
Sedimentstion and Sillation 

Redwood Creek, tidal portion (San Mateo 
County) 

High Colifom Count 

Richardson Bay 
PAHa, PBDEs 

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Copper 
Nickel 
PAHII, PBDEa 

San Francisco Bay, Central 

Monitoring-2 



Region Water Body PollutanVStressor 

~ P F  
PAHs, PBDEs 

San Francisco Bay, Lower 
Cappsr 
Nickel 
PAHs. PBDEa 

San Francisco Bay, South 
CaPpsr 
Nickel 
PAHs, PBDEs 

San Pablo Bay 
COPPC~ 
Nickel 
PAHs, PBDEs 

Suisun Bay 
copper 
Nickel 
PAHs, PBDEn 

Urban Creeks of San Francisco Bay Region 
Trash 

3 
Maiors Creek 

Turbidity 

4 
Calleguas Creek Reach 9B (was part of 
Conejo Creek Reaches 1 and 2) 

Unnahlral Foam and Scum 

Cold Creek 
Algae 

Compton Creek 
Trash 

Malibu Creek 
Tobl Selenium 

San Gabriel River Estuary 

Santa Clara River Reach 8 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved 

5 
American River, Lower 

Pathogens 
Arcade Creek 

Malathion 
Butte Slough 

Malathion 
Molinatc 



Region Water Body PollutanVStressor 

Thiobencsrb 
Camanche Reservoir 

Aluminum 

Colusa Basin Drain 

- 
Del Puerto Creek 

Malathion 
Delta Waterways (Eastern Portion) 

P~thogml 
Delta Waterways (Stockton Ship Channel) 

Pathogens 
Delta-Mendota Canal (DMC) 

Selentum 
Feather River 

Group A Pestccndes 
French Camp Slough 

Pathogens 
Fresno Rtver 

Numenlsmathogens 
Hensley Lake 

NumentdPathogena 
Ingram/Hospital Creek 

Carbaryl 

Kaweah River 
Numentflathogena 

Kern River 
Numcnlsmathogena 

Lake lsabella 
Numcnlsmathogens 

Lake Kaweah 
Numeaflathogens 

Lake Success 
Numentflsthogens 

Merced River 

- - 

Mormon Slough 
Didnon  

Oristemba Creek 
Methidathion 

Putah Creek, Lower 
Unhown Toxicity 

Putah Creek, Upper - ~ 

Unlmown Toxicity 
Salt Slough 

Malathion 



Region Water Body Pollutant/Stressor 

Son Luis Reservoir 
Copper 

Ten Mile River (South fork Kings River) 
NumsnWF'sthogcna 

Tule River 
NumenlY Pathogens 

Tuolumne River 
Mmw 

Walker Slough 
Dlmnon 

Yuba River 
Pathogens 

6 
Angora Lake, upper 

Pcrt~c~des (1 6 dtffnnt campounds) 

Arrowhead, Lake (was Lake Arrowhead) 
Boat fuel eonsllluenta (Petroleum 
Pmducts), numcnts 

Asa Lake 
Numcns 

Aurora Canyon Creek 
Total dissolved solids, nitrogen. 
phasphonrs, mmury 

Barney Lake 
Nttmgen 

Blackwood Creek 
Peatlotdcs (4 dlffemt eompunds) 

Blue Lake 

- ~- 

Bonnie Lake 
Nimgen 

Buckeye Creek 

Total dissolved solids 

Carson River. West Fork (headwaters to 
Woodfords, woodfords td Paynesville, 
Paynesville to State Line) (was West Fork 
Carson River) 

sulfate, b m n  
Chain o Lakes 

Nitmgcn 

Cold Stream 
S e d i m t  

Cooney Lake 
Nitrogen 

Crown Lake 

Monitoring-5 



Region Water Body PollutanWStressor 

Nitmgm 

Deep Creek 
Total dissolved solids. sulfate. 
nuoride 

Desert Creek 
Sulfate, mid mine drainage 

Diaz Lake 
Nutrimls 

Donner Creek 
Sediment 

Donner Lake 
Boat Fuel Constiruenk (Penoleum 
hodusrr) 
Pathogas 

Eagle Creek 
Nitrogen. phosphomr 

Eagle Lake 
MsrCvry 

East Lake 
Nitmgm 

East Walker River above Bridgeport 
Reservoir 

Phosphorus, nickel 

East Walker River below Bridgeport 
Reservoir 

Fuel ail (spill), mercury, nickel and 
other meals 

Echo Lake, Lower (was Lower Echo Lake) 
Nutrients 

Echo Lake, upper 
Nitmgm 

Emerson Creek 
Sediment 

Fallen Leaf Lake 
Nuhienls 

Fredericksburg Canyon Creek 

Fremont Lake 

Frog Lake 

~enera l  Creek 
Pesticida (5 different compounds) 

George, Lake (was Lake George) 
Metals 

Gilman Lake 



Region Water Body PollutnnUStressor 

Grass Lake Wetlands 
Rmd MI1 

Green Creek -- 

Niuogm 

Green Creek, above Green Lake 
Nitrogen 

Green Lake 
Nitrogen 

Griff Creek 
Sediment 

Gull Lake 
Nitrogen 

Harriet Lake 
Nitrogen 

Heavenly Valley Creek, source to USFS 
boundaj and USFS boundary to Trout 
Creek (was Heavenly Valley Creek) 

Nitrogen 

Heenan Reservoir 
Nitrogen 

Helen Lake 
Nitrogen 

Hidden Valley Creek (was Unnamed creek 
[aka Hidden Valley Creek]) 

Chloride 
Phosphorus 

Hoover Lake 

-- 

Horse Creek 
Nitrogen 

Independence Creek 
M n n u y  

Indian Creek 
Phosphorus, nitrogen 

Ivanpah Dry Lake 
Radroactive elements (lanthanides) 

June Lake 
Nutricnu, mermry 

Koenia Lake - 
NuWLenu 

Lassen Creek 
Sediment 

Lily Lake 
Nutrients 

Little Tmckee River 
Scdimcnt 



Region Water Body PollutauUStressor 

Little Walker River 
Sdidimnt, totd dissolved solids, 
nitrogen 

Littlerock Reservoir 
Scdimnt, iron, manganese 

Lonely Gulch Creek 
Sedimcnl 

Long Lake (Lower) 
Nitrogen 

Long Lake (Upper) . ~ ~ 

Nitmgen 

Long Valley Creek - 
Sediment 

Los Angeles Aqueduct - 
COPwr 

Lundy Lake 
Minc drainage (Acid Mine Drainage) 

Madden Creek 
Sediment 

Markeeville Creek 
Nitmncn. c.hosohorur. total dissolved 
son& chiorid; 

Martis Creek 
~"bicnta 

Mary, Lake (was Lake Mary) 
Boat fuel wnnitusnts. including 
MTBE (Petmleum &ducts) - 

McGee Creek 
Minc drainage (Acid Mine Drainage) 

McKinney Creek 
Sedimmt 

Meeks Creek 
Sedimnt 

Meiss Lake 
Nubicnu 

Mill Creek 
Nihogen 

Mojave River at Dam Forks 
Sulfate 

Mojave River at Lower Natrows 
Nubienta 

Mojave River between Upper and Lower 
Narrows 

Chloride 
PCE and TCE (organic solvenu) 
Sulfate 
TDS 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor 

Moiave River, Barstow to Waterman Fault 
Nitmgen, lotsl dipsolved solids 

Mojave River, West Fork (was West Fork 
Mojave River) 

Nitmgen 

Monitor Creek 
Nitmgm, phesphonra 

Peeler Lake 
Nitrogen 

Pine Creek 
Mindfailings drainage, sediment 
Nuuienta (nitrogen, phosphonu) 

Raider Creek 
Sedimcnt 

Red Lake Creek 
Sulfate, acid mine drainage 

Reversed Creek 
Sediment, nutrients 

Robinson Creek 
Tofal dissolved solids, phosphorus 

Robinson Creek above Barney Lake 
Nimgen 

Robinson Creek, Barney Lake to Twin 
Lakes 

Nitmgen 

Robinson Creek, Hwy 395 to Bridgeport 
Reservoir 

Nitrogen 

Robinson Lake (Lower) 
Nitmgen 

Robinson Lake (Upper) 
Nitmgm 

Roosevelt Lake 
Nitrogm 

Ruth Lake 
Nitrogen 

Sawmill Pond 
Sediment 

Scorts Lake 
Sediment 

Shake Creek 
Total dissolved solids, niww, sulfate, 
boron, fluoride, landfill leachate 
c0nstiNcnts 

Sherwin Creek 
Sediment, nuhienfa 

Silver Creek 



Region Water Body PolluhnVStressor 

MelaWacid mincdrsinsgc 

Silver Lake 

Silvetwood Lake 
Salts, tncc elements fromimponed 
water (Salinity) 

Snow Lake 
Nimgen 

Spring Valley Lake 
Sediment 

Squaw Creek Meadow Wetlands 
Pesticides 

Stampede Reservoir 
Chlordane 
Pesticides (lindane) 

Stella Lake 
Nimgen 

Summers Creek 
Nitrogen, total dissolved solids 

Summit Creek 
Petroleum products 

Summitt Lake 
Nimgcn 

Susan River downstream of Susanville 
MWvry 
Nickel 
PCBs 

Susan River upstream of Susanville 
M m l v  
Nickel 

Swauger Creek 
Total dissolved solids, nimgcn 

Tahoe Keys Sailing Lagoon 
PCB8 
Taxaphenc 

Tahoe, Lake (was Lake Tahoe) 
Boat fuel constiNents (PEflolcum 
Pmducts) 
Iron 
Lead in sediment 
Mercury in sediment 
Pesticides (40 different compounds) 

Taylor Creek 
Pesticides (8 different compounds) 

Tower Lake 
Nimgcn 

Tmckee River 
Chloride 

Monitoring-I0 



Region Water Body PoUutanUStressor 

TDS 

Truckee River, upper (above and below 
Christmas Valley) (was Upper Tmckee 
River) 

Peaticidea (7 diffnmt compauods), 
nitrogen 

Tmmball Lake 
Nitmgen 

Twin Lake. Lower (was Lower Twin Lake) 
Nutrient. 

Twin Lake, Upper (was Upper Twin Lake) 

Vireinia Creek - 
Nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment, total 
dissolved solids 

Virginia Lake (Upper) 
Nitrogen 

Watson Creek 
Sediment 

West Walker River 
Total dissolved solids, nitmgcn 

Anaheim Bay 
Metals and Pesticides 

Bolsa Chica 
MomIs 

Chino Creek, Reach I and Reach 2 
Mmls 

Cucamonga Creek, Mountain Reach 

Huntington Harbour 
Metals and pesticides 

Mill Creek (Prado Area) 
Metals 

Newport Bay, Upper (was Upper Newport 
Bay) . . 

Tmh 
Orange County Coastline 

Tmh 
San Jacinto River North Fork (Reach 7) 

Metals 
San Jacinto River South Fork (Reach 7) 

Salinity, Tom1 Dissolved Solids 
Santa Ana River (Reaches 4 and 5) 

Santa Ana River, Reach I 

Monitoring-l l 



Region Water Body Pollutnnt/Stressor 

Trash 

Strawbemy Creek 
Salinity, total dissolved solids 

Temescal Creek 

Agua Hedionda Creek 
Benthic Community Degradation 
Diazinon 
Eutrophication 
Incised Channel 

Agua Hedionda Lagoon 
Copper (dissolved) 
Selenium 

Aliso Creek 
Chlordane 
Dieldrin 

Alvarado Creek 
Benthic Community Degradation 
Eueophication 
SedimmtatiodSillatian 
Trash 

Beach and Bay Shorelines displaying a 
permanent health risk sign 

Udaown constihlcnls lhat may 
effect human hulth 

Boulder Creek 
Exotic Vegetation (Tamarisk sp.) 
Hydromodification (scour from 
reselvoir release) 

Buena Vista Creek 
Benthic Community Degradation 
Eumphicatian 

Chocolate Creek 
Eutrophicstion 
SedimcntMionlSiltation 

Chollas Creek 
Total Chlordane 
Total PCBs 
Trash 
Turbidity 

Cloverdale Creek 
Eutrophication 
ScdimmtatiodSilratian 

Cottonwood Creek 



Region Water Body PollutanUStressor 

Evmphication 
Emtic vegetation (Tomarisk sp.) 
Hydmmodilication (sww iiom 
m o i r  release) 

Deluz Creek 
Sulfarc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Delzura Creek 
Erosion, Incised C h m e l  
Eumphication 
SedimmtstiodSiltation 

Encinitas Creek 
Diiuinon 
Eumphieation 

Escondido Creek 
Bsnthic Community Degradation 
Diminon 
Eutmphiestian 
Sulfate 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Fallbrook Creek 
iron 
Manganese 
Phorphnus 

Famosa Slough and Channel (was Famosa 
Slough) 

Dieldrin 
Total Chlordane 
Total DDT 
Total PCB 

Forester Creek (was "Forrester Creek") 
Eumohieation 
Trash 

Green Valley Creek 
Benthic Community Degradation 
Eutmphication 
Phosphonrs 
SedimentatiodSiltation 
Trash 

Hatfield Creek 
Eumphication 
Incised Channel 

Hodges, Lake (was Lake Hodges [was 
Hodges Reservoir]) 

MTBE ' 

King Creek 
Eutrophication 

Laguna Lakes 
Bacterial Indicators 

Monitoring-13 



Region Water Body Pollutnnt/Stressor 

Loma AIta Creek 
Benthic Community Degradation 
Eutrophication 

Los Penasquitos Creek 
ScdimcnWiodSiltation 

Murray Reservoir 
BmmDdichlommethane 
Phosphorus 
Sodium 

Murrieta Creek 
Iron 
Manganese 
Total Diaolved Solids 

Oceanside Harbor 
Copper0 
Orange County Coastline 

Trash 

Oso Creek 
Chloride 
Phorphoma 
Sulfate 
Total Dissolved Solids 
Turbidity 

Otay Reservoir, Lower (was Lower Otay 
Reservoir) 

Color 
Odor 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Miramar 
Reservoir HA (was Miramar Reservoir) 

Bromodishlommethane 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Padre Barona Creek 
Euuophication 
Incised Channel 

Prima Deshecha Creek (was Prima 
Deshecha Channel) 

Cadmium 
Nickel 

Proctor Valley Creek 
Tnah 

Rainbow Creek 
Sediment Toxicity 
Sulfate 
Tofal Dissolved Solids 
Tnah 

Reidy Creek 
Niaogm 
Phosphnw 

Rose Creek 



Regloo Water Body PollutaoUStressor 

SedimentationlSiltation 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at America's 
Cup Harbor (was San Diego Bay at 
America's Cup Harbor) 

Coppr (dissolved) 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at Harbor lsland 
(East Basin) (was San Diego Bay at 
Harbor lsland [East Basin]) 

A m i o  
Cadmium 
Copper (dissolved) 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at Harbor lsland 
(West Basin) (was San Diego Bay at 
Harbor lsland [West Basin]) 

Capper (dissolved) 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at Laurel Street 
(was San Diego Bay at Laurel Sheet) 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Copper (dissolved) 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at Marriott 
Marina (was San Diego Bay at Marriott 
Marina) 

Coppkr (dissolved) 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at North lsland 
Aircraft Platform (was San Diego Bay at 
North Island Aircraft Platfonn) 

Anenic 
Cadmium 
Copper (dissolved) 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, at South Bay 
Power Plant (was San Diego Bay at South 
Bay Power Plant) 

chinine, Copper, Zinc 
Thennal Warming 
Turhidily 

San Diego Bay Shoreline. Shelter lsland 
Yacht Basin (was San Diego Bay at 
Shelter Island Yacht Harbor) 

Arsenic 
Csdmium 

San Diego River (upper and lower) (was 
San Diego River) 

Benthic Communiry Degmdation 
BeNme 
Chlordane 
Evmphication 
Exotic Vegetation (Water Hyacinth, 
Arundo Sp., Tamarisk sp.) 
Methyl Tertisry-butyl Ether (MTBE) 
Trssh 



Region Water Body PoUutnnVStressor 

San Juan Creek 
Erosion 
Incised Channel 
PCBs 
S c d i m m i o n l S i l ~ d m  

San Luis Rey River 
Euaaphicslion 
Magncsiwn 
Phosphorva 

San Marcos Lake 
Dissolved oxygen 

San Mateo Creek 
lnhadueed (non-native) Amphibian 
Spccies: Bullfrogs 
Inhcduccd ("on-native) Fish 
Species: Black Bullhead, Bluegill, 
Channel Catfish, Green Sunfish, 
Largemouth Bas, Mosquito Fish. 
lntmduccd ("on-native) lnvutebrste 
Species: Non-native Clayhh 
lntmduced (non-native) Plant 
Species: Saltcedu, Other Exotic 
Vegetation 
To181 Dissolved Solids 

Sandia Creek (was Sandia Canyon) 
Lead 
Svlfste 

Santa Margarita River (entire and 
tributaries) 

SedimentnionlSilmtion 

Santa Margarita River (Lower) 
Iron 
Manganese 
Sulfate 
Total Disrolved Solids 

Santa Margarita River (Upper) 
Iron 
Manganese 
SulPate 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Santa Maria Creek 
Bacterial Indicators 
Exotic Vegetation (Tamarisk sp.) 

Santa Ysabel Creek 
Exotic Vegerarion (Arundo q. and 
Tamarisk ep.) 

Scove Creek 
Bacte+al Indicators 
Incised Channel 
Nueenu 

Somnto (Carroll Canyon) Valley Creek 

Manilaring-I6 



Region Water Body Pollutnnt/Stressor 

Euaophication 

Sycamore Canyon Creek 
Evaophicatian 
Exotic Vesslatian (Amwlo donu) 
Phosphow 
Tnsh 

Tewlote Creek 
SedimentaionlSilution 

Tijuana River Estuary 
Turbidity 

Monitoring-! 7 



Table 8: Changes in Presentation of Water Bodies 
on the 1998 Section 303(d) List Versus the 2002 
Section 303(d) List . . 
Region 1998 Section 303(d) List 2002 Section 303(d) List 

I Region 1 303(d) listed water bodies 
are now oresented as watersheds 
rather than individual segments. Each 
3031dl listed water bodv for Rcnion 1 
is no; named as: the fikt name% the 
river mainstem or lake and the second 
and lhird Darts ofthe name are the 
watershed and sub-watershed names. 

1 Eel River Delta-Estuary River 
1 Estero de San Antonio Stemple Creek~Estero de San Antonio, Bodega HU, Estem de San 

Antonio HA 
1 Klamath River Klamath River watershed has been broken into smaller areas to 

reflect the watersheds of the tributaries. The watersheds are: 

Klamath River, Klamath River HU, Butte Valley HA 
Klamath River, Klamath River HU, Lost River HA, Clear Lake, 
Boles HSAs 
Klamath River, Klamath River HU, Lost River HA, Tule Lake and 
Mt Dome HSAs 
Klamath River, Klamath River HU, Lower HA, Klamath Glen HSA 
Klamath River, Klamath River HU, Middle HA, lron Gate Dam to 
Swtt River 
Klamath River, Klamath River HU, Middle HA, Oregon to lron Gate 
Klamath River. Klamath hver  HU. Middle HA. Scon River to 
Trinity River 
Klamath River, Klamath River HU, Salmon River HA 

1 Russian River-- Russian River watershed has been broken into smaller areas to reflect 
Comments shown on the 1998 list the watersheds of the tributaries. The watersheds are: 
indicated that the listing covered the entire - 
watershed, mainly tributaries. Russian River, Russian River HU, Lower Russian River, Austin 

Creek HSA 
Russian River, Russian River HU, Lower Russian River HA, 
Guemeville HSA 
Russian-River, Russian River HU, Middle Russian River HA, Dry 
Creek HSA 
Russian River, Russian River HU, Middle Russian River HA, 
Geysewille HSA 
Russian River. Russian River HU. Middle Russian River HA. Mark 
West Creek HSA 
Russian River. Russian River HU. Uooer Russian River HA. Covote . .. . . 
Valley HSA 
Russian River, Russian River HU, Upper Russian River HA, 
Forsyihe Creek HSA 
Russian River, Russian River HU, Upper Russian River HA, Ukiah 



Region 1998 Section 303(d) List 2002 Section 303(d) List 
I Trinitv River- Trinity River watershed has been broken into smaller areas that 

1 
~om&nts shown on the 1998 list refleci the watersheds of the tributaries. The subdivisions are: 
indicated that the listing covered Trinity 
River (upper), Trinity River (Middle), and Trinity River, Trinity River HU, Lower Trinity HA 
Trinity River (Lower). Trinity River, Trinity River HU, Middle HA 

Trinity River, Trinity River HU, Upper HA 

I TomkiCnek Eel River, Eel River HU, Upper Main Fork (Includes Tomki Creek) 

2 LaurelCreek Laurel Creek (Solano Co) 
2 MerrittLake Lake Merritt 
2 Pescadero Creek (REG 2) Pescadero Creek 
2 Pine Creek Pine Creek (Contra Costa Co) 
2 San Antonio Creek (REG 2) San Antonio Creek (MarinISonoma Co) 

2 San LcandroCreek San Leandro Creek, Lower 
2 Suisun Slough--(River) Estuary 

Bear Creek (R3) 
Clear Creek (R3) 
Espinosa Slough-- (Wetland) 
Monterey Bay South 
Pacific Ocean at Point Rinwn 

Salinas River- 

San Antonio Creek(Santa Barbara 
County) 
San Lorenzo River Estuary 
Schwan Lake--(Wetland) 
Soquel Lagoon--(Wetland) 
Tembladero Slough--(Wetland) 
Watsonville Slough--(Estuary) 

Bear Creek (Santa Cluz County) 
Clear Creek (San Benito Co) 
River 
Monterey Bay South (Coastline) 
Pacific Ocean at Point Rincon (mouth of Rinwn Creek, Santa 
Barbara Co) 
Salinas River (lower, estuary to near Gonzales Rd crossing in 
watershed 309.10 and 309.20) 
Salinas River (middle, near Gonzales Rd crossing to confluence with 
Nacimiento River) 
San Antonia Creek (SouIh Coast Watershed) 

San Lorenm River Lagoon 
take 
Estuary 
River 
River 

4 Arroyo Sew Reach 2 (West Holly Ave to Arroyo Seco Reach 2 (Figuema St. to Riverside Drive 
Devils Gate Dam 

4 McGrath Lake Estuary McGrath Lake 
4 Mugu Lagoon Calleguas Creek Reach 1 
4 Santa Clara River Reach 3 @am to above Santa Clara River Reach 3 (Freeman Diversion to A Street) 

SP Creek/BLW timber cyn) 
The following are changes for the 
Calleguas Creek Watershed: 

4 Calleguas Creek Reach 1 Calleguas Creek Reach 2 
4 Calleguas Creek Reach 2 Calleguas Creek Reach 2 
4 Calleguas Creek Reach 3 Calleguas Creek Reach 3 
4 Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu Calleguas Creek Reach 4 

Lagoon to Central Avenue 



Region 1998 Section 303(d) List 2002 Section 303(d) List 
4 B d s l e y  Chamel Calleguas Creek Reach 5 

Arroyo Las Posas Reaches I and 2 
Arroyo Simi Reaches 1 and 2 
Tap0 Canyon Reach 1 
Conejo Creek Reach I 

Conejo Creek Reach 2 

Conejo Creek Reach 3 

Conejo CreeWArroyo Conejo North Fork 

Conejo Creek Reach 4 
Fox Barranca 
LA Fish Harbor 
LA Harbor Consolidated Slip 
LA Harbor Inner Breakwater 
LA Harbor Main Channel 
LA Harbor Southwest Slip 
Venhua River Reach 1 (Estuary to Main 
Street) 
Ventura River (Main Street to Weldon 
Canyon) 

Calleguas Creek Reach 6 
Calleguas Creek Reach 7 
Calleguas Creek Reach 8 
Calleguas Creek Reach 9A 
Calleguas Creek Reach 9B 
Calleguas Crak  Reach 9B 
Calleguas Creek Reach 10 
Calleguas Creek Reach 10 
Calleguas Creek Reach 11 
Calleguas Creek Reach 13 
Calleguas Creek Reach 10 
Calleguas Creek Reach I2 
Calleguas Creek Reach 13 
Fox Barranca (tributary to Calleguas Creek Reach 6) 

Los Angeles Fish Hahor 
Los Angeles Consolidated Slip 
Los Angeles Harbor Inner Breakwater 
Los Angeles Harbor Main Channel 
Los Angeles Southwest Slip 
Ventura River Reach I and 2 (Estuary to Weldon Canyon) 

Ventura River Reach 1 and 2 (Estuary to Weldon Canyon) 

American River, Lower American River, Lower (Nimbus Dam to confluence with 
Sacramento River) 

Cache Creek Cache Creek, Lower (Clear Lake Dam to Cache Creek Settling Basin 
near Yolo Bypass) 

Colusa Drain Colusa Basin Drain 
Delta Waterways Delta Waterways (eastern portion) 

Delta Waterways (western portion) 
Delta Waterways (Stockton Ship Channel) 

Dunn Creek Dunn Creek (Mt Diablo Mine to Marsh Creek) 
Feather River. Lower Feather River. Lower (Lake Omville Dam to confluence with - - 

Five Mile Slough 
Sacramento diver) 
Five Mile Slough (Alexandria Place to Fourteen Mile Slough) 

Harding Drain (Turlock IR Dist lateral #5) Harding Drain (Turlock Irrigation District lateral #5) 
Horse Creek Horse Creek (Rising Star Mine to Shasta Lake) 

Keswick Reservoir Keswick Reservoir @ortion downstream from Spring Creek) 
Kings River (Lower) Kings River, Lower (Island Weir to Stinson and Empire Wein) 
Little Backbone Creek Little Backbone Creek, Lower 
Little Cow Creek Little Cow Creek (downstream from Atlerthought Mine) 
Marsh Creek Marsh Creek (Dunn Creek to Marsh Creek Reservoir) 

Marsh Creek (Marsh Creek Reservoir to San Joaquin River) 
Merced River, Lower Merced River, Lower (McSwain Reservoir to San Joaquin River 
Mosher Slough Mosher Slough (downstream of 1-5) 



Region 1998 Section 303(d) List 2002 Section 303(d) List 
Mosher Slough (upstream of 1-5) 

1 
5 Natomas East Main Drain Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (aka Steelhead Creek, 

downstream of confluence with Arcade Creek) 
Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (aka Steelhead Creek, ups- 
of confluence with Arcade Cmk) 

5 Orestimba Creek Orestimba Creek (above Kilbum Road) 
Orestimba Creek (below Kilbum Road) 

5 Panoche Creek Panoche Creek (Silver Creek to Belmont Avenue) 

5 Sacramento River (Red Bluff to Delta) Sacramento River (Red Bluff to Knights Landing) 
Sacramento River (Knights Landing to Delta) 

5 Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Sacramento River Keswick Dam to Cottonwood Creek) 
Bluff) 

5 Salt Slough 
5 San Carlos Creek 
5 San Joaquin River 

Shasta Lake 
Spring Creek 
Stockton Deep Water Channel 
Sulfur Creek 
Tuolumne River (Lower) 
West Squaw Creek 
Willow Creek (Whiskeytown) 

1Vhiskej.rOwn Res 

Bear Creek (R6) 
Cottonwood Creek (1) 

Eagle Lake (2) 
East Walker River 

Gray Creek (R6) 
Heavenly Valley Creek 

Horseshoe Lake (2) 
Indian Creek (1) 
Mill Creek (I) 
Mill Creek (3) 
Owens River 

Sacramento River (Cottonwood Creek to Red Blum 
Salt Slough (upstream from confluence with San Joaquin River.) 

San Carlos Creek (downstream of New Idria Mine) 
San Joaquin River (Mendota Pool to Bear Creek) 
San Joaquin River (Bear Creek to Mud Slough) 

San Joaquin River (Mud Slough to Merced River) 
San Joaquin River (Merced River to South Delta Boundary) 
Shasta Lake (area where West Squaw Creek enters) 
Spring Creek, Lower (Iron Mountain Mine to Keswick Reservoir) 
Stockton Deep Water Channel, Upper (Port Turning Basin) 
Sulphur Creek (Colusa County) 
Tuolumne River, Lower @on Pedro Reservoir to San Joaquin River) 
West Squaw Creek (below Balaklala Mine) 
Willow Creek (Shasta County, below Greenhorn Mine to Clear 
Creek) 
Whiskqytown Reservoir (areas near Oak Bottom Brandy Creek 
Campgrounds and Whiskeytown) 

Bear Creek (Placer County) 
Cottonwood Creek @elow LADWP diversion) 

Eagle Lake (Lassen County) 
East Walker River, above Bridgeport Reservoir 
East Walker River, below Bridgeport Reservoir 
Gray Creek (Nevada County) 
Heavenly Valley Creek (source to USFS boundary1 
Heavenly Valley Creek (USFS boundary to Trout Creek) 

Horseshoe Lake (San Bernardino County) 
lndian Creek (Alpine County) 

Mill Creek (Mono County) 
Mill Creek (Modoc County) 
Owens River (Long HA) 
Owens River (Lower) 
Owens River (Upper) 



Region 1998 Section 303(d) List 2002 Section 303(d) List 
6 Pine C w k  (2) Pine Cnek (Lassen County) 
6 TwinLakes 
6 Wolf Creek (1) 

Twin Laka (Owens HU) 
Wolf Creek (Alpine County) 

7 New River (R7) New River (Imperial) 

8 Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve Newport Bay, Upper (Ecological Reserve) 

9 Aliso Creek Mouth of Orange Aliso Creek (mouth) 
9 Pacific Ocean, Buena Vista HA 904.20 Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Buena Vista Creek HA 

9 San Diego Bay San Diego Bay Shoreline, 32nd St San Diego Naval Station 

San Diego Bay Shoreline, between Sampson and 28th Streets 
San Diego Bay Shoreline, Downtown Anchorage 
San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Chollas Creek 
San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Coronado Bridge 
San Diego Bay Shoreline, near sub base 
San Diego Bay Shoreline, near Switzer Creek 
San Diego Bay Shoreline, North of 24th Street Marine Terminal 
San Diego Bay Shoreline, Seventh Street Channel 
San Diego Bay, Shelter Island Yacht Basin 
San Diego Bay Shoreline, Vicinity of B St and Broadway Piers , 

9 San Juan Creek Lower San Juan Creek 
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1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND 1 MDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

1 E EELRWERDELTA 111.110 
Sd i i ~MkmfS l t a t i on  Low 6350 AMs 0204 1206 

Nonpoint So- - Land 
SiMsulturr 

Tempemure Low 6350 Aaes 0204 I206 

5-*,-- ---- s------mwr .,- Nonpolnt Sou= - - -, - 
115.300 

Nvtriants Medium 692 Acms w97 0206 
Water Ovalily Attainment Jbategyis attempthg fo h a s e  W r y  measmas for at$iunent o f ~ l d s  and 
ob&fiws, as was d m  in me Estem de San Antonio ISdempre b k  TMDL Water ChMy AItabment SbaW. 

by the NarM Coast RegknaI Water Chwily Corfrm Board at the December 11,1997 mee6ng. 

Manure Lagoon 
Pasture Lsnd 

S e d i W U t a t i a n  W u m  $%? A m s  0497 0106 
Water Qualily Attainment Jbategy is attempting fo i m a s e  voluntary measures for alhrhmsd dsfandatds and 
obje&es, as was done in the Estem de San Antonio/Stemp'e Creek TMDL Water ~~ Attainment SbaW, 
adopted by the Norm Cosst Regional Water OuaMy Cmtd Board at the Decwnber 11. 1997meebhg. 

EmsionlSiltalion 
HydmmodiRcation 
Nonpoint Source 
Removal of Riparian Vegetation 
Rimtian G d n a  - --- w,s -* m., me a -M - Streambank ModiRcationlDestablliution '.. . 

1 E NAVARRORWERDELTA 113.500 
Medium 7.0 Ausl 0298 1200 

111.630 
Mercury 

Natural Sources 
ma- --a- 

SdimentationlSiltation Medium 14 Miles 0299 1201 
USEPA is preparing TMDL forAlbiM River. 

P 
Nonpoht S a w e  
Silviculture 

4 .ems.vr=-m--.m" M-- 

Carnrnenls presented under each pollutanVstressor are not required under Clean mependix -1 
Water Act Seaion q d ) .  in a few eases, they pmvide necessary information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303fdl LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ l n ~ s . 9 ' 1 1 '  12- 

Nuttiento Medium 7 M k  0497 0206 
(See Esfern Ama&amJ 

h i m 1  openaons 
D a l k  
Manun kzg0C.m 

Pasture Land 
Rioarian G d n a  - 

-"-wm -=-. 
Upland G d n g  

1 R BIGRIVER 113.300 
Sedimentatidmation Medium 40 MRa 0299 1201 

Nonpokll source 

--* -% - -M--,L 

SiMsulture 

1 R EEL RNER, MIDDLE FORK 111.700 
SedimentationlSiIlatIon Low 64 MUeS 0201 1203 

USEPA mll de- a TMDL for Eel River, Middle Fork. 
EmsionlSilbtion 

Temperature Low 64 Miles 0201 1203 
USEPA will develop a TMOL for Eel River, Middle Fork. 

Nonpoint Source 
-.:%.w.- *,.=>,---- - ~ . ~ c . ~ ~ * ' * ~ . ~ - . ~ . A , ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ . " % . " ~ - s ~  

1 R EEL RNER. MIDDLE MAlN FORK 111.70 
SedimenWonlSiWon Low 1075.38 ' MIbs 0203 1205. 

USEPA will develop a TMDL for E d  River, Middle Main Fork. 
Nonpoint Source 
Range Land 
SiMSuIIure 

Temperalure Low 1075.38 Miles 0203 1205 
USEPA will develop a TMDL for Eel River. Middle Main Fork. 

NonpC.int Source 
-.m m * - ~ * m m < + M z ~ - ~ ~ m 3 w ~  

1 R 1.500 
SedimentationlSilWion Low 41 Mi ln  0200 1202 

USEPA will dewtop TMDL far Eel River, NoN, Fork 
ErosionlSiltation 
Logging Road ConstructionlMaintenance 
Nonpoint Source 

P Silviculture 

4 Temperature Low 41 Miles 0200 1202 
USEPA will develop TMDL for Eel River, North F&. 

h) Nonpoint Swrce 
-,r+ h-.,,.-,..'* ---" mn.*".,*+m.-'*~a"s-,~'w"---*---* 

ul 

Commeno pesented unda each pollutanVmersor are not required under Clean Appendix -2 
Water W cedion 303(d). In a few cases, Uley povide necessary mfornwlon. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031dl LIST AND I alDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ m m v s d b v u ~ ~ ~ '  LA 

hlonlSil tat lon 
Flow RegulatioflodWisstion 
HydmmodHidon 
Logging Road Colabudionlllaintanama 
Nonpoint Sowce 
R a n g  Land 
Renw.al of Rlparbn Vegetation 
ResourceExtmUon 
SiMcultm 

Tempenturn Low 85 Miles 0297 1290 
USEPA is demropicg TMDL for Eel River, S& M. 

hlon lS i lWion 
Flow RegulatlonlhlodiRcaUon 
HydmmodiUcatlon 
Nonwint Source . 
Removal of Riparian Vegetation 

--m-.-- *- -*-,-% .- .....;w-.-ns-,"-.>m- -=-- 
I R EELRIVER UPPER MAIN PORK 111.60 

SedimentatlonlSilWion Low llY.U Milea 0202 120( 
USEPA w.U develop a TMDL for Eel Mr. Upper Main Fcfk 

Nonpolnt Source 
Range Land 
SlMcuitum 

Temperature Low t154.U MU- 0202 1204 
USEPA WM develop a TMDL for Eel River, Upper Main Fcfk 

Nonpoint Source 
m 

0 
SedimentationlSllWion Medium 87.53 Milas 0207 ZWO 

Sedimentatan, threat ofsedimentation. impairedinigafion waterqualitv, im~~impeireddomesfic~ wier WaIiiY, 
inpabad spamuhg habUat m s e d  mfe and dew ofUxding due to sedhmt jmparty damage. RegiDnal 
Water Board and Califcda Department of Forestry &am involved in onOoing elhvts to attan adhemna, to 
Forest Pm&v Rules. It isposdble mat mmpliam will brl?gamu'nnmntphrto TMDL d.smiopmenl. 

EmolonlSiltation 
Harmsting. Restoration, Residue Management 
Logging Road ConstrustionMaintenance 
Nonpoint So- 
Removal of Riparian Vegetation 
SNvicUltura 

Comments presented under each pollutanVsbwsw are not required under Clean Appendix -3 
Water Ad SecliMl303(d). In a few eases. Mey pmvlde necessaty infama6ar. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

1 R FRESHWATERCREEK flO.OOO 

Sedhdaibn, i l m a t o f s a d i ~ ,  in@redh&aih rvaterqualirv, ~ i r v d a n , s & ~ ~ & i i & ,  
~ ~ h a M a t ~ r a t e a n d d e ~ o f R m c a n g ~ t o J e d n e n f p o p e ~ ~ .  Regknal 
Waier Board and W#m& o f F n m s b y s i a r 7 a a ~ i n o r g D i g ~ i o a m h a d h e n n e e i o  
ForeslPmukeRdes. I t i s ~ = c w W m c e ~ b r i r r a u a & m m n i ~ b T M L I L ~  - 

EmalonlSlltation 
Hawding. Res(ontion. Resldw Managemnnt 
Logging Road CombudionlMalntenance 
Nonpoint S w m  

*-.-....-- --... .=-.--=. 
SiMsulblre 

%*.. 

1 R GARCIARIVER 113.7W 
SedlmntatiwJSlltatlon High 39 MasS 0997 1297 

m R ~ W a t e r B o a r d i s M i n e x t e n d e d ~ h e a ~ s f o ~ W ) e o f a ~ f o r  
sediment mnlml M W G a d  River. In January, 1998. USEPA issu6dpublk d m  faadop(kn and 
promulgaibn of a TMDL for sedimeni on Nn, Garcia River. 

Channel Erosion 
ErwrloniSlltation 
HmaUng, Resbxatlon. Residua Managemnt 
Lagging ~ o a d  Consbudion/Maintenanee 
Nonpoint Some 
Removal of Riparlan Vegetation 
Rlparlan Grazlng 
SlMculture 
Stnsmbank ModlRcatlonlDestabilbatlon 

Temwratun High 39 Mlka IT298 2000 
Elevated tempemiures impading d&aterfishei+ss in these reaches and sub-areax Planning UMs 113.70010 
(Panlalo8 Creek), 113.70011, 12.13, 14.20.21. and Nn, eniire marmarmiern Garcia Wverfrom P a n l a  Creek to 
Nn, estuary, Mi& haudes lhatportiDn of 113.70022,23,24,25 and 26. Febnmry 1998 - The Regimal Waier 
h r d  is wwldng to adopt a TMDL forsedhmi on the Gafda River. l is possiMe that voluntary -an=# 
w#h m e m s  in this TMDL will impmve cmdiiims relafed to iemperehm p&io devekpment ofa WDL for 
t e m r e .  

Habitat Modiffcation 
Nonpolnt Source 
Removal of Riparian Vegetation 

-=.-.- a m  
Streambank ModlRcatlonlDestablllzation 

P 
4 

- tJ 
0 
0 

Canrnenk petenled under each pollWsb'essor are nof required under Ckan 
Water Ad +ion 303(d). In a few cases. they m e  necessary infamation. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303id) LIST AND t dDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ p p m u s d b y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ '  l ~ l e ~ a  

SadlmmtatiollrSiltation Medium 35 M k  0499 12M 
Dimabad Sites (Land Druelop.) 
EmslwJSlltation 
htv&Ing. ResioMon, R6sklw Management 
Land Development 
Logging Road ComtructionMalntenanse 
Nonpolnt Souca 
Road Construction 
SlMcuIblra 
Specialty Cmp Produstion 

---*,%--- - -mnmw 

1 R KLAMATHRNER 105.000 
Numents Medium 190 M h  0402 0404 

Nutmnt TMDLs M I  be develop& for the area tnbutaly to a n d M w  
Char Lake R e s e w r h a  
Lo* h f l t d e  Lake to m Lwnfer 
06qanLwnfertomnGatedam 
Iron GateDamtoSconhr 
SmnRlverto T n n d y h r  
Thdy River to the Ocean 

Agricultural Return Flows 
Irrigated Cmp Produstion 
Nunlclpal Point Sources 
Nonpolnt Sourw 

Org. enrichmentRow D.O. Medium 180 Mller 0202 1204 
~~n huelsdo mtrneet BBsrn Plan -. FNmms habltetfsmpakedduet0 bwdrSSabd 
oxygen levels 01sscdved TMDL wrll fm dewroped for the meinstem ofthe Mamath Rhw 

Agricultural Return Flows 
Flow RegulatlonlModMcatlon 
Munlclpal Point Soursss 

Temperatun Medium 190 M i k  0402 0404 
Ternpiahria TMDLs mll be developed forthe area tnbutaly to and lndudug 
Clear Lake Resewrhea  
Losf hflh Lake to bwder 
Or- border to mn Gate dam 
I m G a t e D a m t o S m ( t h r  
SmaRmKto Tnndyliiver 

P 
Tdnity River to the Ocaann 

Dam CoMtrucLionlOpention 
41 FIOW ~egu~at ion l~od~ca l ion  

Habitat Modification - tJ 
0 

Nonpoint Source 
Water D k l o n s  

P 

^ Comments presented under each pollutanVsbesXn am not required under Clean Appendix -5 
Water Ad Section 303(d). In a fw cases, they pmvide necessary information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031dl LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE r ( l o l w s d b v u s ~ p ~  tu(au80 

SadimMlbtionlSllWion Low 90 Yila 0205 o?S7 
USEPA mV devekp TMDL fcf he Mad w. Ssdinmnt TMDLs mil be forhe area b&uiafy io and 
hcWii: (1) he Mad Rhver (Nom, Fork). (2) he Mad Ri~@&wr), and (3) the Mad Rinv(Middle). 

Nonpolnt Source 
ResourmUdnctibn 
SIMculbm 

Turbldlty Low 90 YUas 0205 0207 
T ~ i c v T M D L s ~ b e d e w l o p e d f o r t h e a r e a L r i b ~ i o a n d ~ : ( ~ ~ ~ M 8 d R i n v ~ F o r k J , ~ t h e  
Mad W V p p O ,  end (3) he Mad River (Mid&). 

NOnpoint Source 
ResaurceUdnstfon 
s a u l c u ~  

1 R MAlTOLERNER 112.300 
SadlnmnBtionlSiltation Medium 56 M l b  0200 1202 

EmrlonlSiltatlon 
Habitat ModlRsatlon 
HydmmodiRdon 
Nonpolnt Source 
Range Land 
Removal of Rlparlan Vegetation 
Rlparian Grazlng 
SIMcultun 
Specialty Cmp PmducUon 
Streambank ModlRcationlDsatabllizatlon 

Tmperatum Medium 56 MI- OZW 1202 
Habitat ModMcatlon 
Nonpofnt Source 
Rsmaral of Rlparian V.g.Won 
SlMculhrru 

Commenk presented under each pollutanVstmm are MI required under Clean 
Water Ac' *ion 303(d). In a few cases, mey pmvide necessary i m t i o n .  

Appendh 4 



1998 CALIFORNIA 3 LIST AND . .IDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

1 R NAVARROWVER '113.500 - )Iladhun 25 YWa OZg(l 1200 
~ n ( ~ l n l b e ~ f o r ( 1 ) t h e a n a b l b u l a r y t o a n d n c l ~ t h e N a M N l o R m ~ ~ P h b a n d  
( 2 ) ~ a m ~ u l a y f o a n d ~ ~ N a ~ m , l i m v b e k r r ~ ~  

Agricultua 
a o r s u w m m n e  
Channel Emslon 
ComtrustknlLand D e W l O p n e m  
Dikhlrbad Sib8 (Land 0evelop.J 
DralnagedFilling OfW@ands 
ErorlwJSll(ation 
Flow R e g u b t l O n l Y l ~  
HablW Modmution 
Harvesting. Ratotatlan. Residue Manlgement 
mghmymoad43mga cadnusm 
1rrigat.d Cmp Produrnon 
Land mvslopment 
Logglw Road CmstrudkanMainhnance 
N~nlrrigated Cmp Pmduction 
Nonpolnt Source - lmId 
Removal oi Riparian Vegetation 
Resource Extndlon 
RIpflan Grazing 
Road Consirudon 
SlMcultunl Polnt Sources 
SUvfculNn 
Specially Cmp Pmductkn 
Sbsambank ModlflcaUonBatabilIration 
Upland Grsring 
Water Dhranlona 

Gmnents pmsenled wder each pollutanVsbsssor are nM required under Clean m n d h  -7 
Water Aa Section 303(d). In a few cases, lhey pmvide necessary informatlm. 



. 
~ a n p r r a ~ e ~ w i l ~ ~ d e ~ ~ ~ l ) b r r e a n n r m u t a r y l o a n d ~ ~ e ~ ~ n v m W v e r a b o u . p h l o  
~ ~ ( 2 ) ~ a ~ e e ~ t o a n d ~ m N a m n v W v e r b s f o w P h l a  

lWbth~4RehlmFlav+ 
AS~' I~lhaal  Water Diversion 
w- 
halnagalFlllng Of Wetlands 
Flow RegulatlonfModHicatbn 
Habitat Modmcation 
Nonpolnt Satsee 
R-I of Rlprlan Vegetation 
Resource Ex(Rctlon 
SInambank ModH7caUonRestab~kaUon 

---.-.. - -= .-."- m-n--a- 
Water Divenlom 

1 R NOYORMR 113.200 
SedlmentatlonlSiltatIon Hedlum 35 Wilss 0698 1299 

Nonmlnt Source --- .P% .-.a-)xsY -LmX _--- SiMCUMrm 

1 R REDWOODCREEK 107.01InI 

SedimentatlonlSiltatlon Low 63 YAa, 0497 1m 
Sedimenl TMDLs ere being developed for: (1) the a m  mbcAafy lo and M i n g  he main* rpJbeem ofthe 
Reohood Natimal Pa& bwndaty snd (2) forthe area bibutafylo andinduding me #mindem wllhh ttm Pa& 
boundary. 

Nonpoint Source 
Rag.  Land 

P 
43 

- N 
a 
rP 

cwnmRlto parenled under each polwanifs- are not required under Clean 
Water A@ 'ion 303(d). In a few cases, they provide n e w  infmmation. 



I R RUSSIANRIVER 114.100 
SedlmantaknlSlltaUon Medium 105 M k  m09 IZ11 

/E ,d i !uwaferJhed ,~- l  
SdmwfalM, lhreat ofsdhmta(ion, sdtaiim, fuhWy, bank emSm irgeied 4x3- md haMae 
in-Jed rate and d@I of- due 10 sadbmnf,  pew damage, h Ru&m M m d  bibidwk 
A~(ionhUmmahslsmRluJianRiuer. ~CaufdywaIerAgencyhasbegunaconprshenshg 
Endmged species Ad habUat g g e d .  This prajecl shouLl a m  at and conW measwas 
e g u i v a l e n ! l o T M D L ~ a n d ~ ~  

A@mnu- runoff 
QuMelEroslon 
Channelbatlon 
ComtnictlwJLand Dnnlopnnnt 
Wturbad Sibs (L.ad Dmlop.) 
DnlnagdFllllng Of Wetlands 
EmslonlSiltation 
Flow RsgulationiModiRcstion 
Habitat ModiRcatlon 
Hamstlng. Restoration, Residue Managnnant 
HighwaylRoadfBfflge Conrtructlon 
~ m o d f f f e a t l o n  
Land Development 
Logging Road ConstrustloniMalntenance 
Nonpolnt Source 
Other Urban Runoff 
Removal of Riparian Vegetation 
Riparian Grazing 
R d  Construction 
SiMwnure 
Specialty Crop Pmduction 
Sb'eambank Modi f lcat lo~bi lbat lon 

105.400 
SedlrnentationlSilWlon Low 68 Miles 0203 0405 

lnigated Crop Production 
Mine Talllngs 
Nonpolnt Source 
Pasture Land 
Resource El;tradlon 
SlMalltwe 

Comments pesentsd under each pollutantlsbessa an, nd required under C b n  Appendh -9 
water &A S d o n  303(d). In a few cases, mey pmvide necessary information. 



A g d w h d  Return Flom 
DnlnageFilltng Ofwetlands 
HpbMYodlRcation 
higated Qop Rodudlon 
Nonpolnt S o w  
Pastun Lunl 
Removal of Rlparian Vegetatlon 
SiMcultum 
Sbwambnk WmcaUonlDsrtabiIhation 
water Dlvsnions -- "-." ----*-* 

1 R SHASTARMR 105.500 
Om. enrichnunVLow D.O. Low 52 Wiles 0023 0905 

Agricultural Return Flows 
Flow R e g u l a t i o ~ W t l o n  
Riparian Grolng 

Temwrature Low 52 Mlles 0023 0905 
Agriculural Water Divemion 
Fmiwlture-Ifriaation tallwater - - 
DnlnagdFilllng Of Wetlands 
HabM Modlflcation 
Nonpolnt Source 
Removal of Rlprian Vegetation 

- n m b  --- Water Dhnnlons 

1 R STEMPLECREEK 115.400 
Nuttients Low 17 Mlba 0496 0&9a 

This watsrbwy/poIutant was relkted by USEPA. 
Manun Lagoons 
Nonwlnt SJWW 
P a m  Land 

P' 

1 R TEN MILERIVER 113.130 
SedlmentatlonlSlltaUon Low I 0  Miles 0298 1200 

USEPA is d e w p h g  TMDL fcf Ten Mile R h r .  
Nonoolnt Source 

Carmenk pesenled under each ponutanVslmsa are no! required under Clean Append& -10 
Water Ad W d ) .  In a few cass, they provide naessary information. 



SedimsnWknlSiltation W i u m  18 Yibs 0202 1201 
u ~ ~ ~ ~ w i l d e v a k p ~ ' s f o r ~ a l & ~ a l w s h e d i n ~ e ~ o m k . ~ r e e k ~ .  ~omk .osek .o imav to~e  
E e l R i v e r , h s ~ R s l e d m d e r C L , i n W a f e r A d S e c l i D n 3 0 3 ( ~ d u , ~ M e ~ o f  . 
Restoralion e m  has fatpled me @a&n area. Tomkl Creek is underm,JidemXfI e k  the 
m/dJ Rst . . 

GDdiollrSilWion 
Nonpolnt Sauce 
R a m  Land 

Sedlmanta~ i l ta t ion  Medium 170 Mlles 0199 1201 
USEPA WW develop TMDL for Tridiy River. Sedinmnt TMDk v& be devafcped for me a m  h i  to and 
indudins: (1) Me TfhfW River (opper), (2) the Tniw River (Mrdde), m d  (3) me TtinW RAW (Lmwj. 

Him Tailings 
Nonpoint Source 
Rangs Land 
Resourcs Urnaction 
SiMculhm 

1 R TRlNlTY RIVER SOUTH FORK 106.200 
SedimentatlonlSiltation Low 80  mile^ 0397 1298 

USEPA M71 be deveropicg TMDL for Swlh Fork Trinify River. S9diment TMDLs m71 be devekped l&: 0 areas 
triboiary to andincluding HayfaM%ml Cfwks and (2) areas bibuiary to and M i n g  the Smih M o f  (he 
Trinily River except H a y f & h m l  Creeks 

Nonpolnt Source 
Riparian G d n g  
SlMculblre 

Temperatun Low 80 Milerr 0206 1208 
Elevated tempemlures impact mMwferfisheries. USEPA will be damlopiing TMDL for SouUl Fork T~inily River. 

Habitat ModiRcatlon 
Removal of Riparian Vegetation 
Riparian Grazing 
Sbaambank ModiffcationReatabiiiration 

-.-a- 
Water Divasiom 

1 R 

P SadimentatlonlSiltatIon Low 63 Milea 0297 1299 
USEPA is developing TMDL fw Van Duzen River Sediment TMDLs will be developed for: (1) areas bibutary 

4 to and indudins Yager Creek (2) amas bibutary to and including me Van Dumn River abon, &idg~Qk, and 
(3) areas biboiq to and indudiing the Van Duzen River b e h  Efi&wMb. 

- h) EmsionlSiltatlon 

0 Nonpoint Source 
Range Land 4 ,."" --,-:-m- 

a Comments pesented under each PolManUsbessor am ncd required under Clean Appendix -11 
Water A d  Sedan 303(d). In a few cases. they pmvide necessary informahon. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Chlwdane Low 6m Aaa 
m fistkg was made by OSEPA 

Nonpoint Soura 
Coppr k d i m  6m ~ a a m 2 0 0 8  

ExceedanceofCaNbmiaTodc~diSSOlYBd~riadNabbnaIToxic~bfaldteria:e*we(ed)*~lar 
endsedilissue M S .  

Abnorphwic Dsposltion 
Munldpal Point Sources 
Other 
Urban RunofUStorm Sewurs 

D M  Low 6560 Acnn 
lM4lg was made by USEPA. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Divinon Medium 6m Acnn ZMlO 2005 

Diazim, tevds W s e  water column tmk@ Tm pattern: pulses lhmylh r i v e d  sysiems IInked to &~dchml 
appliCaM in late winter endpulse fmm residential land use areas linked to homeomwKpeslidde use h late 

eaearly summer. Chhxppih may also be the cam oftom rn data mad&, m. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Dieldrin Low 6560 Acnn 
lhis listing was made by USEPA. 

NOnDOlnt Sourn 
Dioxin compounds' High 6SO Acres 

'TheWWCikm~pOundsare: 2.3.7,STCDD. 7,2,3,7,&PeCDD. 1.2.3.4.7.SHxWD. 1,2,%6,7,&HxWD, 
1.2,3,7.8.9-HxCDDD 1,2,3,4,6,7,SHpWD, andOWD. 

This listing was made by USEPA. 
Abnospherlc Deposkion 

Exotlc Species High 65M) Acnn I998 2003 
Dis~pt  natural benthos: change pollutant avarlabilify in fmd chain: disrupt food BMIiiaMy to native spades, 

Ballart Water 
Furan compounds' High 6560 Aaar 

'hespeu)SsccmWndssre: 2.3.7.STCDF. l1.Z3,7.SPcCDF2,3.4.7,SPeCDFDF 52,3,4,7,8.HxWF. 
1.2,3.6.7,SHxCDF, 1,2,3,7,8,9HxCDF. 7,3,4,6,7,SHxCDF. 1,2,3,4,6,7,&Hpcw, 1,2,3,4,7.49-HpCDFFand 
o m .  

This lisiing was made by USEPA. 
Abnospheric Dewition 

Comments presented under each pollutanVsbessa are n d  requared under Clean Appendix -12 
Water Ar' Son 303(d). In a few cases. Mey prwide necessarf infamaSon. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031dl LIST AND . I D L  PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ m w a d b v u s ~ ~ ~ .  I .  ..M . . 

Yarcun ~ k ~ h  6560 ~ s n s  1990 zw3 
Current data indhte fish a n d m X l l i f e c o n ~ ~ ~ . M a p r ~ o u n a & h i r f o r i c : g o * r  
m b h g s e m i n e n h a n d k c e l ~ ~ ~ ; m o J t s i g r r i S c a n t ~ s o u r x , ~ e m J i o n a n d ~ l i t n i  
a b a - m i n e s : ~ t o b M ~ l i w n W - .  

AtmosphsricLMpos~n 
Industrial Polnt Souars 
Yunisipal PolntSouros+ 
Nablral Sources 
Nonpolnt Source 
Resource Eairaction 

Nkkel Low 6560 AM a06 mo 
Exceedance of Toxic Rules dirJohred criteria and National Toxic R u k  0 ctiterfa: ebvaied water 
a n d s e d h m ? t ~ l e u e I s .  

Municipal Polnt Sources 
OUHr 
Urban RunofRStonn Sewers 

PCBs W l u m  6580 Acres 2003 2000 
This /isfing mvers n r ~  dioxin-like PC& 
Interim heallh adviswy for fish; marlainfy m i n g  waler mlumn mnmbalion data. 

Unknown Nonpolnt Soum 
PCBs (dloxin-llkey High 55M) h r  

7he swch% d i o ~ i b  PCBs am 3.4.4:STCB (81). 3,3',3,3'-TCB 0, 3,3',4.4',5-PeCB (126). W,4,4',4,4'- 
mCB (169). 2,3,3',4,4'-PeCB(105). 2,3,4,4',5PeCB (114). 2,3:,4,4',5&CB(118). 2.3.4,4:5PeCB (123). 
2,3,3',4,4',5MCB (156). 2,3,3',4,4:SHxCB (157). 2,3',4,4',$5'HxCB (167). 2,3,3',4,4',5,S~CB (189). 

This li56ng was made by USEPA. 
Unknown Nonwlnt Source 

Selenlum Low 6560 AM. 2006 2010 
Afieded use is one bmmh of Me fwd hain; most Jensi(ive indicator is hatchaw in ne&g dMhg bhm 
@m%ant ~ x ) t r i b ~ s  fmm OR refineries (mntmlpdgm in prw) and agriarlhue (canieddowtshrn by 
M); exotic species may have made fwdchain more suscaptible to acwmulah ofselsnium; health 
consun@m advisory in effect for scaup and sco(er (diving ducks); lav TMDL prior*, because I M u a l  Conlrol 
Sbabegyinplace. 

Asrisulture - 
Industrial Polnt Sources 

m - m  

2 B RICHARDSONBAY 203.130 
Chlordane Low 2560 AM 

This lisb'ng was made by USEPA. 
Nonpolnt Source 

D m  Low 2560 Auer 
This listing was made by USEPA. 

Nonpoint Source 
Dleldrfn Low 25MI AM. 

Thb listing was made by USEPA. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Commem presented under each pollutantlsbessor am not required under Clean 
Water A d  Seaon 303(d). In a few cases, they provide necessary i7fonnaSon. 

Appendix -13 



Diouln compounds* tlkh 2560 Aas- 
'Thespeci5c-a: Z3,7.8-TCDDD 1.23.7.SPeWD. 7,23,4,7,aK%U)D, 1,23,67,aK%U)D, 
7 , 2 . 3 , 7 . 8 . ~ .  7.Z3.4.6,7,8HpCDD.endCCDD. 

7lns 1- was made by USEPA 
~ p l w l c  DeposMon 

~c~ Hish 2560 Ass 1 2003 
D i m  & bmt+x dmngs pr%Wa?f 6vaUaM'W h food chah: endangar lbod ~~ to n&m spedes 

Ballast Water 
Furan compounds' High 2.560 Acrsr 

'TheWnWiCCOWXunds811). 2.3.7.6TCW. l1.23.7.BPcCDFZ44.7.SPsCDF, 7.244.7.-F, 
7.t36.7,WxCDF. l1.2,3.7.8.S-HKW. Y,3.4,6.7.-F, 7,2,94.6.7.O+IpcW, 1,Z3,4,7,8SHpCOF,md 
OCOF 

Thifsm&!wasmadebyUSEPR 
Abnosphedc Deposition 

High Colifonn Count Medium 2W) Acres 2003 ZOO0 
Afectedarea. Wd&PomlHarbor, m h t h a n  10% o f e m b a r n -  has beenpxWatyldentlffedas 
~ ~ s e w a O e s y J t e m s n s D m e ~ b o a l m a $ ' e x f e n s i v e k c a l ~ p m g e m h p l a c a ~ ~  
waferquamynnpmvemnis 

Boat DischargerNeaWI Wastes 
Septaga Dlsposal 
Urban RunotflStwm Sewers 

M~RUN Hhh 2560 Acrsr 1998 2W3 
~ ~.. .. -... 

Cu&d data indhte fish mmpfh and mWfe m u m p d i o n  h k e d  uses~heyth mm &-in 
effect for munipe fi& spedes Muding ship& bass and sha*. MaJ% socuca is h- gold mining s e d h t s  
and M memw mlniw: most sbMcant onadw soune is emsion and drainace fmn abaw3mad mines' 
moderate to bw-levei inh fmnfrwn@nt sour&. - - 

Abnspherfc Deposition 
Munidpal Polnt Sources 
Natural Sources 
Nonpoint Source 

- Resource ExtracUon 
PCBs Medium 2.560 Acma 2003 2008 

mi3 listing m m  non di0n'n.m PCBS 
InMm heath a & b y  for fish: uncertainly regardling water column conoenM!a data. 

Unknown Nonpoint Source 

h) mis listing was made by USEPA. 

4 *----.-* -. .,.,. *-. Unknown Nonpoint Source 

2 B SAN FRANCISCO BAY, CENTRAL 203.420 

0 Chlordane Low 67700 Aas 
Thh Inding was made by USEPA. 

Nonpoint Some 
Cwrments prasented under each pollutanVsbessw are not required under Clean Appendix 1 4  

Water Ac' lion 303(d). In a few cases, ihey pmvide necessary infamation. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND . aADL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Comer yedim 6 n w  ~ a a m o 3 2 0 0 8  
Excsdama dCabfornh4 Tom Rubs drsaW6d mi- andNabwmf Toxn Rules total &Ma: eleva(ed we(er 
and ssd& bssue IewIs. 

Almobphetic Depcsitlon 
Municipal Point Sources 
Othsr 
Urban RunoflEhm S ~ W R  

DOT Low m Acns 
7h8s lfsbng was made by USEPA 

Nonpoint Soum 
Diarlnon w i u m  6n00 ~ c n s  ~ W O  2005 

Dispimkve iscausewaterwlumn~.  T ~ w ~ p a l i e m s p J s e s i h m u g h ~ s y s f e m s f i n k a d t o ~  
~ h l e k t ~ m d p u l s e h o m ~ k n d m a n n r r ~ f o h a n e a v m r p e s l i c i d s u r t h l e f e  
wiw, eady summer. CfUofp* may a h  be Lhe cause d t o ~  y: dab needed, howwar 

Nonpolnt Soum 
Dieldrin LOW 6 n w  ~ c n s  

mis ~sfing was made by USEPA 
Nonpoint Source 

Dioxin mmpwndz High 6 n W  Acmr 
'lhaw%chicmmpoundsare: 23.7.8-TCDD, lI.2,3,7.WeWD, 1.23,4,7,BHxCDDxCDD 1 , 2 , 3 , 6 , 7 , ~ ,  
1,2,3,7,8,9HxCDDD 1.2.3,4,6,7,BHpWD,andOCDD. 

?his listing was made by USEPA. 
Wnosphadc Deposition 

Exotic Spesks High 6 n W  Acres 1998 2003 
Disrupt natural benthos; c h a w  ponuiant milabb'Qm food chain; endanger food awb'ab!Jily fo nalhg spedes 

Ballast Water 
Furan compounds. Hlah 67700 Acnr 

'Thew%chiccowwndsare: 2.3.7.STCDF. 1.23.7.SPcCDF2,3.4,7.8PeWFF 1,23,4,7,EHxWF. 
1.2,3,6,7,~xCDFF 1.2,3,7,8,SHxCDFF 2:3.4,8,7,SHxCDF, 7.2.3.4.6.7.BHpWE 1.2,3,4.7.8.4HpCDF,and 
OWF. 

mis listing was made by USEPA. 
Abnosphaic Deposltlon 

MWY High 67700 Acres I 2003 
Cumnt dab indieate fish mumpiion and andldlife cwswnption impaded uses: heaM~ consumplion edvisory in 
e M  fwmuU@e fish spedeJ induding sbiped bass andshak hfajcfsocnee k historfc: goldmhhg sedlmmfs 
and localmemfiy mining mad s!gMmni q . n g  swfm is emJion and drainage fmm abandonedmlnes: 
moderate to hnvkvei inpis fmm point soms.  

Abnospharlc Depcsltion 
Industrial Point Swrcas 
Municipal Point S o u m  
Natural S o u m  
Nonpolntsouna 
W u m  Emaction 

Comments psented under each @uiani!skessor are not required under Clean 
Water Act Sad& 303(d). In a few CBS~S, may provide necessaty infamation. 

Appendix 1 5  



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031dl LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ m a r a d b v u s ~ ~ ~ ~ .  i2.llarrlp 

This lidkg mvm non obxin4ike PCBs: 
Inferin health 6hkmyforfah: uWwtamWregading waterrmUmn mncenbalbn data. 

Unlmom NonpolntSourca 
PCBs Idlarln-like' Hlah 6 n M  *mr - -  ~. . . .. . .. ~ ~-~ -- 

The WdIiC dmxm-M PCBs an, 3,4,4:5TCB (81). 3 3 . 3 , ~ - T 6 B - h ,  33',4.4:5PeCB (126). 33'.4,4:4.4'- 
HxCB (168). 2.3.3.4.4'- (105). 2.3.4,4:5PeCB (114). 2,3',4.4',5PeCB(llE). Y,3.4,4',5pecB (123). 
2,3,J.4.4;5HxCB (156). 2,3,3',4,4:SHxCB (157). 23:4,4',5SHxCB (167). 2,33:4,4:S.S- (789) 

This 1- was made by USEPA 
Unknavn Nonpolni Sourca 

Saknlum Low 67700 Asm ZMS 2010 -- 

~ t r e d e d u ~ e k o n e b r e n c h o f t h e f w d d r & n : m o ~ ( s a n s i l i v e ~ k ~ ~ & * l n e ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
sisnificnf mntdbufkm fmm orl m M s  (conbdprogm in Nca) and aOliculhne (mnW dnnubeam by 
r i v e r s ) : e ~ r o l y m y h a w m a d e ~ d l a i n m w a ~ ~ t o ~ o f s a l e n i u m : ~  
oms- aMsw in e W  for saw end s d e r  idivfw &cis): low TMDL wkxfly becaure hdivH& Conbol . . 
StraZegjrhplace. - 

&ricultun 
Exotic spec*. 
Industrial Pdni Sourcar 

---m-*nWA.-&.--*---- .=--m*- . . 
Natural Sources . mc'%-*- 

2 B SAN FRANCISCO BAY, LOWER 204.100 
Chlonlam Low 79900 Asm 

This llsblng was made by USEPA. 
NonpointSowce 

Copper Medium 79900 Aar ZOO3 2008 
Exmadame of C a I W a  To& Rules d W e d  uifefia and Nalbml To& Rules total criteris: elevated water 
and sediment Vsm levels. 

Atmospheric Deposition 
Municipal Polni Sources 
other 
Urban Runoffmorm Sewerr 

DDT Low 79900 *mr 
This lisfms was made by VSEPA. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Diarinon Medium 799110 kns ZWO 2005 

W m  W s  cause water mlumn t o m .  Two panarm: pulses thrwgh rivehe swm Unked to @&bra/ 
applicatkm h late m'nter and pulse from msilential land use a m s  linked to homenvnerpe- use in late 
spdng, eaesrfy summer. Chrorpvriros may alsn be the cause of tom more data needed, homwer. 

Nonpolnt Soum 
Dieldrin Low 79WO Aar 

This listing was made by USEPA. 
Nonpolnt Swnx 

Comments presented under each pohdantlstressar am not required under Clean m n d h  -16 
Water k' tion 303(d). In a few cases, mey provide nglessary infamation. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND . IIDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Dimln mmunds. Himh 'Isall baa 

This Wng was made by USEPA. 
I\bnosph.ric Deposition 

Exotic s w  Hlgh 79900 Asnr I958 a03 
D i s ~ p r  nahnal b&: change palutant avaaaMily in food chain; endmwrfood aMlRebRly to nnih spedan 

Ballast Watsr 
Furan compounds. High 79900 Asnr 

'ThaspecAkcMpounmm: 23.7.SJCDF. 1 , 2 , 3 , 7 , F 2 , 3 4 , 7 , F ,  l,23,4.7,W&CVFF 
1.2.3,6.7.8HxCDFDF 7,2.3.7.&Q+faU)F. 2.3.4,6,7,8HxCDF, 1,2,3,4,6.7.SHpCDF. 7,2,34,7,4S+€~T and 
OCDF. 

This Ksihg was made by USEPA. 
AImosphsric Depmltlon 

Mercury Hlgh 79900 Acrar 1991) 2003 
Cunent data indble IWI ish and MIL cmsump(ion usm be% w i n  
e M  fcfmuMpre &h Jpedes incim3ng mped bass and shark Maw socnx, is hkim?~=m se&mfs 
and localmemuiy,ni"ing: mst sigMcant -.ng socnx, is emsiDn and drainage lhrn abandoned mhes 
moderate to low levelinputs lhrnpoinfsoums; waterobj&iw d a n c e s  U e v a t e d ~ l e v e l s ,  
ebvated tissue levels. 

mosphsric Deposition 
lndustrlal Polnt S o w s  
Municipal Polnt Sources 
Nalural S o u m  
Nonpolnt Source 
Resource EaIxacUon 

Nickel Medlum 79900 Acres 2003 2008 
Exceedawe of CaMDmia Toxic Rubs disJolved u5fBn.a and NaWmsl To& Rules totalcrilera: elevated wafer 
and sediment tissue levais ofnickel. 

Atmospheric Deposition 
Municipal Polnt Sources 
Mher 
Urban RunoffIStorm Sewerr 

PCBs Medium 79900 Acms 2003 2008 
This listing mvers non dioxIMike PCBs. 
Interim he* ahiswy lor fish: uwertaim regarding watermlumn cmcenfration data. 

Unknown NonDolnt Source 
PCBs (dioxMke). High 79900 Acrwr 

Tha specific dioxin-like PCBs are 3,4,4:5TCB (8% 3,3:3,3'-TCB 0, 33:4,4:5PeCE (726), 3,3:4,4:4,4'- 
HxCs (169). 2,3,3:4,4'PeCB (105). 2,3,4,4',5PeCB(174). 2,3:4,4',5PeCE (778). 2:3.4.4:(iPeCB (123). 
2,3.3:4,435H~CB (756). 23,3:4,4:5'HxCB (157). 2,3:4,4:$SHxCB (767). 2,3,3:4.4:5,SHpCB (769). 

4 This listiing was made by USEPA. 

W 
,-m- 

Unknown Nonpolnt Source -- 
Comments pesented under each pollufanVsb'essw are not required under Clean Appendix -17 

Water A d  Section 303(d). In a few cases, mey pmide necessary infamation. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Chlordane 
lBis lisfing was made by USEPA. 

Nonpoint Soufce 

Low UMO Acnr 

W r  Hlph u5W Acnr 1998 2003 
E x c a e d a n c a d ~ T o x i c W s W & r i a e n d N - T o l d c M W ~ ; ~ ~  
and .%dhml kslm levels. 

Atmospheric Deposition 
vunlclpal Polnt Sourn  - 
Urban RunofUStonn W r s  

~ r n  Low 24500 Asn, 
This Micg was made by USEPA. 

Nonpolnt Soma 
W n o n  W i u m  UMO Acns 2OOa 2005 

Dinrim W s  cswe water dm toxidy. TwvpalfempuLses thfwgh rivedne s y s l w n s U n k s d t o ~ I  
~ L i D n m l a t e H i n ( w e n d p u l s e h o m m ~ l s n d u s e a m e ~ 6 n k e d t o h a n e o w n e r p e ~ u s e m l e t e  
slwing, early s u m .  -may also be the cause o f t o m  nmm data na&xl. -. 

Nonpoint S m  
Dieldrin Low U5M)' Ana 

mk listing was made by USEPA. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Dioxin compounds' Hlah 24540 Acns 
'llmspecbicmnpwndsam: 2.3.7,ETCDD. 1,2,3,7,SPeWD, 1.2,3,4,7,8#xCDD, 1,Z3,6.7,EHxWDD 
1,2,3,7,8,PHxCDD0 1,2,3,4.6.7,&HpCDD, andOCDD. 

mis listing was made by USEPA. 
Abnospheric Deposition 

Exotic Specks Hlsh UMO Acnr i9W ZW3 
Disrupt nature1 benthos; change pcnuiant avarlabili+j in food chain; endanger food maHabi6iyto naUw species. 

B a l m  Water 
Funn compounds* High u500 *cnr 

'Thespecificmnpwndsam: Z3,7,STCDF, 1.2,3.7,SPcCDF2,3,4.7,SPe~, 1.2,3.4.7,BHxCDF. 
1.2,3,6,7,8-HxWF. 1.2.3.7.8.9-HxCDF,2:3,4,6,7,SHxCDF, 1,2,3,4,6,7.sHpWF, 1,2,3,4,7,8,4HpCw,and 
OCDF. 

mk listing was made by USEPA. 
Atmospheric Daposltion 

Commenk pesented under each pollutanVsbPssar are not required under Clean Appendix -18 
Water Ad ' 'on 303(d). In a few cases, they p d e  nnessary Information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031d) LIST AND . I D L  PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ b v m ~ ~ r \ .  t ~ - . ~  

~ ~ ~~ 

Cumtnt data indkaie 6sh cmwmpbm . 
hesl(h-&&$h 

~ f c f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ b a s s a n d s h i u k .  M s p r J o u c e b h ~  goldnhigsedmen(s 
a n d b c s i m e r c u r y m i l i n g : m a r t ~ ~ s o u a t i s e m s D n a n d d h , ~ h o m a b a n d o n e d ~  
m d e m t e t o l o w l s u e l ~ h o m ~ - ~ w a t e r ~ e x r m d a m m  Bemieisedinmflevels. 
e l a b ' a t e d ~ ~  

Atmesphe~Ic Deporltlon 
lndustrisl Polnt Sources 
Munldpal Polnt Sources 
N.tunl Sources 
Nonpolnt Source 
Raource f3tradon 

NlckeI Hiph us00 *enr I ZOOJ 
~ ~ ~ T o n c R u l e s ~ ~ B n B a n d N a I & l a I T o a c R u l e s t o l a l ~ e k r v a b e d ~ ~  
and sedmnl bssue lewls 

Munkipal Polnt Sources 
Other 
Urban RunofflScm Sawen 

PC88 Medlum 2- Acm 2003 2008 
This listing mvers m dioxin-like PCBs. 
Interim health advimy Form; uncetlair*, mgarding wafer mlumn mrcenMbn data 

~ ~~~~~ ~~~ ~ . 
PCBs (dloxin-like). High 24500 Acnc 

he Jpecific di0xin.Iik.s PCBs are 3,4,4:5TCB (81). 3.3:3,3'-TCB (77),33:4,4:5P8CB (126). 3,3;4,4',4,4'- 
HxCB (169). Z3,3'.4,4'-PeCB (105). 2,3,4,4',5-PeCB (114). 2,3:4,4:5PeCB (118). 2'.34,4:SPeCE (123). 
2,3,3',4,4',5-hCE(i56), 2,3,3',4,4'.5'HxCB (157). 2,3:,4.4:5.5'-HXCB (167). 2,3.3',4.4',5,5'-WC-3 (i89). 

This listing was msde by USEPA. 
Unknown Nonpoint Source 

Selenium Low 24500 Acm 2006 2010 
A fonnal health &my has been r s s d  by OEHHA for benlhic-f6n&ng ducks in Scuth San Fmnbsw Bay. 
This heellh adviswy dearty establbhes that water contactmcmahbn benefbal use (-1) is not fuVy 
s@ed and standards am mi fdymet. 

Agriculture 
DmwsUc US. &Ground Water 

2 B SAN PABLOBAY 206.100 
Chlordam, Low 71300 Aanr 

This listing was made by USEPA. 
Nonpoint Soum 

Copper Medlum 71300 AERa 2003 2008 
Excaedamw ofCaMon#a Toxic Rules dissclved uitena and Nalbnsl Toxic Rules tola1 criteria: eh'aied wet& 
and sedimenf lissue levels. 

Ahnospheric DeposlUon 
Munldpal Polnt Sources 
Other 
Urban WnoffIStonn Sewers 

CammenG pesented under each pollutanllskessor are not requared under Clean 
Water A d  Sec6ar 303(d). In a few cases, mey pmide necessary information 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303fdl LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ m o u a d b v m  ~MKV-99 

D m  71300 
rn r i w  was made by USEPA 

Nonpoint S o m  
Dlazinon Medium 71300 A c n r Z W O Z O O S  

Diadmr W s  cause water m h  toxic@. Tuv palimns pulses fhmylh riverhe s y ~ ( e m ~  /inked b wfcMumI 
ap+ath h laie win(erandpulse hmr residen(ial land use areas hked to hcmwwwpeslldde use h lete 
spffg, *summer. lXcfpUllorpyrifos may also be the cause of mont dab needsd, homnsr. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Diddrin Low 71500 *crss 

7hiskiifgwasmadebyUSEPA 
Nonwlnt SOUM ~ ~ .~~ ~~~ ~ 

Dioxin compounds' Hinh 74300 Acnr 
The apsci& c m w m d s  am: 297.5TCDD. 11.23.7.SPeCD0. 1,23,4,7.WCDDCDD 1,23,67.-, 

1,2,3,7,8.SHxCDDD l.Z3,4,6.7.8UHpCDD, dCCOCDD. 

rn listing was made by USEPA 
Atmospheric DapoDitlon 

Exotic Speck MU? 71500 Acnr 1998 2003 
Divupt natud benthos: change pollutsnt avaflabilw in food cham: d m p i  food avaIablRy to nab've qmdes 

Ballast Water 
Furan compounds' High 71300 Acms 

T h e  ~ m n p o u n d o a r e :  Z3.7.5TCDF. 1.2.3,7.EPcCDF2.3,4.7.SPeCDF. 1.2,3,4,7.SHxWF, 
1.2,3,6.7.8HxCDF. 7,2,3,7,8,WXCDF. 22:3.4.6.7.EHxCDF. 7.2,3.4.6.7.8UpC0FF 1.2,3.4.7.8.WpcW, End 
OWF. 

This IisUcg was mede by USEPA. 
Atmospheric Deposition 

M ~ ~ C U N  Hiah 71300 AcrSr 1998 ZOO3 
C U ~ M  data indicate fish ;shswnpfiDn and wildlife mnsmpdnn impaded ures: hd l h  cons- ahrisayin 
a m  FormuBpre fish ; s h s  hduding m d  bass and she& Mapr same is historic: goldmining sediments 
and locel mercury mining: mosf signifhicant Mgoing sows, is erosion and drainaw fmm abandoned mines: 
moderate to low-w &is from-mf S O U ~ .  

Atmospharic Dapositlon 
Municipal Polnt Sou- 
Natunl Sources 
Nonpoint Source 
Resmrce Exbactlon 

Nickel Low 71300 Acnr 2006 2010 
Exceedance of Califmia Toxic Rules dissolved aiieria and N&ml Toxic Rules total aiteri.% elevated water 
and s&imenf tissue levels. 

Municipal Polnt Sources 
Other 
Urban RunofflStonn Sewerr 

PCBs Medium 71300 Acnr 2003 2 0 9  
mis lisbing owws non &xin-like PCBs 
hferht heam adisory forhh: umriainiyreganling water column mncenlrah data. 

Unknown Nonpolnt Source 

Comments presented under each pdlutanUsbeua are no( required under Clean Appandh -20 
Water Ad 'ion W d ) .  In a few cases, they provide necessa!y infamabar. 



... ".. . .--- 
The s+m%% dianrMla, PCBs am 3.4.4:STCB (81). 3.3:W-TCB 0, %3:4,4:- (126). 3,3'.4,4.4,4'- 

HxCB (169). 23.3'.4.4'PaC8(1OS). 294,4:5PsCB (114). ZJ.4.4,SbCB (718). 2',3,4,4'.-(123). 
2.3.?.4.4:5HxCB (156). 2.33:4,4'.SHxCB (157). 2.3'.4.4:5SHxCB (167). 293'.4,4'.5S+PCB (189). 

This wng  was made by USEPA. 
Un- Nonpolnt Source 

Selenium Low 74300 Asns 2m6 mo 
~ e d u s e i s m b r a n d , o f i h e f o o d ~ ; m o s t ~ ~ n & i n d ~ i s ~ h ~ ~ b k d $  
~ n l m n ~ s f m n ~ ~ r i e s ( m n t r o l ~ h ~ a a t ) m d ~ ( c a n i s d d o m r r b e a m b y  
r i v e r s ) : ~ e x o a c s p e d e s y h a v e m a d e f o o d c h a i n m ~ ~ t o ~ ( Y o n o f ~ : ~  
mnsump(ion advisory in e W  fcf scay, and scofer (diving dudis): low TMOl pkn%ybcaus3 MMduaI Conbol 
=akw~place.  

Exotlc sF4ciea 
Industrial Point Sources 

wm--~\T-m-s- 
Natural Sou- --- 

2 B SUISUNBAY 207.100 
Chlordane Low 25000 Asns 

This listing was made by USEPA. 
Nonpoint Source 

Coppsr ~edium 25000 Acm 2003 2008 
Exmedance of C a I W a  Toxic Rules d ismkd &ria and Natmral Toxic Rubs total cfitwia; &veted water 
and sedimenf tisue levels. 

Atmapheris Depooitlon 
Municipal Polnt Sources 
Other 
Urban RunofflStonn Sewers 

DDT  ow zaw ~ c n r  
This listing was made by USEPA. 

Nonpolnt Source 
DiUTnon Medium 25000 Acrer zoo0 2005 

DIwanm levels cause watercolumn toxicw. Twpattemzpurses through ~ s y s t e m s f i n k e d l o  ag- 
a p p l m  in late MMer and pulse fmn msiden6aI land use a e s  linked to homeomterpesdicide use in late 
@ng. eafiy sumw.  Chrorpyifos may also be Vie cause d t o m  more data &, w. 

Nonpoinisours. 
Dkldrln Low 2YlOO Asns 

mis listing was made by USEPA. 
Nonpoint Source 

Dioxln wmpounds' High 25000 A m s  
' 7 h e ~ m m p w n d s a r e :  2.3.7.8-TCDD. 1.2.3.7.SPeCDD. 1.23.4.7,SHxCDD. f.2,%6,7,8-HxCDDD 
7.2.3.7.8.9-HxCDD, 1,2,3,4,6,7,SHpcDD. andOCDD. 

Comments presented under each poluIanVslmssu am not required under Clean Appsndh -21 
Water Ad Section 30yd). In a few cases, lhey p d e  necessary inform6on. 



Exotlc Specler Hk~h 25000 
DiyUpt natural benlhns; change porManl avaa&my in food &ah; fmd am%Miiybo nadlnr q m c k  

B a l m  Water 
Furan ccmpnunds* High 25000 Aclea 

' T h e ~ ~ 8 1 8 :  237.8-TCOF. 1.237.SPcCDF234.7.8PeCDF. 1 . 2 3 4 . 7 . m .  
1,2,3,47.&HxCDF, 1 , 2 3 , 7 , 8 ~ ,  2,3,4.6,7,8-W2DFF 1 . 2 3 4 . 6 . 7 . ~ .  1.2,3.4,7.BgClpCDF. and 
OCDF. 

mis lisbw was made by OSEPA 
Almosphafic Dapositlon 

M a n  HBh 25000 ~ e n r  1998 zw3 
~ I # d ~ ~ l ~ f * d , ~ s c l r r p ( i o n a n d w P d M ,  hpacredU.938 k&jWJauoekihkbtit~ gold 
~ ~ a n d l o c a l m m u r y ~ : m a t = ~ s x r o e k e m Y o n a n d ~ h  
abandoned&.% moderate f o b n v l e ~ , I ~  h p a h t  swims. 

Abnosphsris Deposftlon 
lndustrlal Point Soureas 
Nabllll Sources 
Nonpolnt Souss 
Resource Exb.ction 

Nickel Low 2W)o Acres 2006 2010 
Excaedance of Califoma Toxic Rules dissolved criteria and N a W  Toxic Rules total aiteria: e M e d  waler 
and sediment tissue levals 

Municipal Point Sources 
OUlsr 
Urban RunofflStm Sewers 

PC& Medlum 2 a w  Acres 2003 2000 
This listing mvers non dbxinfike PCBs. 
tnten'm health d'iw for fi&: unmtlainlymqanmg water cdumn amentialion data. 

Unknown Nonpolnt Soume 
PCBs (dloxlnlke)~ High 25000 Aclea 

The swcilic dioxin4kw PCBs an, 3.4.4;STCB (81). 3.3',3,3'-TCB 0. 33:4.4:5-R8CB (126). 3,3'.4.4:4,4'- 
HxCE (189). 2,3,3',4,4*PeCB (105). 2,34,4',5PeCB (114). 2,3',4,4',5-PeCB (118). 2',34.C.SPeCB (123). 
2,3,X4,4',SHxCB (156). 23,3'.4,4',5'HxCB (157). 2,3',4,4',$5'HxCB (167). 2,3,3',4,4',5,S+PCB (189). 

mis ~isfing was made by USEPA. 
Unknown Nonpolnt Source 

Selent~rn Low m w  Aa8s m06 2010 
A M  use is one branch of the food chain; most s e m  indkabk hatchaw in nesting diving bkds, 
s&ificant anhibutkms fmm oil refineries (wnbolpmgram in place) and agricuhxe (canied dormsfream by 

p rivers); exotic species may have made food chain m susca,%le fo amunulatfm of selenium'heeW, 

4 m n s u m  edviswy in ef f id  for scaup and smter (diving ducks); low TMDL priorily because Individual Conbol 
stralegyin Place. 

- h) Exotic Species 

4 Industrial Point Sourws 
N.tural Swrce, 

00 

Carments perenled under each pollutanustmw are not required under Clean 
Water Ad yon W d ) .  In a fn* cases, lh8y pwide necesary informatian. 

Appendix -22 
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mi i i o  -. 
Metals Medlum 7820 Acms 2007 

7MDLnnllbedevelopsd~pertof~WatmhedmaWSmmimWi. TlBt#wsberm~LagnMas(;teek 
and Walker QBeh mnl be managedfirrst AMnkm4fmnbTwWand--. 

Mine Tailings 
Numnri W u m  7820 h a s  ZOOZ 2007 

TMDL ml be developed as part cfmdvm Weshad maWSmmi e m  Tnikhy sbwns, Lsguritas Gwk 
and Walker Cnjeic &be managedfirst Admbonalmcdonw andassegmmtneeded 

m u m  
Pa(h0P.W Medium m 2002 2007 

TMDL W be d e v e l o p e d a s p a r t o f e ~  w a t a r s h e d ~ m e n t ~  TlBt#wsbeamg LagnMas Creek 
and Walker QBeh must be managed 19& A&Wmalmonitor(ng andassessnmtneeded. 

Anhna( Opsrstlons 
Septage Dlsposal 

S.dlmentationlSlltation Medium 7820 Acns ZOOZ 2007 
TMDL will be developed aspart ofevdmg watenhed management effort Tributary sbeams. LagMltas Cmek 
and Walker Cnjek mud be managed first Additbmal mifonng and a s s e m i  needed 

Acvkum 
Upstmam Impoundment 

P a *- 
2 E SACRAMENTOSAN JOMUIN 207.400 

DELTA 
Chlordane Low 45000 Acms 

mis listing was made by USEPA. 
Nonpolnt Sour- 

Copper Medium 15000 Acms 2003 2008 
Exwadam of California Toxic Rules dissolved aiieria and Naiior~aI Toxic Rubs fW &ria; ebveted waier 
and sedimani tissue level$; 

Atmospheric DeposRlon 
Municipal Pold Sounas 
other 
Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

DOT Low 45000 Acms 
This listing was made by USEPA. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Diarlnon Medium 4 W  A c n s a O O O M O S  

Diarim bvels cause water column ioxicw. T w  paiiems pulses k w h  rivehm sysiefns finked b agkMwaI 
applimtiw, in late mmnter and pulse from msidential land us8 areas lmked b homeownerpeslicide use in late 
spring, e d y  summer. C h l o r p ~  may also be the cause of toad& mon, dah, rlmdd, howaver. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Dieldrin Low 45000 Aclua 

W s  listing was made by USEPA. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Commenk presented under each po1lutanVstres.w are not required under Clean nppandh -23 
Water Ad Section 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary infmb'on. 
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This ihlq was made by USEPA. 
Aimorpharlc Dsposition 

ExoticSpaclas Hkh 15000 Aaea 1998 too3 
LXSIW nahnal bamYms; dmwn ~Mdant B Y B ~ ~  h rmd chah; endengerkd avai$bily to nsUv8 spedes 

Ballast Water 

lhis Wing was made by USffA 
Atmorphwic Deposition 

Memuy High 150W Auer 1998 2003 
C u n ' e n t d a t a i n d i c a i e I % h ~ a n d ~ ~ ~ u s e s  Maj=fswnr,kM(orfc: goM 
r m r m n l ? s s a d a n e n t s a n d ~ ~ r y ~ : ~ m o J t n t O D O o i n g ~ i s e r o r j o n a n d d r a ~ ~  
a b a n a i n e d m i n e s ; ~ e t o k w k , w I ~ h w n p o i n t ~ .  

Atmosphadc Deposltlon 
Industrial Polnt Sources 
Municipal Polnt Sources 
Nonpolnt Source 
Resource Extraction 

Nlckel Low 150W Acm 2006 2010 
Excaedana, ol Calmnia Toxic Rules dissohwd uiteria and NaHMal Toxic Rubs total Weria; elevated water 
and sediment t i s m  levels. 

Municipal Polnt Swnw 
Other 
Urban RunoffIStorm Sewers 

PCBs Medlum 15000 Acres 2003 2008 
This listing covers rxvr dioWike PCBs. 
Interim heam adviswy for fish; unmttainly reganling water ccfumn amcanbation data. 

Unknown Nonpolnt Source 
PCBs Idlorln-like\' Hbh 190W h s  

This listing was made by USEPA. 
Unknown Nonpolnt Source 

Gnnmenk presented under each poUutanUsbessa are not required under Clean Appandb: -24 
Water Ad . Son 303(d). In a few cases. they pmvide necessary infamaliar. 
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SLrafegyhplace. 
M m b  
-+h+ 
Indusbial Point Sources 

MwuQY Hiah 550 Acrat 1991) 2003 
T M D L w d l b d e v a l o p e d e s p a r t o f w S a n i a C l a r a B a s l n w a ( e r s h e d M ~ n t ~ .  Admmaf 
maMoring and aS98ssmeni b needed. 

Mine Tailings 
Surfam Mining -. 

2 L GUADAWPERESERVOIR 205.400 
Ysmu.v Hbh 80 kma IS98 2W3 . .. . . .-.. ~ ~ ~~ 

TMDL wiX be devslopsd as pati of ihe Sania Clara Bssh w&&~ ~aIIap&Sn(~hii ia~e. Addknd 
m i l w i n g  andassessnmnt is needed. 

Mine Tailings - 
Surfam Mining -- 8 - M - q  #,-..w' 

2 L LAKEHERMAN 207.210 
Mercuy Low 110 Acres 2005 2010 

Addma1 m h i n o  and ~ ~ ~ e s s m 8 n t  needad. Prcblem due to historicel mlnirw. - - 
Sutface Mining 

P rn- mm. 

2 L M E r n W ( E  204.200 
Floating Maierlal Low 160 kma 

mis tisting was made by USEPA. 
Nonpoint Source 

Org. enrlchmenVLow D.O. Low 160 Acnr 
mb lisb'cg was made by USEPA. 

Nonmint Saures 

2 R ALWEDACREEK 204.300 
Diarinon Low M.77 Miles 

P mis hsting was made by OSEPA 
Urban RunofflStm Sewers 

4 - m-m 

2 R ALAMITOSCREEK 205.400 
- h) Mercury High 21 Yilas 1998 2003 

CO TMDL wH be dewbpd as pad of the Sania Clara Bssin Wdemhed Management InibiXive. Addlibmi 
mm#offw and assessmemi is needed . 

p Mine Tailings 

Cwnrnenk pesented under each pdutant!&essw are not required under Clean Appndh -25 
Water A d  Section 30yd). In a few cases, lhey pmvide nacessary infmmSon. 
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2 R ARROYOCORTE WERADEL 2W.200 
PRESIDIO 

Dlarlnon Low 32 M l b  
Thrsl~sbngwasmadebyUSEPA 

- *-%.,-- 
Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

2 R ARROYODELALACUNA 2WdW 
Diadnon Low 7.4 Mlbr 

7hrs lsbm was made bv USEPA - 
---m-."c 

Urban RunoffEtwm Sewers 

2 R ARROYODELVAU 204.300 
Diazlnon Low 48.7 M i b  

miBtmgwasmsdsbyusEpn. 

->- ------% 
Urban RunofflStorm Sewers - 

2 R ARROYOHONDO 204.300 
DWnon Low 923 Miles 

IMs Qbng was made by USEPA. 

---.-*,' -- w--. ..",+m- 

2 R BUTANOCREEK 202.400 
SedlmentationlSiltatlon Medium 1 Mile 2OW 2005 

lmpenment to stsalhead habm 

----* Nonpoint Source 
z ' e m - - w s - - -  W.b..%, 

2 R CALABWCREEK 206.401 
Dlazinon 

m k  Iistim was made bv USEPA 
Low 4.7 Mika - - .srn-,,--.-=.-,'m,- 

Urban RunOffIStom Sewers 
----*we-- 

2 R CORTEMADERACREEK 203.200 
Dlazfnon Low 4.12 Milea 

This lisbng was made by USEPA. 

.r 
Urban RunOfflStorm Sewers 

2 R COYOTE CREEK (MARIN CO) 203.200 
Diazinon Low 2.62 Mlbs 

mis listing was made by u s ~ p n .  

-m 
Urban RunoffIStwm Sawers 

P 
2 R COYOTE CREEK (SANTA CLAM 205.300 

CO.) , 

4 Dla?Anon Low 68.63 Miles 
This listing was made by USEPA. 

- h) 
- > - t # . , . % . , * - - * . v . ~ w .  

Urban RunoffStorm Sewers 

r0 ."*-=.,z 

2 R GAUMASCREEK 206.200 

h) Dlazinon Low 2 4  M l b  
mis lidim was made bv USEPA. - 

----* ,+- >.--** 
Urban RunofHStom Sawers 

Commenb wesenled under each wllvtanUsbessw are rot renuired under Clean Bwendh -26 
Water Act ion 303(d). In a few & S ~ S ,  01ey pmvide necessari. infomaWn. 
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2 R GUADALUPECREEK 

brcurY High 6 YI*r 1998 2W3 
~ w l b e d e ~ a s p a r t d h S a n ( a C l a r a B a J i n W a f e r s h e d ~ l n i 6 a f i n t .  Addfmal 
m ~ a n d a s s e ~ b - .  - 

Mine Tailings 
a- - 

2 R GUAOALUPERNER 205AW 
Dladnon Low 18.21 Miles 

Tlus lisb'ng was made by OSEPA. 
Ultlan RumtarmSawars 

Mercury Hlah 30 M k  1998 2003 
TMDLwllbedevalopedaspartoftheSaniaCkrsL?asln W e t e & 6 d ~ I l i f r l i U ~ .  AGWba' 
w a n d ~ ~ ~ ~ m t i s - .  

2 R LAGUNrTASCREEK 201.130 
Numenis Medium 22 Miles 2002 MO7 

T~ibuta~y lo T&s b y .  TMDLs M I  be developedas pad ofe- watenhed management etlort. 
Adddhnal mmicmg and assessment needed. 

Agr iwnw 
Urban RunoWStorm Sewers 

Pathogens Medium 22 Miles 2002 2007 
Tributary lo Tomales Bay. WDLs wiX be developed as par1 of e d n g  watershed ma-nt e m .  
Additional mmhing and assessmrft needed. 

Agricunure 
Urban RunofVStorm Sewers 

SedimantaUonlSiMion Medium 22 Miles 2002 2007 
Tribuiary lo Tomales Bay. WDLs will be developed as pad of e m  watershed mnsqement etlort. 
A m  mm- and asseswnsnt n M .  

Agricunm 
Urban RunoffIStam Sawen 

2 R LAURELCREEK 207.230 
Dlazinon Low 3.02 Miles 

7his IiMm was made bv USEPA. - 
Urban RunofffStonn Sswwr 

2 R LEffiEWOODCREEK 207.230 
DMnon Low 12A4 Miles 

P 
7his lrsting was made by USEPA. 

Urban RunoWStorm Sewers 

45 ---- 
2 R LOS GATOS CREEK (REG 2) 205.400 

Mazinon 
ll~k listing was made by USEPA. 

w Urban RunofUstorm Sewers 

W 

Comments presem under each pollutanUsbsssw are n d  required under Clean Appendh -27 
Water Ad 303(d). In a few cases, Ifmy pmvide necessary mnfamatim. 
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2 R MATADEROCREEK 205.500 
Low 734 MmS 

- 
--mm., -- m-.--z- 

Urban RunofVStorm sewers ---- 
2 R MILLERCREEK 206200 

D!a?hon Low 9.03 M l b  
l'his lis6ng was made by USE,. 

*.--,-.- 
Urban RunoNStorm sewers 

*-. 
2 R MT. DlABLOCREEK 207.310 

Diadnon Low 1263 Mi& 
This ~ i s t i ~ w a s  made by USEPA. 

Urban RunotUStarm Savars 

206.500 
Numa& M u m  55 M k  rmOO loos 

T M D L m U b e d e ~ ~ ~ a s ~ o f ~ w s t e r s h e d m a n a g e m e n t m .  A--and 
a s s a s m e n t ~ .  

&rlwltun 
P&oaenr Medlum 55 Mller 2WO 2005 

TMDL mil be dewroped as part of mgdng w a i h e d  management eW& Add- frwkMng and 
assBJSment needed. 

&rlCUItUre 
Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

SedlmsntaUonlSUtatlon Hluh 55 Ml(ar Is98 20m 
TMDL will be d e q  as pert of ongang rmlershed mana~ment efori. AddnXvml ronilwmg and 
ass~ssrnenl needed. 

Agriculture 
ConstructlonlLand Dewiwment 

-~=-,-- 
Urban RunofUStorm Sewers 

2 R NOVATOCREEK 206.200 
Diadnon Low 18.74 Mibs 

This hsti&! was made by USEPA. 
Urban RunofUSbmn sewers 

,500 
Dlazinon Low 13.1 Mibs 

mk listing was made by USEPA. 

P m--mm- 

4 2 R 
SedimentaUonlSilWlon Medlum 21 M l k  2000 2005 

- h) Impamnt lo steelhead habitat 

CO - -- 
I+ 

Ccmnsnts prarented under each pollutanUsbsssor are not requbed under Clean Appandh -28 
Water Ad on 303(d). In a few cases, mey pmvlde n-ry infoms6m. 
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2 R PETALVMARNER 206m 
~ubisnts WIU~ 25 miles aow zoos 

T M D L d b e ~ a s p t o f ~ w a W s h N ~ e # o d  AddbadmonXongand 
assessment needed. 

A g r n l b  
-ndcwalqmmnt 
Urban Runoif/Storm Sewem 

Pathogens Medium 25 M i l a  2000 2005 
T M D L W I b e d e v e l o p e d a s p a r t o f ~ w a M m a n a g e m M e t r o r t  AMdmalmonitongand 
assessment needed 

AgM- 
ConsbvctlonlLand D.velopnunt 
Urban RunomStorm Sswers 

SO((I~~~ntaUonlSlItatlon Medium 25 MI*. 2WO 2005 
TMDL will be develqped as pert ofongmng watershed manwemad e#od. AMima I  monlbnng and 
aJJesarentmeded 

Agriculture 
CombuctlonlLand Development 
Urban RunofUStwm Sewers 

,?as 8 -  

2 R PINECREEK 207.310 
Didnon Low 1256 Mi*. 

Thrs lrsbng was made by USEPA 
Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

2 R PINOLECREEK 
D M n o n  Low 9.47 Mi la  

TMs lisbng was made by USEPA. 
Urban RunofVSton Sewers 

2 R RODEOCREEK 201.300 
DiWnon Low 7.36 Mlbs 

mk etim was made bv USEPA. - 
Urban RunotfStwm Sewers 

2 R SANANTONlOCREEK(REG2) 206.300 
Dbinon Low 17.77 Miles 

mis lidng was made by USEPA. 
Urban RunotflStorm Sewers 

P 
M -- 

2 R SAN FEUPECREEK 205.)00 

4 Diazinon Low 15.47 Mlbs 
. - mis listing was made by USEPA. 

- h) Urban RunofVStonn Sewers 

a, --m. - m v-.m 

2 R SAN FRANCISQUIT0 CREEK 205.500 

ul Dlazinon Lav 1205 Miles 
Tlus ltsbng was made by USEPA. 

urban RunoflIStorm Sewers 

* Comments presented under each pollutanl/skessor am not required under Clean Appendix -29 
Water Ad Sedion 303(d). in a few eases, they pmvide necessary infamation. 



Dlarinon Low 14.77 Ulbs 
This listing was ma& by USEPA 

Urban Runomstorm Sawsn 

Dleinon Low 11.7 M k s  
nis linang rms made by USEPA -- m 

Urban RunofUSlonn Ssmrn 

2 R A0 
Diarinon Low 11.05 Mlbs 

This lisfingwas made by USEPA. 

v'-mmh---m 

2 R SAN PABLOCREEK 206.600 
Dklnon Low 16.14 MI*. 

This tiSm was made bv USEPA. - 
--.-a m-. - -m-w-'m-m 

Urban RunaffIStonn Saweta 

2 R SAN RAFAELCREEK 203.200 
Dlazlnon Low 2.8 Mlbs 

This listing was made by USEPA. 

- Urban RunaffIStm Sewers 

2 R SAWTOGACREEK 205.500 
Olarinon Low 17.06 M l b  

TMs lisbng was made by USEPA. 

L- 

2 R SONOMACREEK 206.400 
Nubients Medium 23 Miles 2000 2005 

TMDL will be de-d as part of ongokg wat- management effort. Additional nmihmiw and 
p assessment needed. 

4 Agriculture 

hl 
ConstrvdlonlLand h l o p m e n t  - Urbsn RunofUStom, Sewers 

00 
Dl 

Commenk presented under each pollutanVsbeswx am not required under Clean wpendb; 4 0  
Water Ad ' %n 330(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary information. 



Pathoasns Medium 23 Y k  La 2005 
~ L ~ b e d s v a k p e d a s p a r r o f ~ w a t e d m d m a n a g e m e n t ~  AddilionalmmWhqand 
aswssnent needed 

ns-m- 
Cmrtrustknbnd hw!qmmt 
Urban mmofKbm sewers 

Sedin1enbtiwJSiU8tion Medium 23 Y k  La 2005 
TMDL wXl be devakped as pad ofon@g watershed management &bd A&bonal mcnilbnng and 
assessmentneeded 

&ricultura 
Comtructbnhlnd D.vslopnmnt 

-----< 
urban RunomStwm sewers 

2 R STEVENSCREEK 205.500 
Dlarlnon Lou 22.26 Miles 

mk listing was made by USEPA. 

-.%- - -- - - Urban RunotVStom S w w s  

2 R SUISUNSLOUGH 207.23 
Dlarinon Low 10 Mlles 

This listicg was made by USEPA. 
U h n  RunofflStDrm .%we= 

2 R WALKERCREEK 201.120 
Metals Medlum 25 Miles 2002 2007 

Tributaryto TomalesBay. TMDLs !Mlllbe d e v e k p e d a s p a d d m  watershedmanagementefcif. 
Addiiimal nbnW4ng and aswssnent needed. 

Mlne Talllngs 
Surface Mining 

Nubients Medium 25 Hllsr 2002 2007 
Tributaryb TomalesBay. TMDLs Wl~de~~kpedaspartofa~cgwalerJhedmanagementefhvt.  
Additbnal miiming and assessment needed. 

Agriculture 
SedimentationlSiitation Medium 25 Mlks ZOOZ zoo7 

Tributary to Tomales Bay. TMDLs W l  k, develo,md as part d e d n g  watemhed management e m  
AWibbnat mOnifonilg and assessnent needed. 

-3- m 
Agriwltun 

2 R WALNUTCREEK 207.320 
Dlarfnon 

P 
Low 9.03 Miles 

mk listim was made bv USEPA. - 
4 --,-- Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

- kJ 2 R 

a, Diginon Lou 12.07 Mller 
mls ~ ~ c g  was made by USEPA. 

4 

Comments presented under each pa)lutan(lstreswx are not requared under Clean Appendlx -31 
Waler A d  Sec6an 303(d). In a few cases, they p m e  necessary idonnation. 
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Met3ts Medium 57WO A w r 2 W 3 2 0 0 0  
Add@cnalnmnbmgandassessmenlns&ed. 

Ag*- 
Flow R ~ ~ i R s a t l o n  
UIblnRunotsStamSemrn 

Nubfents Medlum 57WO r u x e s 2 W 3 2 0 0 0  
Add- mmtonng and assessment needed 

m* 
Flow ~Iat lonModiRcat lon 
Urtrw Runo(flS(orm Sewem 

Om. .nrishmentlLow 0.0. Medium 57000 Awr 2003 ZW8 
A ~ ~ e n d ~ ~ ~ ~ d n s & e d .  

Agrlsultm 
Flow RegulatlonlModlRcatlon 
Urban RunoffEtnm S e w n  

Salinity Medlum 51000 A M Z M ) 3 2 0 0 0  
AWnlmal momtoting end assesnmnt needed 

Agrkultun 
Flow RegulaWon/Moditisatron 

w-m- H L P - P -  %- -- Urban RunoRmonn Sawem 

3 B MONTEREYHARBOR 309.500 
Metals Medium 74 AM 0198 0403 

Railmad Slag Pile 
Unknown To+city Low 74 0198 0411 - Soume Unknown -------- 

3 B MORROBAY 310.220 
Metals High 100 Ausr 06% WOO 

Boa DisshargesNeuei Wastes 
Nonpaint S o w  
Surfaca Minlng 

Pahgens Hhh 50 A M W 9 6 0 4 0 0  
Natural Sources 
Nonpoint Sourea 
Saptage Disposal 
Upland Grazlng 
Urban RunoflIStnm Sewen 

SedlmentstionlSiltation Hiah 100 A w r  0686 0699 
Agriwltura 
Channel Emslon 
Channelization 
CombudlonlLand Development 
inigated Crm, Produdon 

Comments presented under each pdlutantlstresu an, n d  required under Clean Appendix 5 2  
Water Ac' 'icn 303(d). In a few cases. they p M e  necessary informafion. 
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3 6 MOSSLANDINGHARBOR 306.000 
Parnoems Low 40 A c r r s ~ 0 4 0 9  

nsri- 
Boat DischargesNesseI Wastes 
Nonpolnt S o w  

M c l d e s  Low 160 a 0405 0409 
&liculture 
In+@d Cmp Production 
Spchtiy Crop Production 

S e d i ~ n t a U ~ i l t a t l o n  Low 160 A u e r W O 5 W  
Agriculture 
AgrkulhnatMm runoff 
Channel Erosion 
Dmdglng (Hydranod.) 
Emoionlsiltation 
HydmMdlRdon 
Inigated Crop PmducUon 
Nonpdnt Soume 

* - - - M - P w - % T - - % - n w n -  

3 C MONTEREY EAYSOUTH 309.500 
Metals Low 10 Miles 0198 0411 

Surfasa Mining 
Pesticides Low 10 MI1.r 0198 0411 

-,* * - 
3 c PActnc OCEAN AT POINT RINCON 315. 

Pathogens Medium 5 Miles 0406 W l  
Nonpolnt Source 
Urban RunoWStorm Sewers 

3 E CARPlNTERlAMARSH(EL 315.340 
ESTER0 MARSH) 

Nubients Low 80 Acnr 0406 0411 
Agriculture 

GT#. enrfchmenMarv D.O. Low 80 Acraa 0406 04H 
Agricunum 

Priority Organics Low 80 Anss 0406 0411 

I-' Urban RunolfIStam Sawers 

4 SedlmentaUonlSiltation Low 80 Acres 0406 . 0411 
Agriculture 

- td ConstrudlonlLand Development 

Commenk presentsd under each pdlulant~sbessor are not required under Clean 
Water A d  Section 303(d). In a few cases. Lhey prvwde necessary infamafion. 



PaltMem Low SMI A s n r W M m  
NstualSourcg 
Nonpoia 

PesUcldes Lar 500 A e m s ~ 0 4 0 9  
~ ~ r g e f m n ~ m a y b a ~ p o l u l a n t s ~ O M ~ s ~ a n d M o s s ~ H l r b o r L b ( h ,  
shwdl. . - 

Agriculhral Return Flows 
&ricultun 
Agricultunatonn runotr 
Contammated Sediments 
Er?slonlSlltatlon 
lnlgatsd Cmp Production 
Nonpolnt SOUM 

SedlmmatlonlSiltation 
AgriwlWR 
b@culb l rwlwmm 
Channel E m a h  
lrrlgated Cmp Production 

Low 50 A s n r Q 4 0 . 5 M m  

w.  ",k.m?"m 
Nmpolnt Source 

3 E GOLETASLOUGHlESNARY 315.310 
Metah Low 200 Acm &lo6 M I 1  

IndusMal Point Sources 
Pathogens Low 200 Acm 0406 0411 

Urban RunofllStorm Sewers 
Priority Orsaniu Low ZOO Acma W06 Mli 

Nonpoint Source 
SadlmentationlSiItatIon Low Zoo Acma 0406 M I 1  

CombuctlonlLand Development 

3 E OLD SWNAS RIVER ESTUARY 309.100 
Nuhients Medium 50 Acns I 0403 

Agricultural Return Flows 
Agriculture 
Irrigated Crop Production 
Nonpoint Source 

p Pesticides Medium 50 Acm 0198 0403 

4 Agricultural Return Flows 
Agricullun 

- h) Agricultu-irrigaUon tailwater 

rD Agrlculture-stm runoff 

0 
Irrigated Cmp Production 

Comments -led under each PollutsnVEtressa am n d  required under Clean 
Water AT '%n 33Wo. in a few cases, they W e  mcessry i n f d m .  

Appendh 54 



Nummts Medium 75 Asnr 0198 0403 
Nonpoint S o n  

Pestkides M u m  75 Asnr 0198 0403 
Agrimlbln 

SedimentaHontSlltation W l u m  75 Asnr 0198 0401 
Nonpoint Solnce 

---*.- 
3 E SAN LORENZORWERESTUARY 304.120 

PanwQanS Medlum 20 Asnr M99 0401 
Nahral Sources 
Urban RunofUStonn Sewen 

SedtmentatlonlSlltaIon High 20 Asnr M98 0400 

--.- ..? # 

3 E .loo 
Metals Medlum 300 Asra 0109 0403 

AQricunun 
Ufban RunofflStom Sewen 

Oil and grease Medium 300 Acres 0199 0403 
Nonpoint Source 
Ufban RunotTEtom Sewers 

Pathogens Medium 300 Acres 0199 0403 
Nonpolnt S o m e  
Source Unknown 
Urban RunoffIStonn Sewers 

Pestlcldes Medium 300 FSNS 0199 0403 
Agricultural Return Flows 
Agrisulture 
Agricultureatom runoff 
lnigated Cmp Pmductlon 
Nonpoint Source 

SedlmentatlonlSiMion Medlum 300 Acres 0198 0401 
Agriculture 
Agrlcultureatorm runoff 
lnigated Cmp Production 

I-' --*,* *--"- -=ss 

3 L 
4] Mercury Medium 61 9 Acres 0198 0403 

- N *em-, ".-m - --- 
rO 3 L NAClMlENTO RESERVOIR 309.820 

Metals Hlgh 5370 A u r S 0 9 9 7 0 4 M  
P Natural Sou- 

" e773,w -,‘- 

Camrnents pesenled under each pollutantlsbsw an, not required under Clean Appsndb -35 
Water A d  Secbon 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary infamation. 



- Low 4 Y b a  0405 M I 1  
Urban RunoflE.torm Sewerr 

SnlimanWbnlSiltatlon Medium 4 M k  010'l 0401 
Channel Erosion 

PatJwgens Medium 6 Mba MS M I 1  
NOlwoinl SO- 

*- 
Urban RunoWStwm sewers 

3 R BLANCODRNN 300.lW 
Pesticides Medium 8 Yller 0198 OU)5 

Agticultural Return Flows 
Agrkunum 
Agrkultun-hrlgatlon tallwater 
&fiCUltU6?ItOrm Nn0ff 
InIWed Cmp Pmductlon 

m - & , - s - P  ."- - mw-e- . w e  
Nonpoint Soma 

* - - - , - P a m  
3 R CARBONERACREEK 304.120 

Nutrients High 10 M i h  0493 0400 
Nonpoint Sourw 

Pathogens Medlum 10 M l b  0499 0401 
Nonpolnl Source 
Urban RunofflStorm h e n  

SedimentationlSlltatlon High 10 Mil- 0198 0400 
ConsbusUonlLand DewloDment - Nonpoint Sourw ---" 

3 R CARPlNTERlA CREEK 315.340 
Parnogens 

Agrlcunun 
Nonpoint Source 

----* 
3 R CHORROCREEK 310.220 

Metals High 11 Miles 06% 0400 
Mina Tallhgs 
Resource Extraction 

Numents High 11 Miks 0596 0400 
Agricunun 
Agrlculture-stonn runoff 
irrigated Cmp Pmductlon 
Municipal Point Soursas 

Cwnments presented under each PollutanVsbessa are not required under Clean 
Water Ad Tion 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary inkmaikm. 

Appendix -36 
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Ap-re 
AQrkulbm-stwmNnofl 
Channel Uodm 
Channelbatlon . 
~ ~ ~ o p m e n t  

EmrionlSiltation 
Golf swrse acUviUas 
HydmmodificaUon 
lnigasd Qop Pmdustion 
N a I u d S o w r a r  
Nonpolnt Sowm 
Range Land 
Resource Emaction 
Road Construction 

a-,+"bm%.* ~ e- 
Upland Grazing 

-vrM--,M-m*--- 

3 R CLEbRCREEK(R3) 304.120 
Mercury Medium 2 Miles 0198 0403 

Resource Exbaction .*-.- w.-*'-*------n"% v a ~ - - - - " - s P m - *  

3 R LASTABUS CREEK 309.810 
Metals High 13 M b  OW7 0400 

Surface Mining 
P> v - " w - " -  -"" "-"ti zwe----mm"-m 

3 R LAS TABUS CREEK, NORTH 309.810 
FORK . 

Metals High 5 Miles 0997 MOO --- Surface Mining 
p - r r "  

Metab Hbh 4 Mlks OW7 MOO 
Surface Mining --- 

Comments presented under each pollutanUsbessar are not requorad under Clean Appndh -37 
Water Aa %don 3W(d). In a few cares, mey pmvids necessaw informabon. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031dl LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ m o u s d b v w ~ .  1zua~ss 

Hish 27. Yllea 0198 Oun 
AgricultvalRahnnFln*r 
A g M k  
Agricullur&irrioatlon tailwater 
Agicumm&oml Nnon 
Habltat ModiRcatJon 
Irrigated Cmp PmducUon 
Municipal Point S o u m  
Nonpolnt Sauce 
Parturn Land 
PoMsolnC.3 
Urban Runoff lStm Sewen 

SedimentaUonlSlitation Medlum 27. Miks 0198 W 
Agricunm 
Habitat Modlflcatlon 

Nutrients High 5 M b  0493 0400 
Sep4age Disposal 

Pathogens Medium 5 M W  04.99 0401 
Natural Sources 
Nonpolnt Sounu, 
Septage Dlsporal 

SedimentaUonlSilWion Hbh 5 M i k  VIM 0400 
ConstnntlonlLand Davelopment 
N a n 1  Swwr 

310.220 
Nubients High 10 Mlles OW)6 0400 

Aglcultural Rehlrn Flows 
Agriculture 
Agr icunmtorm runoff 
lnigated Crop Pmdudion 

Priority Organis Hiah 10 Miles 0696 MOO 
Ufban RunofflStonn Sewers 

' Commenk presented under each pollutanUsbessw am not required under Clean 
Water At Yon 303(d) In a few cases, mey pmvide necessary infwmation. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND . .IDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ m o u s d k l 6 6 ~ ~ '  1 . ~  

w c u m n e  
I\gicuhm-sbnm runoff 
Channel Uoalon 
ChannelWon 
ondglno W h n d . )  
EmslonlSiltation 
Habitat Modification 

HydronndlAcation 
Irrigated Cmp Produstion 
Nahnal Sourcsr 

NonPolnt 
Rango Land 
Removal of Riparian Vegetation 
Streambank ModlRcationlDaatabllWon - *- me- e a- -a* 
Upland Glazing 

3 R MISSION CREEK 315.320 
Pathogens Low 9 MUUS 0406 0411 

Septage D i sma l  
Urban Runofl lStm Sewers 

Unknown Toxlclty Low 9 Miles 0406 0411 

s-v ..- .m-"*"*w--w-w 

3 R PPJARORIVER 305.000 
Nutrients High 49 Mika 0198 0401 

Agricultural Return Flows 
Agrlcumne 
Agriculture-irrigation talhwater 
~ u r a ~ r n o l l  
Agriculturesubsurfam drainage 
Channelbation 
Irrigated Cmp Production 
Nonpoint Soune 
Removal of Riparian Vegatatlon 
Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 
Wastewater - land dispooal 

Comments pesented under each pollutantlsbassor ant not required under Clean Appendix 39 
Water A d  Secbon 303(d). In a few cases, l h y  pmvide necessary infamation. 



Agricu- ~~ runon 
Channsl E m s h  
Channeikatlon 
HahiW NodiRcatlon 
HydmnodlRcaUon 
IrrigaM Crop PmdUstion 
Rang. Land 
Ranarsl ofRlpsr*nVew+Mon 
Resource ExlrmaMI 
Stmambank ModlfIcaUonfLJestablIbs(l0n 

m w . - w  4 a  - --- Surface Mining 

3 R RIDERGULCHCREEK 305.100 
SedlmsntationlSIltatIon Medium 2 MIles 0198 0401 

Agrlcukun 
Conatructionlhul Development 

--> "*-% 

SlMcunure 
mw-u-m .- *----*- *---* 

3 R SUNAS RECLAMATION CANAL 309.200 
Peatlcldes Medium 20 Miles 0198 0405 

Agrlsultural Return Flows 
Agricunun 
Agrlcultun-lrdgauon tai- 
Agricuttunatorm runoff 
irrleat.d Cmp Pmdudlon 
Mlnw lndusblal Point Source 
Nonpolnt S n n a  

Priority Ch'ganio Medium 20 Milea 0198 0405 
Agricultural Return Flows 
Agrlcultun 
Agriculturdnlgation tailwater 
Agricuttursatorm runoff 
Irrigated Cmp Production 
Minor lndustrlal Point Source 

I-' 
Nonpoint Source 
Source Unknown 

4 
-*wm 

urban RunoffIStam Swrem 
-*- - s- - w-" s A - w -  - m - - w m - Y m -  V * d  

- h) 3 R SAUNASRNER 309.fOO 

rO Nutrfents Medium 50 Miles 0198 0403 
Agriculture 

01 

Comments wsenled under each PollutanVsbessw are not required under Clean 
Water Ad 'on 303(d). In a few cases, they W e  necessary infomaSon. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND I IuIDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

50 
Agrkultural Return flows 
ABm- 
A6lricu- ta1-r 
AglcuiWe-shm runoff 
Irrigaled Qop Pmdudlon 
Nonpolnt S o w  

SalinltylTDSlChiwkks 
Agriculture 

SsdimentatlonlSiltation 
Agrlcultum 
A g r k u ~ N m f l  
Channel m i o n  
Irrigated Cmp Rodustion 
Land hvelopmnt 
Nonpolnt Saum 
Range Land 

Hadium 50 M I k  0198 MW 

Medlum 30 Miles 0198 0441 

Road ConstrucUon 
--* ?-'w 

3 R SAN ANTONlOCREEK(SANTA 315.310 
BARBARA COUKM 

SsdlmentaUonlSlltatlon Low 6 Mlles 0446 0.411 
Agriculture 

P . r n , " . . *  
Nonpolnt Source 

.*,z< -am*%*w,q-,.T- .., . x a - ~ ~ p e * " w . > ~ w - . ~ * ~ .  

3 R SANBENITORMR 305.500 
SsdimentatlonlSiltation Medium 86 Miles 0198 0401 

Agriculture 
Nonpolnt Source 

,*-* 
3 R SAN LORENZORMR 304120 

Nutrients Hlgh 25 Miles 0493 0400 
Nonpolnt Source 
Septage Disposal 

Pathogens Hlah 25 Miles I999 2W1 
Septage Disposal 

P Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

4 SedlmentaUonlSiltation High 25 Mlles 1298 0400 
ConsbvdionlLand Dmlopment 

- td Land Development 

U) 
SiMcultun 

4 

Comnents presented under each pollutanVsbessw are not required undw Clean Appendix 41 
Water Ad Sedion 303(d). In a few -s, they pmvide neoessary i n M o n .  



3 R SAN WISOElSPOCRK.(BELOW 310240 
W.wARsH ST.) 

Numents Hkh 9 MI*r 0495 o4oo 
Agricultun 

w - N n O f f  
inigated Cmp Pmciuction 
M~nlslpsl Mntsoursg 

pathogans High 9 M i b  0495 0400 
Urban RunofflStwm Sswars 

Rkritv Omanks Medium s M i k  0498 0401 

-"-= ..s-- 
lndustrlal Point Somxs 

3 R SANTAYNEZRIVER 314.000 
Nubients Low 70 Milat 0403 0407 

Nonpoinl Source 
Sa l in~SIChlor idar  Low 70 M i k  0403 0407 

bgriwnure 
SedlmentationfSllWlon Low 70 M k  0403 0407 

bgrisunure 
Ratourrs Extraction 
Urban RunofUStom Sewers -"---.-------~--- *-a*-,-- -- 

3 R SHINGLE MILLCREEK 304.420 
Nutrients High 2 M k  0198 0401 

Septage Disposal 
SedimentationlSiltation Hiah 2 Miles 01% 0401 

ConstructbnlLand Dewlorrment 

Pathogens 
Agriculture 
Septage Dlspoaal 

SedimentationfSiltation 
Aarkulture 

Low 7 Mile. d 0411 

Hsdium 7 Miles 0401 0405 
- 

.--*-vs. 
C 

-w- ,a" 

3 R WADDEUCREEK, EAST BRANCH 304.110 

P Nutrients Medium 3 M i b  0401 0405 

4 -3-m **-v-- s m  

3 W ESPINOSA SLOUGH 309.100 

- h) Nutrients Medium 320 Acns 0198 0403 

rO Agriculture 

CD 
stam rewars 

Patticidas U a d h  320 Prns 04% 0403 
Aariwnure - 
Urban RunoflIStorm Sewers 

Commenk presented under each polbtanVsImsw are not requlred under Ciaan Appandlx -42 
Water A d  ,on 303(d) In a feu cases, fhey p d e  necessaly #nformabon 



" w v * . ,  T - . , - ~ * - 7 ~ m w - ~ .  " y.----w.* 
Nmpolnt Sourse 

3 W MORO CQlO SLOUGH 309.1 W 
Pesticides Low 345 AMI 0198 0411 

Agriculbnal Return flows 
Agriculturs 
Agricullusatorm rum 
irrigated Crop Production 
Nonpolnt Soucr 

SedlmeniaUonlSlltaUon Low 345 Ana 0191) 0411 
Agriculture 
Agrbxlturwtonn runoff 
ConsttuctionlLand Development 
lnlgatsd Crop Produdon 

*. w a- 
Nonpolnt Source 

3 W SAUNAS RIVER REFUGE LAGOON 309.100 
( S O W  

Nublents Medium 163 A c m  0198 0401 
Agriculture 

Pesticides Medium 163 A s m  0198 0403 
Agriculture 

SallnltylTDSIChlorides Medium 163 Acm M98 0403 

--.,---* --- Agriculture 
-0°C ->m*.w- -  - ~ ~ ~ ~ w , w " - ~ ~ * ~ ~ . ~ . , .  - 

3 W SCHWANUKE 304.120 
Nublents Low 32 AMI 0408 0411 

Nonpolnt Source 
Pathogens Low 32 AMI M06 0411 

Natural Sources 
Urban Runomstorm Sewers 

NuMents Low 2 A M I 0 4 0 1 W W  
Nonpolnt Source 
Septage Disposal 

Pathogens Low 2 Acm 0403 0407 

b' Natural Sources 

4 Nonpolnt Source 
Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

- h) SedimentaUonlSiltation Medium 2 Acm 0401 0405 

10 --- - 
a 

Cornrnenb pesenfed under each WlutanVstrersa are M1 required under Clean Appendix 4 3  
Water A d  Sec6an 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvlde necessary infmmtion. 



3 W TEMBLADERO SLOUGH 309.100 
Nulrhnts Medlum 150 Asrar 0198 0403 

*giarlhnl R a M l  Flarr 
reacuaue 
Aaku- NllOfi 
lniwted Crq, Reduction 
Nonpoint Sousa 

M c l d s s  Medium 150 Acma 0198 0403 
~ U S l R e t u m F l w n  
AsrlcuRM 
AgrlcultlJm-Swm runoff 
I l rmbdCmp Rodudion --- *'"" ---- Nonpolnt Soma 

4 B 
Lead Lav 220 Acma 

mvaied lewls ofiead n sedrnmnt 
Nonpoint Source 

Zinc Lav 220 Arms 
Elevated levels doncrn sediment 

Nonpolnt Source 
w w , -  **% n- ---* ua-- -- m-, 

4 B LAFISHHARBOR 405.12 
DDT High 50 Acns 

NonpointiPoint Soune 
PAHs High M Acns 

NonpointlPold Source 
PCBs Hlah M Acns 

NonpolntfPolnt Source 
W b W n  Low 0 Acns 

4 B LA HARBOR CONSOUDATED SUP 405.12 
Eenthk h m .  Effects Hiah 37.13 Aaar 

Nonpoint Soma 
CMMdaw M e d m  37.t3 Acns 

Elevaiedlevels of & M a n e  rn b m  and sedurmnt 
Nonpolnt Source 

p Chmmlum Medium 37.13 Acma 

4 
Elevatedlevels ofchmurnm sedrment 

Nonwint Soume 

- W DDT High 37.13 Aana 

0 
ElevatedleveIsofDDTin tissueandssdiment. FM Cws- AhisDIykfDDT. 

Nonpolnt Sowce 

0 Lead Low 37.13 Acma 
Elevaiedlevels of kadrh sediment 

Nonpoint Source 
Comments presented under each pollutanVsbessor are not required under Clean Appendix -44 

Water M 'ion 303(d). In a few cares, they pmvide necessary infamation. 



E I e M  levels ofPAHs h sejimwi. 

Nonpoint- 
PCBs Hiah 37.13 Arms 

BevaiedlewIsofPCBsintissueandsed~ FishConstmpfkn-IbrPCBs. 
Nonpolnt SwM 

Sediment ToxkW Hlah 37.13 Asnr 
Nonpolnt Soum 

TriarMtln Low 37.13 Asnr 
E I e M k v e I s  ofbibulylbh in tissus. 

Nonpoint SwM 
Zinc MadWm 37.13 Acna 

Ekvated levels of* in 6yue andsediment. 
Nonpolnt Source -- -. -"- 

4 B LA HARBOR INNER BREAKWATER 405.12 
DDT High 1.5 Acnr 

NonpolntlPoint Source 
PAHs Hbh 1 .5 Acnt 

NonpolnUPolnt Source 
PCBs High 1.5 h s  

Nonpohwohrt Source 
TribuMUn Low 1.5 Acres 

. -*-- NonpolntlPolnt Source 

4 B U HARBOR MAlN CHANNEL 405.12 
Beach Closures Low 3785 Acnr 

NonpoinUPolnt Source 
Copper  ow 3785 ACIW 

Elevated levels of *per in tium and sediment. 
NonpolnUPolnt Source 

DDT Hbh 3785 Acna 
Elevatedlevels of DDTin Ussue and sedinmni. Fish Cons- AnWsay for DOT. 

NonpointlPolnt Source 
PAHs Hlgh 3785 h s  

Elevated levels ofPAHs in tissue and sediment. 
WonpolnWoYnt Sotme 

PCBs High 3785 Acnt 
Elevated levels ofPCBs m tissue and sedmenf. Fish Consumption Advisory for PCBs. 

NonpolntlPolnt Source 
Sediment ToxicW Low 3785 Acns 

NonpolnUPolnt Source 
T r l W n  Low 3785 Arms 

Elevaiedlevels of- in sediment 
NOlIpolntlPOint SouM 

comwts pesmtd under each mnuttmw am not requied under &an 
Water ~d Section 303(d). In a iew cares. Umy pmvide necessary infamalion. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Zlns Low Asnn 
E h w a t e d l e ~ o f z m c m b s w e a n d ~  

- " w . . . - % m m  ",-.- NapoinVPointSource 

4 B  LAHAllBORSOUTmYESTSUP 405.12 
o m  Hiah 10 h 

Fish Con- A&swforDDT. 
Nonpolnt Sowe 

PC& Hkh 10 &ma 
F&ConsumpbonAdncMyforPCBs 

Nonpolnt Some 
Sadimnt TOXI* Medium 10 Asnn --- 

4 B  LONG BEACH HARBOR MAIN 405.12 
CHANNEL. SSW BASIN, PIER J, 
B R E A r n  

Benthic Comm. Nhsts Medium 3594 Asnn 
Nonpolnt S o w  

o m  ~ k h  3594 ~ s n n  
Elevated levels of DDTm hssua Fish ConsmwNw Ahn'sory for DOT 

Nonpolnt Source 
PAHa Hiah 3594 Asnn 

Elevated levels of PAHs m sediment. 
Nonpolnt Source 

PCBs Hbh 3594 Acns 
Elevated levels of PCBs in (issue fish Consumpbon Adnswy for PCBs. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Sedlment Toxicity Medium 3594 h 

4 B MMWADELREY HARBORBACK W.13 
BASINS 

Benthic Comm. Emeta Low 413 h 
Nonpoint Source 

Chlordana High 41 3 Acres 
Elevated levels ofchlordar~ in bssue and sediment. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Copper Medium 413 Asnn 

Uevaied h l s  of mpper h tissue and sediment. 
Nonpolnt Source 

D M  High 413' Acns 
Elevated levels of DDT in tissue and sediment. Shdhish Hanssiing AM~ory for DOT. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Dieldrin Low 413 Asnn 

M e d  levels of dieldrin in tissue. 
Nonpoint Source 

CMnmenh presented under each pollutanVsbessorare not required under Clean Mpendbr -46 
Water A& .ion 303(d). In a few cases, they provide necessary infmmlion. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND I MDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Nonpolnt Source 
Hgh ColHorm Count Hhlh 413 hues 

Nonpoint Swa, 
laad Low 413 Acns 

EYwated levels oflead h tbtm ands&nenf 
Nonpolnt Swa, 

PCBs Hhlh 41 3 Acnr 
Elevaled leuels ofPCBs m tissue Sl~ellfkh Hamsling Admwy br PCBs 

Nonpolnt Source 
Sediment Toxlclty Medium 41 3 Acnr 

Nonpoint Source 
~ m u m n  LOW 41 3 hues 

Eleva(edh1sofhbtdymm bssue 
Nonpolnt Source 

Zinc Medlum 413 hues 
Oevaled levels of z41~ in b s w  and sediment - ---em-- ---"--* Nonpolnt Source - -  

4 B PORTHUENEMEHARBOR(BACK a s . ~ ~  
BASINS) 

DDT Hlgh 50 Acnr 
Eleyaledlevels of DDTin hssm 

Nonpoint Source 
PAHs High 59 Acma 

Elevafed levels of PAHs m sediment 
Nonpolnt Source 

PCBs Hlgh 50 Acnr 
Elevated leWs of PC& m bssm 

Nonpolnt Source 
Trlbutyftln Low M Acns 

E l e W  levels of mbutymn h hssw, 
Nonpolnt Source 

Zinc Low 50 Acnr 
Elevaled levels of am in hssue 

w - w  

4 B SAN PEDRO BAY NEARSIOFF 405.12 
I-L SHORE ZONES- CABRILL0 PIER 

- 

4 AREA 
Chromium Low 10700 Acnr 

- W Elevaledlevels of c h m u m  m sediment 

0 NonpoinWolnt Source 
Copper LOW 10700 hues 

W Elevated levels of mpperin sediment. 
NonpolntlPoint Source 

CMnrnmts presented under each PolluianVsbeua am n d  required under Clean 
Water A d  Section 303(d). In a few cases. Uley pmvide necessary infolmafian. 

Appendix 4 7  



NmpoinUPdnt swna 
PAW Hiah 107W Asn+ 

Elevated levels ofPAHs m ssabmnt. 
NmpoinUPohltSourra 

PCBs Hieh I W W  Acnr 
Fish Gmsumph M s n y  for PCBs 

NonpoinUPdnt Sourra 
Sediment Toxlcny Medlum 10700 Aaa 

NonpolnUPdnt Source 
Zinc Low 10700 Aaa 

Elevated levels of* in sediment 
N~n~olnWoint So- 

4 B M A  MONICA BAY OFFSHORE 413.00 
AND NEARSHORE 

Cadmium 
ElevatedleWs ofcadmltm in sediment. 

NonpolnWolnt Source 
Chlordane 

Elewtedlevels ofchkrdane in sedinmt. 
NonpoinWoint Source 

Coppsr 
Elevated levels ofcopper in sediment. 

NonpolnWoint Source 
DOT 

Elevatedlevels of DDTin tissue and sediment 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Debris 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Fish Consumption Advisory 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

lead 
Elevated levels oflead in tisue and sadirnent. 

NonpolnWolnt Source 
Mercury 

Elevated levels o f m t y r n  sediment. 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Nickel 
Elevated levels of nickel in sediment. 

NonpolnWolnt Source 
PAHs 

Elevatedlevels ofPAHs in sediment. 
NonpoinWdnt M e  

Low 

Low 

Low 

High 

Low 

Hlah 

Low 

Medium 

Low 

Commenb pfesented under each pollutanVskeswx are n d  required under Clean Appndh -48 
Water Ac' *ion 303(d). In a few cares, mey pmvide n-aty infmtion. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND m dDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

asvatedlev& ofPCBs m bssus andsednnenL 
NonpaintRohtSource 

s.dimantTnxidly W l u m  16644 Acnr 
NonpomtRolnt Soume 

Slhw Lav 16644 Acnr 
eeva(ed1evelsofsawhbssus 

NonpolnWolnt Source 
Zinc Low 16644 Acnr 

Uevated lelgls ofm m sedmmt. -- % -fi 

4 B MMURAHARB0R:VENTURA -11 
KMS 

Hbh Colifam Cwnt High 40 h s  

-.--= 
4 C ABALONECDVEBEACH 405.11 

Beach Closures Mullurn 0.94 Mlles 
Nonwint S o m  

DDT 
EleVatedlewLs of DDTm sediment. 

Nonpoint Swrce 
PCBs H l ~ h  0.94 M k  

Fish C o n m p m  Ad3sory for PCBs. 
Nonpolnt Soum 

."+--w."...-wm,--, ....> , . * * . ~ w ~ - m ~ . ~ , " . , ~ , P - - . % . - - ~ ~ *  

4 C AMAWLLOBEACH 404.21 
om 

Fish Consumptian Advijory forDDT. 
Nonpolnt Source 

PCBs 
Fish Consumpm Adviswy for PCBs. 

Hlgh 0.3 Miles 

Hlgh 0.3 Miles 

Nonpolnt S o m  
v-a9"m ** 

4 C BIG ROCKBEACH 404.16 
Beach Closures Medium 1.09 Miles 

Nonwlnt Source 
DDT 

Fish Consumption Advisory fw DDT. 
Hlgh 1.09 Miles 

Nonpoint Soume 
Hbh Coliform Count Hloh 1.09 Miles 

Nonpalnt Source 
PCBs High 1.09 Miles 

Fish Consumpm Advisory for PCBs. 
Nonaaint So- 

Commenk presented under each polbtanVsbe~ are n d  requared under Clean 
Water A d  Se- 303(d) In a few cases, mey p W e  necessary information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(dI LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE -bvusw iw1*80 

Beach Clo+urea Medium 0.61 Nibs 
Nonpointswrrr 

DDT High 0.61 M L I  
Fish chsmpkmAdvisoryhDDT. 

Nonpolnt Some 
PCBs High 0.61 MiLar 

fish C o n s u ~ ~ f o r P C B s .  

---"*%"-- - .-,.M --m, w m m w  
Nonpoint ~ o m e  

4 C CAERILLOBEACH (MNER) LA 405.12 
HARBOR AREA 

Beach Clorums (Coliform) 
Nonpoint SoUlg 

DDT 
Fish Conswnp(ionAdisoryforDDT. 

Nonpoint Source 
PCBs 

Fish ConsumpLbn AoWmyforPCBs. 

Low 0.79 M l l g  

Hiah 0.79 Miles 

=----. 
Nonpolnt Source 

-ax-b*".* - ~ - , r . - ~ G w . * - ~  W B P  

4 C CABRlUOBEACH OUTER 405.12 
aaach closutw Madlum 0.3 HIES 

Nonpoint S o w  
DDT High 0.51 Miles 

Fish ~smpfion Advisory fwDDT. 
Nonpoint Sourar 

High Coilform Count Hiah 0.51 MLlg 
Nonpoint Source 

PCBs High 0.51 Mfles 
Fish ConsunWon Advfsw for PCBs. - Nonpoint Swrca 

4 C CARBONBEACH 404.M 
BwchClosurr+ Medium 1.48 M l k  

Nonpoint Source 
DDT High 1.48 Miles 

Fish CMsumpbBn Adviso'y fcf DDT. 

P Nonpoint Source 
PCBs Hlah 1.48 Miles 

4 fish Consumpbon Advisory for PCBs. - 
W Nonpoint Source 

- m .+ W? 

0 
4 C CASTLEROCKBEACH 405.13 

Beach Cloouns Medium 0.81 M i k  

0 Nonpoint Source 

Ccmments pesented undw wch pollutantlsbersor are not required under Clean Appendix MI 
Water M 'ion 303(d). In a few eases, they pmvide necassary infmmlion. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND a adDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE WOWJ~~UFEPA' I Z ~  

DDT 0.81 
F k h b x m @ b n W f w D D T .  

Nonpoint SMM 
PCBS HIQ~ oaj ~llrr 

FkhCon-AhnroryfwPCBJ. 

----w-*- -------...- Nonpolnt Source 
w.  --- 2 ------ 

4 C DANBLOCKERMEMORIAL 40431 
(COW)  BEACH 

Hgh Colifwm Count Hlsh 1 .Ob M b  
Nonpoint Source 

-m- 

4 C DOCKWEILERBEACH 40512 
Beach Closures Medium 5.4 Miles 

Nonpoint Soume 
Hgh ColIonn Count Hiah 5.4 Miles 

-w* *-* m%\- 

4 C ESCONDIDOBEACH 404.34 
Beach Closures Medium 205 Mlha 

Nonpoint Source 
om High 2.05 Miles 

Fmh Conswnpbon Adnsory for DDT 
Nonpoint Source 

PCBs Hiah 2.05 Miles 
fish Con- Adnsoryfor PCBs. 

"3% 

4 C FIAT ROCK POINT BEACH AREA 405.11 
Beach Clos- Medium 0.3 Miles 

NOnpOint Source 
DDT 

Fish Consumption Advfsory for DDT. 
Nonpoint Swrce 

PC- ~ i g h  03 M ~ B  
Fkh Consumpkm A A d w  fw PCBs. 

Nonpoint Source 
nvS.,-.< ms,vk,u 

4 C HERMOSABEACH 4Q5.12 

I-' Beach Closures Medium 1.88 Mlha 

4 m-+ 
Nonpoint Source 

4 C INSRRATlON POINT BEACH 405.11 

- W Beach Closures Medium 0.3 Miles 

0 Nonpoint S m  

4 
DDT High 0.3 Mi& 

Fish Consumpban Advmny fwDDT. 
Nonpoint Source 

Commenk presented under each polManU- are not required under Clean Appsndh 6 1  
Water Act Sedion 30yd) In a few cases, they pmvlde nemssary infamation. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE &F-IQ=A 

---m.', - , . P , w  - AX >--*MA 
NonpolntSouss 

-wm- 

4 C LACOSTABEACH 404.16 
Baah Closures Medium 0.74 W1b 

Nonpolnt S o m  
om  HI^^ 0.74 M A ~ S  

Fish Con- Amn'sory for DDT. 
Nonpoint Source 

PCBs Hiah 0.74 M l b  
Fish Constmplion A m w y  for PC%. 

m m * " w * .  . * - - - 6 . * P . " - %  
Nonpoint Soma - 

4 C WFLORESBEACH 401.15 
0m Hlah 0.76 Miles 

fish C o n s u m p b o n ~ f o r D D T .  
Nonpdnt- 

High ColHorm Count Hlah 0.76 M l b  
Nonpolnt Source 

PCBs High 0.76 MU- 
Fmh CMsumpbon Admay for PCBs 

-w---* 
Nonpolnt Source 

w* -z.wn-- ------ 
4 C WNNASBEACH 404.12 

Beach Closures Medium 1.25 M l h  
Nonpolnt Source 

DOT High 1.25 M l h  
fish CMJumplian Advisory for DDT 

Nonpoint Source 
PCBs High $ 2 5  Mllar 

FLdl CMsumpbon Advmny forPCBs. -- Y* 
Nonpolnt S ~ M  

4 C LEOCARlLLOBEACH(SOUTH0F 404.44 
COUNTY UNE) 

Beach Closures Medium 1.15 M i h  
Nonpolnt Source 

High Colifonn Count High 1.15 Mlles 

P -,.", ...,.=L.&-P----"- 
Nonpolnt S o m  

-1 4 C LONGPOINTBEACH 405.11 
om 

Fish Conmptiwr Adrisory for DDT. 
Nonpolnt Source 

High ColHorm Count 
Nonpolnt S o m  

High 0.45 Miles 

Hlah 0.45 M l h  

Comments presented under each pdlutanUsbessor are not wunred under Clean Appndk -52 
Water Ad m 30yd) In a few cases. Lhey pmvwle necessary l n h a b o n  



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031dl LIST AND m IIJIDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE * m a n d b r m  1- 

Nonpolnt souss 
em--- - ------P- 

4 C LUNALlABAY BEACH 405.11 
Beach Closures Medium 0.35 MI*. 

Beach Closuns Mdlum 1.13 Nibs 
Nonpolnt  sou^ 

DDT Hlgh 1.13 M k  
Fish Consumption Advisory forDDT. 

Nonpolnt SwM 
PCBs Hlgh 1.13 Mlles 

Fish Cc+xam Adn'soryfor PCBs 

~ m " w " . T s ' = - "  
Nonpolnt Jourcn 

4 C MWBUBEACH 40421 
Beach Closuns Mdlum 0.53 MI*. 

Nonpolnt Source 
DDT Hlgh 0.53 MI*. 

Fish Consumption Adn'sory fwDDT. 
Nonpoint Source 

(SURFRIDER) 
Beach Closures Medium 0.66 Mlks 

Nonpoint Source 
DOT High 0.66 Milea 

Fish Consumplion Advisory for DDT. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Hlgh Coliform Count High 0.66 Miles 
Nonpolnt Source 

PCBs Hbh 0.66 Milsr 
Fish Consumph Advisory for PCBs. 

4 C MANDALAY BEACH 403.11 

I-' Beach Closures Low 1.55 Mibs 

4 - 2  w m  

4 C MANHARANBEACH 
W 

405.12 
- Beach Closures Medlum 2.08 Miles 

0 - Nonpoht Source 
s " L s P " - -  

rD 4 C MARMA DEL REY HARBOR BE4CH 405.13 
Beach Closures Medlum 0.65 MI*. 

Nonpolnt Source 

Comments presented under each pollutanVstreJsa are not requared under Clean Apwndh 5 3  
Water Act W i n  303(dl. In a few cases, lhey provide necessary Information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE kem8dkmw.t i- 

High Collform Count 
Nonmlnl Soua, 

403.11 
BeKh Clo?rurss 

NonpoirA- 
High Collform Count 

Nanmlnl So- 

- - - - 

Low 1.35 Ml lg  

Medium 1.35 Mi lg  

4 C NICHOLASCANYON BEACH 404.43 
Beach Closuras Medium 1.94 M l k  

NOnpoint source 
D M  High 1.94 Mi lg  

Fkh Cmsumpmon Advisory fw DDT. 
Nonpoint Source 

PCBs High 1.94 Mi lg  
FkhCMsUmp~msoryfwPCe5. 

Nonpolnt source 
-=-..,..----- " W V -  ."- 

4 C PAW MRDE SHORELINE PARK 413.057 
BEACH 

Pathogens Low 0.12 M l b  
Source Unknown 

Pest-% Lar 0.12 Mlks 

P... 
Source Unknown .-.-*--. m.s"**"!!------m"- 

4 C PARADISE W E  BEACH 404.35 
Beach CIOOUIUS Medlum 1.33 Mi lg  

Nonpoint Source 
D M  Hteh 133 Mila 

Fish Consumpbon~swy for DDT 
Nonpoint Source 

High Coliform Count High 1.33 M b  
Nonpoint Source 

PCBs High 1.33 Ml lg  
Fnh CMsumpbm Advrwry for PCBs -- Nonpoint Source 

-s%r-----m- - **.em-- -- 
4 C PMNTDUMEBEACH 404.36 

P Beach Closures Medium 0.05 Miks 

4 
Nonpoint Source 

DDT High 0.95 Miles 

W Flsh Conswnpbon Advrsoiy for DDT. - 
P 

Nonpoint Source 
PCBs Hiah 095 Ml lg  

0 Iish Consumpfmn Adnsofy for PCBs. 
Nonpoint Source 

s-, d M m < % . ? M m  

Comments m t e d  undwezch ~ l u t a n V ~  are n d  required under Clean Apwndk -54 
Water Ar 'ion 303(d). In a few cases, they provide neQssary ihmation. 
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W h  Closuns Whnn 1.5 Miles 
Nonpolnt Souce 

Hbh 1.5 Mllar 

Nonpoint Sam 
PC& Hbh 1.5 M k  

m Cw,wmpbbnAdvisoryforPCBs. 
Nonpolnt Some ".--"- -c-m----m-~-w*%<~-. 

1 4 C 
Beach Clooures Medium 213 Miles . 

-,-"-a- 
NonpointSocnrr, 

\-?s-m- 

Beach Closures Medlum 23 MVna 
Nonpoint Source 

D W  Hlsh 22 Mllsr 
Fkh Conswnpbbn Advi'sory for DDT. 

Nonpolnt Soum 
PCBs High 22 Miles 

Fish Conwmpbbn Advisory for PCBs. 

,,,.#'.*..%".>m*,:~p 
source 

w --ww*rn------ 

M4.31 
Beach Closures Medium 1.68 Miles 

Nonpoint Source 
DW Hbh t.68 Mites 

Fish Consmption Adn'sory for DDT. 
Nonpoint Source 

PCBs High 168 Miles 
Fish Conwmplioir Advkory for PCBs. 

p- 

4 C 
Beach Closures Medium 1.37 Miles 

Nonpoint Sourse 
DDT High f.37 Mites 

Fish Consumption Advisory for DDT. 
C'L Nonpoint Source 

4 Hiah Coliform Count High 1.37 Miles 

W 
Nonpoint Soum 

- PCBs High 1.37 Miles 

P Fish Consumplion Advisory for PCBs. 

P 

Comments presented under each pollutanUslressu are not required under Clean 
Water A d  Section 30#d). b a few cases. they pmvide necessary informafion. 

Appendix 55 



Bakh clorure0 medium - *- -*<*-- Nonpol-- ,-* 
4 C ROBERTHMMRMEW3M& 404M 

BEACH 
Bassh C h u m  medium 1.23 Mites 

Nonpoint Source 
DDT High 123 Miles 

F& Ccnsumpbon Ahnsory fcf DDT. 
Nonpolnt Source 

PCBs High 1.23 Mlka 
f i # I l 2 Q l l w w b o n ~ f c f ~  

Nonpolnt So- 
- - m m  ----- 

4 C ROCKYPOINTBEACH 405.11 
Beach Churn5 Medium 0.57. Miles 

P 

4 C ROYALPALMS BEACH 405.11 
Beach Closuns Medium 1.06 Mbs  

Nonpolnt Source 
DDT Hlph 1.06 Miles 

Fish Consumpbon Adulsory for DDT. 
Nonpoint S o w  

PCBs High 1.06 Ml la  
Ftsh C o n s u r n  Ahnsory for PCBs 

-----*-<=e-s 

4 C SANTACLARAUNERESNARY 403.11 
BEACMURFERS KNOLL 

Hiah Colifonn Count Low 0.56 Mites 

Beach Closure0 Medium 2.95 Mi la  
Nonpoint Source 

High Colifmm Count Hlsk 2.95 Miss 
Nonpoint Source 

P - s s s . m , - - w - - - v  

P 4 C 

4 
Beach Closures Medium 0.67 Miles 

Nonpoint Sourw 

- W DDT High 0.67 Miles 

P 
Fish Cwrsumpbon Aobmiy for DDT. 

Nonpoint Source 

h) PCBs High 0.67 Mlka 
Fish Consumpban Ad&uy for PCBs 

.-< *- -*" "-**.% *--- 
CMnmenh prasented under each polhitanUsbessaare not required under Clean Appendix 46 

Water Ar %on 303(d) In a few cases, they pronde necessary infwmabon 

- 



404.11 
Beach Closures 

Nonpoint Source 
DDT 

Fish Con- A- WDDT. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Hgh ColHm Cwnt 
Nomint  Source 

PCBs 
Fish C a n m ~ A o U s o r y f o r P C B s .  

Nonnoint Sou- 

Medium 1.M Yi la  

High 1 .M Y t k  

Htgh 1.01 Milea 

Hbh 1.01 Mlles 

405.12 
Beach Closuns 

Nonpolnt Source 
, Hgh Coliform Count 

Medlum 0.58 Milor 

High 0.58 M l k  

4 C TRANCM BEACH (BROAD BEACH) 404.37 
Baach Closures ~ e d ~ u m  2.02  MI^ 

Nonpolnt Source 
DDT Hhh 2.02 Mlla 

Fish CanSumpth AoUsory for DDT. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Hlgh Cotifom Count High 2.02 Milea 
Nonpolnt Source 

PCBs High 2.02 Mltes 
Fish C a n s v m ~ ~ f o r P C B s  

Nonpolnt Source 

4 C VENICEBEACH 405.13 
Bexh Cloaures Msdlum 1.5 Mlla 

Nonpoint Souw 
High Coliform Cwnt High 1.5 MI& 

Nonpolnt Source 
----7 s 

4 C WHllESWlNTBEACH 405.11 
Beach Closures Medlum 0.7 Mlles 

Nonpoint Source 
DDT High 0.7 Mlles 

Fish Cansumpfion Advisory for DDT. 
Nonpolnt Source 

PCBs High 0.7 Mllea 
Fish Cansumpion Advimy for PCBs. 

W Nonpoint Source 

Commennts presented under each pollutantlsbessor are no( required undw Clean Appndia dl 
Water A d  S e M  W d ) .  In a few cases, they pmvKle necessary infomation. 
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Beash Closums Medium 22 Mibs 
Nonpolnt Sourar 

High Colifwm Count High 2 2  M k  
Nonpoint Souse 

*-*-s >-.- ,*---- -=- m 

4 C NMA(WESmARDBEACH) 404.36 
Beach Closures Medlum 1.65 M i k  

Nonpoint Sourw 
om ~ i g h  1.65 ~ihr 

Ffsh Consumpbon Adnsory for DDT. 
Nonpofnt Sarca 

PCBs High 1.65 M k  
Fah C o n s u m m  AhmoorforPCBs 

Nonpoint Sourw 
"-- 

4 E MAUBULAMON 404.21 
BenthlcComm. EmKts Medlum 32.5 AM. 

NonpolntlPolnt Source 
Enteric VIN- Hlgh 52.5 AsM 

NonpoinWolnt Source 
Eutmphis Medium 32.5 Acres 0193 1202 

NonpolntlPoint Source 
High Collform Count High 32.5 AM5 

NonpoinWolnt Source 
ShdMsh Harvesting Adv. Medium 32.5 A M 8  

NonpolnUPolnt Source 
Swlmmlng Restridions High 325 AM. 

Chlordane High Zwo Anas 12911 
E l e W  lev& of chlordane in tissue. 

Nonpoint Source 
Copwr Medium ZWO AM. 

NonpolnWolnt Source 
Dacthal High 2000 Acres a98 

Elevated levels of dacihal in tissue. 
Nonpolnt Source 

DDT High 2000 AsM 1298 
Elevatedkvels of DDTm tissue andsediment. EReckon b i m ' r e ~ f r o m  DDT. 

Nonpoint S o w  
Endooutlan High 2000 Acres 12911 

Eievatedlevels of endosulfan in tissue. 
Nonpoint Source 

Mercury High 2000 kma 
NonpointlPoint Sourse 

CwMlenk presented under each PollutanVStressa are not required undw Clean m n d h  58 
Water Ac icn(d). In a few cases. they pmvide necessary information. 
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NonpoinbPolntSwrce 
Nlbosan 

NonpoiMolnt Source 
PCBs 

Uevated l a d s  of PCBs in tissue. 
NonpointlPolnt source 

Sediment Toxlcw 
NonpointlPoint Source 

SalimentationlSiItation 
NonpointlPoint Swrce 

High ZWO 

High ZWO Afns 

2lnc Medium 2000 Acres 
NonpointlPoM Source ---.-.-.. ;--*---* <**:<.>-*~-7,"---- 

4 L CRYSTALME 40543 
Org. enrlchmenULow 0.0. Low 5.8 Ana 

wwm------ 
Nonpoint Source - 

4 L ECHOPARKLAKE 405.15 
Algae Low 23 Ana 

Nonpoint Source 
Ammonia Low 23 Acres 0194 1299 

Nonpoint Source 
Cwper LOW 23 ~ n a  

Nonpoint Source 
Eutmphlc Low 23 ACma 

Nonpoint Source 
Lead Low 23 ACma 

Nonpoint Source 
Odors Low 23 Afns 

Nonpoint Source 
PCBs Medium 23 Afns 

Elevated levels ofPC& in bssue. 
Nonpoint Source 

PH Medium 23 Aries 
Nonpoint Source 

Trash High 23 Acres 

P Nonpoint Source 
-*--,-*= ,--M',,ws-**- s--PmmM.- -- 

4 4 L ELDORADOIAKES 405.15 

W 
Algae Low 220 Acma 

Nonpoint Source 

P Ammonia Low 220 Acms 0194 1299 

V1 
Nonpolnt Source 

Copper LOW 220 ~ n a  
Nonpoint Source 

Comments preset& under each pallutanVsbesux are mt requir6d under Clean 
Water A d  -n 303(d). In a few wses, they provide necessary information. 

Appendix -59 
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EubophlC 
Nonpotnt Source 

Lead 
Nonpoint Source 

m u r y  
BevaiedleW d mercury h &%we. 

Nonpolnt Source 

pH 

Low Po kma 

Low Po Aaas 

Medium P O  Aaas 

Medlum P O  Acres 
Nonpolnt Source 

,*-*,., .*-. - ..., ..%.,*'>~"-- .-- .c,>A>-, .:-- ..-. ~ ~ - . ~ ~ w m ~ - m * - m x * : ~ . ~ . - m < ~ . . - * ~ - ~ - s  

4 L ELaAB€lHW(E 403.51 
Eubophlc 

Nonpolnt Source 
Om. enrichmentllow D.O. 

Nonpoint Source 

pH 
Nonpolnt Source 

Trash 

Low - 

Medium 

Medlum 

Low 

194 Acna 

194 kma 

194 Acres 

194 Aaas - ~ 

Nonpolnt Source .-.. *-,-mw- ~ ~ - . ~ . , ' ~ ~ - ~ , m ~ 3 s ~ - * x . - . ~ . ~ . , .  ,2..,.%wA~-~~~,,~>.~.m:--">.m"~s." 

4 L MECALABASAS 40521 
Ammonia 

Nonpoint Sourca 

Copper 
Elevated levels of copper in tissue. 

Nonwint Source 
DOT 

Elevatedlevels of DDTh tissue. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Eutrophlc 
Nonpoint Source 

Odors 
Nonpolnt Source 

Om. enrichmenULow 0.0. 
Nonpoint Source 

pH 
Nonpoint Source 

Unc 
Elevaiedlevels of linc in tissue. 

Low 

Medlum 

High 

Medlom 

Low 

Medium 

Medlum 

Law 

Aaas 

Acres 

Acns 

Acres 

Aaas 

Acrer 

kma 

Acres 

43 Nonpolnt Source 
-Mm.v" w,+-us- -.'--*-, . ~ ~ ~ M # ~ - , w - - ~ ~ ~ - c ~ , m . m ~ . , ~ ~ ~ m ,  

W 4 L LAKEHUGHES 403.51 

I-' 
Alsae Low 34 Acrsr 

Nonpoint Source 

a Eutrophic Medium 34 Asno 
Nonpolnt Source 

' Comments presented under each pollutanffsbesscr am not required under Clean Appndix M) 

Water A d  3n 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide nessary infwmation. 
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Fish mils W i u m  54 Aaa 
Nonpolnt source 

Odorr Low 34 Aaa 
Nonpoint ?area 

Tnsh Low 34 Aaa 
Nonpolnt Source 

--.-,--.,.a - * " m a r  .*---- 
4 L IAKEUNDERO 404.23 

A M  Medium 13.56 Asnr 
Nonpoint Source 

Chloride Low 13.56 Acns 
Nonpoint Source 

Eubophlc Medium 13.56 h r e z  0193 1202 
Nonpolnt Source 

Wm Low 13.56 Asnr 
Nonpolnt Soursr 

Sehlum Low 1 3 s  Asnr 
Elevated levels ofselenium in tissue. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Smif lc wnductMty Low 13.56 Auer 

NonpoiM Source 
Trash Low 13.56 Anar 

,>=w3"--...---BP 
Nonpoint Source 

p . m . .  v 

4 L .26 
M a e  Medium 213 k R S  

Nonpolnt Source 
Ammonia Low 213 Acres 

Nonpoint Source 
Eubophic Medium 213 Auer 0193 1202 

Nonpoint Source 
Mercury Medium 213 Acnr 

Bevaled levels of memfy in tissue. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Om. enrichmentkow D.O. Medium 213 Acrer 
Nonpoint Source 

w<:- , , d > : - ~ . ~ ~ ~ % ~ ~ . w m % s m ~  

4 L LEGGLAKE 405Al 
I-' Ammonia Low 70 Anss 

4 Nonpoint Source 

W Coppar LOW 70 ~ s n r  - Nonpoint Source 

I-' Lead Low 70 Asnr 

4 Nonpolnt Source 
Odon Low 70 Aars 

Nonpoint Sowu, 

* Cnnmenk presented under each pollutantlskessor am not required under Clean Apwndh 6 1  
Water A d  Section 3Wd). In a few cases, they p d e  necessary infcmnation. 



Nonpoint .Soma 
Trash Hiah m AM 

--- = -%- ." Nonpolnt S o w  

4 L UNMLNPARKLAKE 405.15 
Ammonia Low 7 Acm 0194 1299 

Nonpoint S o w  
Eubvphk W i u m  7 Asnr 

Nonpoint Source 
Lead Low 7 AM 

Nonpolnt Source 
won Low 7 AM 

Nonpoint Source 
Org. enrichmenthw D.O. Medium 7 Acrur 

Nonpolnt Source 
Tnsh High 7 Asnr 

Nonpolnt Source 
--=- " %- .- =------. 

4 L M A C H A W W ( E ( m R P A R K  405.12 
-) 

W e  LOW 452 AM 
Nonpolnt Some 

Ammonia Low 452 AM 
Nonpoint Some 

ChemA High 45.2 Acns 
Elevated levels of chemA jmsficfdes in lissue. 

Nonpoint Source 
Chlordane High 45.2 Acrus 

Elevated levels of chkrdam m bssw. fish Consumpton Adnsory for chlordane. 
Nonpolnt Source 

DDT High 45.2 AM 
EIevaM levels ofDDTrn tissue Fish Consunpiion Adnsory fw DDT. 

Nonpoint Source 
Dieldrin Hlah 452 Acres 

Elevated levels ofdmMnn m IISJUB 
Nonpoint Source 

Eutrophic LOW 452 Asnr 
Nonpoint Source 

Odors Low 45.2 AM 
Nonpolnt S m e  

PCBs High 462 AM 
Elevate9 levels of PCBs In bssue 

Nonpoint source 
Tnsh Low 45.2 Acres 

"-- - w ~ ~ ~ w ~ m ~ z ~ - ~ 3 . " ~ -  ---- -r -,.-",? -- 
a Comment+ m n t e d  under each pollutanUsbeuor are naf required under Ckan 
Water Ad ca 303(d). In a few cases. mey pmvide nemssary Information. 

Appendix 82 
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4 L MWBOULAI(E 404.24 
Algae Medium 69 Acres 

Nonpolnt So- 
Chlordane Low 63 Acnr 

Elevated lavels dd,kdam h ti-. 
NonpolntJF'olntSoum 

Copper w i u m  69 *cna 
Elevatedlev& ofmppsrin tissue. 

Nonpoint Sourca 
Eukwhlc Medlum 69 Acres 0193 1202 

Nonpolnt Sourca 
Org. enrichmentkow D.O. Medium 69 Acns 

Nonpoint Sourca 
PCBs Low 69 Acres 

Elevatedlevels ofPCBs in tissue. 
Nonpolnt Source 

-."me - ------&. 

4 L MATIWARESERWR 402.20 
Fkh banlelr Low 198 Acns 

----,m+w 
Dam ConstructlonlWratlon -"--- --w.-- =s-...."- ---,v- - 

4 L MCGRATH W(E(ESTUARYJ 403.11 
Chlordane High 1.35 Acns 

Ekvated levels of chlordane In sediment. 
Nonpolnt Sourca 

DDT Hhh 1.35 Asns 
Elevated levels of DDT in sediment 

Nonpolnt Source 
PartlcMes HI* 1.35 h s  

Elevatedlevels ofpesticides poiar) in sediment. 
Nonpoint Source 

Sediment Toxlclty Medium 1.35 Aaas 
Nonwlnt S o m e  

4 L MUNZIAKE 403.51 
Eutrophic 

Nonpoint Source 
Trash 

Low 15 Acres 

Low 15 Acres 

P * ~ - - . ~ L . . w A - , ~ x . ~ ~ w  
Nonpoint Sourca 

.------* 

4 4 L PECKROADPARKIAKE 405.41 
Chlordane Medium 166 Acns 

W Elevated levels of chlordane h tissue. 

P Nonpolnt Source 
DDT Medium 166 Acres 

10 Efevatedlevels of DDTin t i u .  
Nonpoint S o u m  

h m &  pesented under each pallutanVsbessor am na( required under Clean Appndh 4 3  
Water Ad Section 303(d). In a few cars*. they provlde necersaty inforrna6on. 



Lsad Low 166 kma 
Nonpoint Source 

Odo~s Low 166 Acnr 
Nonpoint Source 

Qg. anrlchmsntlLow D.O. W l u m  166 kma 
Nonpolnt S o w  

Trash Hbh 166 kma -- --,-- Nonpoint Souss 
.Aw-,,-*m m .--- 

4 L PUDDINGSTONE RESERVOIR 405.52 
Chkrdam Medium 582 kma 

Bevatedlevels dchbndana m bssue. 
Nonpolnt Sousr, 

DDT Medium 382 Acm 
Elevatedlevels d D D T m  bssw 

Nonpoint S o w  
Mercury Medium 382 Acnr 

Elevated levels of m r y  h hssue. 
Nonpoint S o u m  

Ckg. enrichmenULow D.O. Medium 382 h s  
Nonwint Source 

Medium 382 Acns 

w w - v z * * H P *  *".v-v-- --. Nonpoint "-- Source 

4 L SANTAFEDAMPARKMKE 405.41 
Copper LOW 70 ACM 

Nonpoint Source 
Lead Low 70 Acm 

Nonpoint Source 
pH Low 70 Acm 

--. "* Nonpolnt Source --- 
4 L WESTW(EW(E 40425 

Algae ~ e d i u m  186 ~cres 
Nonpoint Source 

Ammonia Low 186 Acres 
Nonpoint Source 

Chlordane Low 186 Asns 
Elevated levels of chlordane n, bssue 

Nonpoint Source 
Copper Medium 186 Acms 

Ekvatedlevels ofmpperin tissue 
Nonpoint Source 

Eutrophic Medium g86 Acns 0193 1202 
Nonpoint Source 

Crmmenk presented under ~ a c h  pollutanUsbsxx are not required under Clean 
Water Ad 'ion 303(d). In a few cases, they p r i d e  n m s s w  information. 

Appendix 44 



Nonpoint Sowca 
Om. e n r i c h m e n t i  D.O. Medium 186 h a s  

"'m--hm-p*-p 
Nonpoint S o w  --- = LT*-mmp-*m-- ->-" 

4 R ALSOCANYONWASH 405.21 
Selenium Low 10.13 M k  

--..wm.*-.a -- Nonpoint Source -----..--,-. ---*-- 
4 R ARROYOLASPOSAS REACH I 403.12 

(LEWIS SOMIS RD TO FOX 
-CA) 

Ammonia High 1.99 Miles 1298 
NonpoldPolnt Source 

Chloride Medium 1.99 ' M k  0197 1200 
NonpolnWoint Swrce 

DDT High 1.99 M i b  1298 
Ekvatedkvels of DDTn a m e n t .  

Nonpoint Source 
Nilrate and Nitrite Medium 1.99 Miles 1298 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
Sulfates Medium 1.99 Miles 

NonpolnUPolnt Source 
Total Dissolved Solids Medlum I .99 Miles 1298 

-wr - --- -- m".w'- A, -* *- 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

4 R ARROYOLAS POSASREACH 2 403.62 
(FOX BARRANCA TO MOORPARK 

(23)) 
Ammonia High 9.62 Mlles 1298 

NonpoinUPobt Source 
Chloride Medium 9.62 Miles 0197 1200 

NonpointlPolnt Source 
DDT High 9.62 Miles 1298 

Elevated lewls of DDT m sedtment 
Nonpoint Source 

N- and Nitrite Medium 9.62 M k  1298 
NonpolnVPoint Source 

P Sulfates Medium 9.62 M i b  
NonpolntlPolnt Source 

4 Total Dissolvad Solids Medium 9.62 Miles 

W m ~ - T M ~ ~ % ~ ~ e  -* ."w-#%m--- 
NonpolntlPolnt Source 

h) 
4 R ARROYO SECO REACH 1 (LA 405.15 

RNER TO WEST HOLLY AVE) 
Algae Low 7.02 Miles 

Nonpoint Source 

CDmmenk pesenM under each polluianUsbesM are not required under Clean Appendix 6 5  
Water A d  Sedan 303(d). In a few cases. they pmvide necessarf intormalion 



Hbh CoMorm Count 7.02 M i k  
Nonpoint Souma 

Tnsh Hbh 7.02 M i k  

,,--.-- .-> -.--w,.* w-\rn.w--- 
Nonpoint Sowee 

4 R ARROYO SECO REACH 2 (WEST 405.31 
HOLLY AVE TO DMLS GATE 
D M )  

Algae Low 2.53 M i a  
Nonpoint SoUM 

Hbh Coilform Count W i u m  2.53 Miles 
Nonpolnt Swru,  

Tnsh Hiah 2.53 Miles 

-:--~..~*-..v*,.- -P=w*.=..--."m.-'.-*. 
Nonpoint Swru,  

-=-*-~ 
4 R ARROYO SlMl REACH 1 403.62 

(MOORPARK FRWY (23) TO BREA 
m 

Ammonia Hbh 7.58 M k  1298 
NonpoinUPolnt Source 

Bomn Medium 7.58 M l k  
Nonpoint Source 

Chloride Medium 7.58 Miles 0197 1200 
Nonpolnt Source 

Chromium Low 7.58 Miles 
Eleveledlevels of chromium in tissue. 

NonpolnUPolnt SOUM 
Nickel Low 7.58 Miles 

Elevated levels of &kel h tissue. 
NonpolnUPoint Source 

Selenium Low 7.58 ~ i b s  
Elevated bvels of selm.um in tissue. 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
Silver Low 7.58 Mlbs 

Elevatedlevels of silver in tissue. 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Sulfates Medium 7.58 Miles 
Nonpoint Source 

P Total Dissolved Solids Medium 7.58 Miles 

4 Nonpoint Source 
Zinc Low 7.58 Miles 

W Elevated levels of dnc in tissue. 

h) %-- 

NonpoinUPoint Source 

4 R ARROYO SlMl REACH 2 (ABOVE 403.67 
h) BREA CANYON) 

Boron W i u m  11.12 Miles 
Nonpoint Source 

Comments presented under each pollutanVstressor are not required under Clean I\ppandLx 46 
Water Ad 'ion 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary information. 



Sulfates Medium 11.12 
Nonpoint Source 

Total Dlrrolvad Solids Medium * t i 2  M i k  
Nonpoint Ssuma - -=rn---L----S *'*pMm---xr*-- ---- 

4 R ASHLAND AVENUE DRAIN 405.13 
Hgh Coliform Count High 057 M i k  

Nonpoint Source 
Org. emichinentllow D.O. Low 0 . S  M k  

Nonpolnt Source 
Toxlcfty Low 057 Mibs 

Nonpolnt Source 
m 

4 R BWONACREEK 405.13 
h o n k  

EIevated levels da&c in tism. 
NonmlnVPoint Source 

Cadmium 
Elemtad levels of cadmium in sediment. 

NonpoinWoint Source 
ChsmA 

Elebafed levels ofchem4 wdicides in (issue. 
NonpoinVPolnt Source 

Chlordane 
Elevated levels of chlordane in tissue. 

NonpoinUPolnt Source 

Copper 
Elevated levels of capper In tissue and sediment. 

NonpoinWoint Source 
DDT 

Elevated levels of DOT in tiss~m. 
NonpolnUPoint Source 

Dieldrin 
Elevatedlevels of dieldrin in tissue. 

NonpoinWolnt Source 
Enteric Viruses 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
High Coliform Count 

NonpoinWoint Source 
Lead 

Elevatedlevels of lead in tissue and sediment. 
NonwinWoint Source 

PCBs 
Uevated levels of PCBs in tissue. 

NonpolnVPolnt Source 
Sediment Toxicity 

Non~oinWoint Source 

Medium 

Medium 

Hlgh 

High 

Medium 

High 

High 

High 

Hlgh 

Low 

High 

Medium 

Mlbs 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Miles 

Mibs 

Comments presented under each pollutanUsbessar are n d  required under Clean Appendh 6 7  
Water Act Section 303(d). In a few cases. mey pmvide necessary infamation. 
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C h i o ~ h m  High 6.16 M k  1298 
Elevated levels ofdrIwdam in iisw and sedimnt 

Nonpolnt- 
Chku~ylifos High 6.16 M k  1298 

Elevated levels  of^^ m &%e. 

N 0 n p o i n t S ~  
Dasmal High 6.16 M k  1298 

ElevatedJemls ofdaclhal h sedimsnt 
Nonpoint S o m  

DDT High 6.16 Miles 1298 
Eleveled levels of DDTm tissue am'sedimsnf. 

Nonpoint Sourca 
Dlaldrln Hklh 6.16 Miles 1298 

Bevahnl levels ofdiekiln in tissue. 
Nonpoint S o m  

Endoaulhn High 6.16 Miles 1298 
Elevahnl levels ofendosulfm m &%e and sediment 

Nonpoint Source 
Nitmgen Medium 6.16 Miles I298 

Nonpoint Source 
PCBs High 6.16 Mlies 

Elevated levels of PCBs m tissue. 
Nonpoint Source 

Toxaphene High 6.16 Miles 1298 
Elevated levels of toxaphene in tissue and s e d i m  

Nonpolnt Source 
ToxicUy High 6.16 Miles 

Nonpoint Source 
Trash Low 6.16 Miles 

Nonpolnt Source 
P 

4 R 
High ColKwm Count Low 9.81 Mil- 

s*- 

4 R BROWNBN?RbNCAlWNG 403.11 
CANYON 

NUrate and Nltrlte Medium 3.79 Miles 
P -2m-m- 

4 4 R BURBANK WESTERN CHANNEL 40521 
Algae Low 6.35 Milas 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
Ammonia High 635 Miles 0194 1299 

NonpolnWoint Source 
Cadmium Low 635 Miks 

NonpoinWolnt Source 

Comments pnsented under each pollutanVskessor are n d  required under Clean Appendix 49 
Water A d  Seclion 303(d). In a few cases. they pmvrle n-ry informaSon. 



NonpoinWOlIlt Source 
SsumlFoamunnrtunl Low 6.35 Y k  

NonpoinWoint Source 
~ m h  High 6.35 ~k - -rn* ., w - w *  - NonpoinWolnt Swrce 

4 R CAUEGUASCREEKREACHI 403.11 
(ESTUARYTO 0.5MI S OF 
BRooME RD) 

Ammonia High 2 2  M k  I298 
NonpoinWolnt Soum 

ChamA Hkh 22  M k  1298 
ElewIed IeWs dchwn.4 in tissue. 

Nonpolnt Swrce 
Chlordane High 22  Miles 1298 

Elevated levels of chlordane in tissue. 
Nonpoint S o w  

DDT High 22  Miles 1298 
Elevaledlevms ofDDTin Zssue andsediment. 

Nonpoint Source 
Endaulfan High 22  Mi la 1298 

Elevated levals of endosuthn in tissue. 
Nonpolnt S o w  

Nitrogen Medium 22 Miles 1298 
NonpoinWolnt Source 

PCBs HCh 2.2 Miles 
Elevated levels of PCBs in tisue. 

NonpoinWolnt Source 
Ssdlment Toxicity Medium 2.2 Ml la 

NonpoinWoint Soune 
Toxaphene High 22  Miles 1291) 

Elevated kws oftoxaphem in tissue and sediment. 
Nonpoint Source 

Toxicity High 22  Miles 
NonpoinUPolnt Source 

-.--,, " , . ~ , + , w m " * , , ~ - .  .m.--=m-m ,a."--,?#%- 

4 R CAUEGUAS CREEK REACH 2 (0.5 403.12 

P MIS OF BROOME RD TO 
POTRERO RD 

4] Ammonia High 2.3 Miles 1298 

W NonpoinWoint Source 
- ChemA High 2.3 Miles 1298 

h) Elevated levels of chem4 pestiddes in tissue. 

OI Nonpolnt Source 

Cammenis presented under each poUutanVs@essu am not required under Clean Appendix -70 
Water A d  - 'ion 303(d). In a few cases, mey pmvide necessary infctmatim. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND . .IDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

Chlordane Hish W Mlles 1298 
Elevated level dch!ntdafm in tissue. 

Nonpoint S o w  
Dacthal High 23  Mlka 1298 

Eleveted level of dadhal h &sue. 
Nonpoint S o w  

DDT High W Mlka 1298 
Elevated level of DDTin fmue and sediment. 

Nonpoint Source 
Endosullan Hish W Mlles 1298 

Bevaled level d a m n  in Ussue. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Ni twen Medbm 2 3  Miles 1298 
NonpolntfPoint Source 

PCBs High 23  Milet 
Elevated level of PCBs in tissu~. 

NonpoinWolnt Source 
Sediment Toxiclty Medium W Mi& 

NonpoinUPolnt Source 
Toxaphene High 2.3 Miles 1298 

Elevated level oftoxaphene in tissue andsediment. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Toxicity High 2.3 Miles 
NonpoinWolnt Source 

- R m *  4,.."~*M.<,=-*r' ..+ ,w,:.mm-**m>mv--m ,-w.bd".*w.%mw" 

4 R CALLEGUASCRE 3.12 
(POTRERO TO SOMlS RD) 

Chloride Medium 7.7 Milea 0197 1200 
NonpoinWolnt Source 

Nibate and Nitrite Medium 7.7 Milea 1298 
NonpoinWoint Source 

Total Dissolved Solids Medium 7.7 Mlka 

*ws.==-.*.u-,--, 
4 R COMPTONCREEK 405.15 

Copper LOW . 8.52 ~ i k a  
NonpoinWolnt Source 

Hlgh Coliform Count Medium 8.52 Milas 
p NonpoinWoint Source 

4 Lead Low 8.52 Miles 
NonpolnUPolnt Source 

- Ld pH Medium 8.52 Miles 

N NonpolnWoint Source 
.~....>mw.m,P*'rM<,--,--- M 

4 

' Comments presented under each poflufanllsbessa are n d  required under Clean Appendix -71 
Water Ad Section 303(d). In a few casss, they pmvide necessary information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

4 R CONWO CREEK 1 ARROYO 403.64 
CONEJO NMrm FORK 

Ammonla 
NonpointlPoint S o w  

Chlwdana 
Elevated l e e  ofdrlordane in &sue. 

Nonpoint Source 
DDT 

Elevatedlevek of DDT in IJJUS. 
Nonpoint Source 

Sulfates 
NonpoinUPolnt Source 

~ ~ ~ - - 

- ~ v v . . r . . : . = ~ , p  >--.a. *..msw-T*- 
NonpoinUPolnt Source 

4 R CONEJO CREEK REACH 1 (CONFL 403.12 
CALL TO SANTA ROSA RD) 

Algae 
NonpointPoint Source 

Ammonia 
NonpoinUPolnt Source 

Cadmium 
Elevated levels of cadmium in bssue. 

NonpoinVPolnt Source 
ChemA 

Elevated levels of chemA pesticides in tissue. 
Nonpoint Source 

Chromium 
Elevated lewls of chm.um in tissue. 

NonpointlPoint Source 
Dacthai 

Elevated levels ofdadhal in bssue. 
Nonpoint Source 

DDT 
Elevatedlevels of DDTh tissue. 

Nonpoint Source 
Endosuifan 

Elevated levels of endmuffin in tissue. 
Nonpoint Source 

Nickel 
Elevated levels of nickel in tissue. 

NonpolntlPoint Source 
Org. enrlchmanUlow D.O. 

NonpoinVPoint Source 

Cornrnenb presanted under each PollutantlsWeuor are nof required under Clean 
Water Ad 'ion 303(d). In a few cases. they pmvwle necessary information 

High 6.51 M0.r 1298 

Medium 6 1  M0.r 1298 

W i u m  6.51 Miles $298 

Medium 6.W M i k  

Madlum 6.51 Mlbs 

Low 5.8 Miles l a 8  

High 5.8 Miles 1298 

Medium 5.8 M i k  

Medium 5.8 Miles 

High 5.8 Miles 1298 

High 5.8 M i k  1298 

High 5.8 Miles 1298 

Medium 5.8 Miks 

Medium 5.8 M i k  



1998 CALIFORNIA 303Idl LIST AND . dDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE A ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ V U S E P A '  1 . . . a ~ a  

mvaiedievek of win ti-. 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Sulfates W i u m  5 8  Mi la  
NonpoinUPolnt =rce 

Total D l s s 0 W  Solids Medium 5.8 Y l l a  
NonpoinUPoint swM 

Toxaphene High 5.8 Mi la  1ZS8 
m v a M  levels of ioxaphene in Zsxm and sediment. 

Nonpoint S o w  
Toxiaty Hiah Sd M k  

NonpoinUPoint Source 
--**-- 

4 R CONWO CREEK REACH 2 (-A 40363 
ROSA RD m THO. OAKS c r r ~  
UMli) 

Alsae Low 2.67 Miles 1298 
NonpolnUPoint Source 

Ammonia High 2.67 Miles 1298 
NonpolnUPoint Source 

Cadmium Medium 2.67 Mlla 
Elevated levels of cadm'urn in fissue. 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
ChemA High 2.67 Mila 1298 

Elevatedlevels of chemA pesiiddes in tissue. 
Nonpoint Source 

Chlorlde Medium 2.67 Milea 0197 1200 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Chmmlum Medium 2.67 Mlbs 
Elevated levels ofchmmiurn in tissue. 

NonpoinUPolnt Source 
Oacthal High 2.67 Miles 1290 

Uevaied levels of dadha1 in ZSSWI. 
Nonpoint Sourca 

OW High 2.67 Miles 1298 
Elevaied levels of DDT in tissue. 

Nonpoint Source 
Endosunan High 2.67 Miles 1298 

OeMted levels ofendosulfan m tissue. 
Nonpoint Source 

Nickel Medium 2.67 M l k  
Elevated levels ofnickel In tissue. 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
Om. enrlchmentllow 0.0. Medium 2.67 Mila 

NonpoinUPoint Source 

' Comments presented under each poliutanIJsbessw are not required under Clean Appendtx -73 
Water A d  SecWn 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide nec=ssan/ infmalicn. 



Sihnr Medium 2.67 
ElemiedleveLsofY%win~.  

NonpdnWoint Smme 
suhtes Medium 2.67 M I h  

NonpoinUPdnt Source 
Total Dissolved Solids Medium 2.67 Mika 

NonpolnUPoint Source 
Toxsphene High 2.67 Milea 1298 

Usvated !ems of ioxaphmm in tissue and sediment. 
Nonpolnt Sourse 

Toxicity High 2.67 M k  
NonpolnWoint Source - 

4 R CONEJOCREEKREACH3 403.64 
(THWSAND OAKS m umrr TO 
LYNN RD.) 

M a e  
NonpolnWdnt Source 

Ammonia 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Cadmium 
Elevated levels of cadm'um in tissue. 

NonpolnWoint Source 
ChemA 

Elevated levels of cham4 pesii&es m tissue. 
Nonpolnt Soum 

Chromium 
Elevated levels of c h m  in ijssue. 

NonpolnUPolnt Soum 
Dadha1 

Elevaied levels of dadhal in tissue. 
Nonpoint S U M  

D m  
Elevaied levels of DDTin tissue. 

Nonpoint Source 
Endmulfan 

Efavaiedfavels of endosuifan in tissue. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Nickel 
Eleveted lewls of nickel in tissue. 

NonpolnWoint Source 
Org. enrichmenULow D.O. 

NonpoinWoint Source 
Silver 

Elevaied levels of silver in tissue. 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Comments presented under each pollutanVskessor are not required under Clean 
Water A t  ,on 303(d) In a few cases, they provlde necessaw information 

Appendix -74 

Lwv 

High 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

High 

High 

Hlah 

Medlum 

Medium 

Medium 

5.6 Miles 1298 

5.6 Miles 1298 

5.6 Mibs 

5.6 M i h  1298 

5.6 Milea 

5.6 Miles 1291) 

5.6 Miles 1298 

5.6 Miles 1298 

5.6 Miles 

5.6 Miles 

5.6 Miles 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303Id) LIST AND . IIDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ e r r w s d t ~ u s ~ p ~ '  l.--d~!lg 

Sulfates Medium 5.6 Yila 
NonpolntlPolnt Swm 

Tots1 Dkrolvsd Sollds Medium 5.6 Ulba 
NonpolntlPoint Soum 

Toxaphena High 5.6 MAa 1298 
rrwated bWs oftoxaplme in tissue and sedhmt. 

Nonpoint Source 
Toxicity High 5.6 Mlba 

NonpolntlPoint Soum 
**+.-,- .,,,... : : s , c - ~ T - ~ m - ~ s ~ r a . - . " m ~ - ~ ~ * * , ~ ~ ~  

4 R CONEJO CREEK REACH 4 (ABOVE 403.68 
LYNN RO.) 

AlClae Law 4.98 MI& 
NonpointlPoint Source 

Ammonia High 4.98 Miles 1298 
NonpoinWoint Soum 

ChemA Hiah 4.98 Miles 1298 
EleyBfedtevds ofched pestisides in fissue. 

Nonpoint Source 
Chloride Medium 4.98 Miles 0197 1200 

NonpoinWoint Source 
Dadhal High 4.98 Mlles 1298 

Elevated levels of dadhal in tissue. 
Nonpoint Soum 

DDT Hlah 498 Mila, 1298 
Elevafedlevels ofDDTh tissue. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Endwrulfan High 4.98 Mlles I298 

Elevated levels o f e m ' o w h  in tissue. 
Nonpoint Source 

Org. enrichmentRow D.O. Medium 498 Mlba 
NonpointlPolnt Source 

Sulfates Medium 4.98 Miles 
NonpointlPolnt Source 

Total Dissolved Solids Medium 4.98 Mibs 
NonpolnWoint Source 

Toxaphene High 4.98 Miles 1298 

P Elevated levels of foxaphene in tissue andsedimnt. 

43 
Nonpolnt Source 

Toxicity High 4.98 Mka 

Ld m-d- - NonpoinUPoint Soum 

W 4 R COYOTECREEK 405.15 
13.45 Miles 

P Abnormal Fish Histology Medium 
NonpointlPoint Soum 

Algae Medium 13.45 Miba 
NonpointlPoint Source 

Comrnenk presented under each pollulanUsbessw are not required under Clean m n d i x  -75 
Water Ad Section 303(d). In a few cam, they pmvide necessary infamation. 



Ammonia Hiah 13.45 Ml la  
NonpolnWoint Swrsa 

Hbh Collform Count W i u m  13.45 M k  
Nonpolntlpolnt Swrce 

S i h  Mmiium 13.45 Mile+ 
Bevated levels ofsrlverm bssue. 

..~- 
NonpolnWolnt Siurce 

-------=- . E I I X l " > - . . . . , - - - m - P . - -  

4 R DOMINGUQ CHANNEL (ABOVE 405.12 
VERMONTJ 

Aldlln Medium 9 Mile+ 
Eievatedlev& ofaMfin h tissue. 

NonpoinWoint Source 
Ammonia Low 9 Mlbs 

Nonpolntlpolnt Source 
ChsmA High 9 Mile+ 

Elevated levers ofchem4 jmdiddes in tissue. 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Chlordane High 9 Miles 
Erevatad levers ofchlam'am in tissue. 

NonpoinWolnt Source 
Chromium Medium 9 Mile+ 

Elevated levels ofchmmium in sediment. 
NonpolnUPolnt Source 

Copper LOW 9 Mibs 
NonpolnUPolnt Source 

D M  High 9 Mile+ 
Elevated levels of DDTm tissue and sediment. 

NonpolnWolnt Source 
Dieldrin Medium 9 Miles 

Hevatad levels ofdieMm m tissue. 
NonpoinWoint Source 

Hbh ColHon Count Low 9 Mile+ 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Lead Low 9 Miles 
Elevatedlevels oflead in tissue. 

NonpolnWolnt Source 
PAns High 9 Miles 

Elevated levels of PAHs in sediment 
NonpolnWoint Source 

PCBs High 9 Miles 
Elevated lev& ofPCBs in Issue. 

NonpolnWoint Source 
Zinc Hlgh 9 Miles 

Elevated levels ofzinc in sedment. 

--,->,, -,\... -.~."-~'~-v--.. ,'..a--p#-**".- -, , .-.,.,,.,,~., ~.-- 
Comments presented under each pollutanUstressw are nd required under Clean Appendix -76 

Water A d  tion 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary inf-tion. - 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND a dDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

4 R WMINGUEZ CHANNEL ESTUARY 405.12 
(TO VERMONT) 

Aldrin M i u m  8 1  Miles 
Elevated levels of&n in Lhm. 

NonpointlPoint Source 
Ammonia low 8.4 Miles 

NonpoinWoint Source 
bnth ic  Comm. Effects High 8.4 MU- 

NonpoinUPolnt S w m  
ChemA High 8 4  Miles 

Uevatedlevels of chemA pesibidas in Lhm. 
NonpointlPolnt Source 

Chlordane High 8.4 M b  
RevaiedleWs of d r k r d m  in tissue. 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
Chmmlum Medium 8 4  M i k  

Ebvetedlevels of chwmium in sediment 
NonpolntlPolnt S ~ U M  

Cower LOW 8~ M I ~ S  
NonpoinUPoint Source 

DDT Hlah 8 4  Miles 
Elevated levels of DDTin tissue end sediment. 

NonpolnUPolnt Source 
Dieldrln Medium 8A MIbs 

Uevatedlevels of dieldrin in tissue. 
NonpointlPoint Source 

Hlgh Coli fon Count Low 8A Mibs 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Lead Low 8A Miles 
Revaied levels of lead in tissue. 

NonpoinUPolnt Source 
PAHs Hhh 8A Mller 

Eleveledlevels of PAHs h sedimenf. 
NonpolntlPolnt Sourse 

PCBs Hlgh 8A MRas 
Elevated levels of PCBs in tissue. 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
k' Zlnc High 8.4 Miles 

4 Elevated levels ofzinc in sediment. 

W 
ource 

s*.,.:p-m,--.".".M""- 

W 
W 

- ' Comments presented under each pollutanVstrestor are not required under Clean 
Water A d  Section 303(d). In a few w s ,  they pwide necessary information. 



ChemA Hiah 13.5 Milsr 1298 
sevated W s  of- pediddes in iissue. 

Nonpolnt Sotme ' 

Chlordane High 13.5 MIba 1298 
Elevated bvsls ofchk&m in !issue. 

Nonpolnt Source 
om ~ i g h  13.5 M I I ~  1298 

Elevated lev& of DDTin iissue and dimen(. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Nitmaan ~edh lm 13.5 ~ik, 1298 
Nonpoint So- 

Sediment Toxicity Medlum 13.5 M l k  
Nonpolnt Source 

Toxaphene Hiah 13.5 M i k  1298 
Elevated bvels of ioxaphene in Lissue. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Toxicity Hlah 13.5 Miles 

Nonpoint Source - . - p * + - m - P r  " mn3w,, "------- --m--*-m w"?.v-- 

4 R FOXBARRANCA 403.62 
Bomn Medium 3.03 Miles 

Nonpolnt Source 
Nitrate and NMte Medium 3.03 Milea 1298 

Nonpolnt Source 
Sulfates Medium 3.03 Miles 

Nonpolnt Source 
Total Dissolved Solids Medlum 3.03 MIks 

Nonpoint Source - wm -- --- ST 

4 R LAS VIRGENES CREEK 40422 
Hlgh Coilform Count High 11.47 Milea 

Nonpoint Source 
NuMmts (Alga) Medium 11 A7 M k  0193 1202 

Nonpoint Source 
Org. enrichmentllow D.O. Medium 11 A7 Miles 

Nonpolnt Source 
ScMllFoamunnatural Low 11.47 Miles 

Nonpolnt Source 
Salenlum Low 11.47 M l k  

Nonpoint Source 
Trash Low 11.47 M l b  

--m.-.;:=:,=s 

Comments presented under each pollutantistressor are not requid under Clean rppendh -78 
Water Ac' tion 30yd). In a few cases, they provide nRzssary information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND . ,dDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

4 R UNDEROCREEKREACHI 40423 
& m e  w i u m  22 ~ l l e s  

Nonpoint souse 
Hlgh C o i l f m  Count Hiph 22 Mika 

Nonpoint Source 
ScunlFoamunnatural Low 2 2  Mika 

Nonpoint S o w  
Selenium Low 22 Mika 

Nonpoint S o w  
Trash Low 2 2  Mile, 

Nonpolnt Sousr, 
m , w " e , ' . w ~ ~ - w  6 ' h - Y P m '  

4 R UNDEROCREEKREACHZ 404.23 
M E )  

Algae Medium 4.8 ~ i l e s  
Nonpoint Soune 

High Coilform Count High 4.8 Mika 
Nonpoint Source 

ScumlFoamunnatural Low 4.8 M l b  
Nmpoint Sourea 

Selenium Low 4.8 Miles 
Nonpoint Source 

Tnsh Low 4.8 Miles 

P m - e m - . - - m P : s . . .  " ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ , . . * - ~ . ~ ~ * . . , : . : . ~ ~ - , . m ~ " . ~ ~ - ~ s . ~ ~ . ~ ~  

4 R LOS ANGELES RIVER RCPCH 1 405.12 
(ESTUARY TO CARSON STREET) 

Ammonia Hiuh 2.01 Miles 0194 1299 
NonpolnWoint S o u m  

Hlgh Collbnn Count Medium 2.01 Mfles 
NonpolnWolnt S o w  

Lead Low 201 Miles 
NonpointPoint Source 

Nutrients (Algae) Medium 2.01 Miles 0194 1299 
NonpoinWoint Source 

pH Medium 2.01 Miles 
NonpoinWoint Source 

P ScumlFoam-unnatural Low 2.01 Miles 
NonpointPoint Source 

4 Trash High 2.01 Miles 
NonpofnWolnt Source - W .-- -..x - % A ~ - m ~ m - . - w ~ ~ - ~ ' , , , ; , , 3 * w - T - ~  .wN.p-m'- 

W 4 R LOSANGELES RIVERREACH2 405.15 
(CARSON TO FIGUEROA STREET) 

U1 bmmonia High 19.37 M W  0194 1299 
NonpointlPolnt Source 

Commmk presented under each pollutanVsbsssor are not required under Clean Appsndix -79 
Water Act Sedan 303(d). In a few cases. they provide necessary infamation. 



High Colifmn Count Medium 19.37 
NonpolnWoint Soume 

L e d  Low 1917 M k  
Nonpolnwolnt Sou- 

Numants (Alga) Medium 19.37 M M94 1299 
NonpolnWoint Source 

Odors Low 19.37 MIks 
NonpolnWolnt Sourw 

Oil Madlum 19.37 Miles 
NonpolnWolnt Soume 

ScunlFoamunnatural Low 10.37 Miles 
NonpolnUPoint Sourw 

T-h Hiah 19.37 M k  -. - 
-*- 

NonpainWolnt Source 
*--a*- 

4 R LOS ANGELES RIVER REACH 3 40521 
(FIGUEROA ST TO RIVERSIDE DR) 

Ammonia High 7.24 Miles 0194 1299 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Nutrients (Algae) Medium 7.24 Milas 0194 1299 
NonpainWoint Sourw 

Odors Low 7.24 Miles 
NonpoinWoint Source 

ScumlFoamunnatural Low 7.24 Mlks 
NonpolnUPolnt Source 

T m h  Hlah 724 Mlks .. - 
NonpolnUPolnt Source 

ppp-,**m--%" ----'%- 

4 R LOS ANGELES RIVER REACH 4 40521 
(SEPUVEDA DR. TO SEPULVEDA 
D M )  

Ammonia Hlgh 11.84 Miles 0194 1269 
NonpolntlPoint Sourw 

High Colifnm Count Medium 11.84 Mil- 
NonpolnUPoint Source 

Lead Low 11.84 Miles 
NonpoinWoint Source 

NuWents (Algae) Medium 11.84 Mlles 0194 1299 
NonpolnUPoint Source 

Odors Low 11.84 Mlks 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

ScumlFoamunnatural Low 11.84 Miles 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Trash High 11.84 Mila 
NonpoinWolnt Source 

Canmenh presented under each p o l l u t a n t l m  are not required under Clean 
Water A l  'ion 303(d). In a few cases, lhey pmvide necessaly infonnatian. 

Appendix -80 

- 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND . .BDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

4 R LOSANGELESRlMRREACH5 40521 

Ammonia 
NonpoinWoint Source 

ChenlA 
NonpoinWoint soma 

ChlwWrHor, 
Elevated leW ofchhnpyfifns in t h m .  

NonpoinUPoint Source 
Nutrients (Algae) 

NonpoinWolnt Source 
Odors 

NonpointlPoint Source 
011 

NonpoinWolnt Source 
ScumlFoamunMtunl 

NonpointlPolnt Source 
Trash 

w i u m  1 .93 

Low 1.93 

Low 1.93 

Low 1.93 

High 1.93 

Miles 0194 1299 

Mlles 

Miles 

Miles 0194 1290 

Mlbs 

Miles 

Mlles 

Miles 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

-%-s-,L -mm-m-7'+.--* ..---- " ----.w.. * w - . . m - v - - - - - s A - -  

4 R 105 ANGELES RIVER REACH 6 405.21 
(ABOVE SEPULVEDA FLD CNTRL 
BASIN) 

Dichlomahylenel1,1DCE Low 6.17 Milas 
Nonpolnt Source 

Hbh ColHorm Count Low 6.17 Miles 
Nonpoint Source 

TetrachlomethylenePCE Low 6.17 Miles 
Nonpolnt Source 

TrlchloroethyienefKE Low 6.17 Mlbs -- 
4 R MWBUCREEK 404.21 

Fish banien Low 9.5 Miles 
Dam ConsbuclionlOperation 

High Colihrm Count Hiah 9.5 Milea 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

NuMents (Algae) Medlum 9.5 Miles 0193 1202 
b' NonpoinUPoint Source 

4 ScWoamunnatunl  Low 9.5 Miles 

W 
NonpofnWolnt Source 

T m h  Low 9.5 Mlles 

W 
4 

Cammew m n t e d  under each pollutantlsbessor are not required under Claan Appendix -81 
Water A d  S d o n  303(d). In a few Cases, lhey pmvide necessary information. 



Low 1.6 M I b  
Dam ConstrustlonrOparatbn 

-* %.4& < m*e -F - 
4 R MATIWACREEKREACHZ 

(ABOM RESERVOIR) 
Fish baninn Low 16.8 Miles 

Dam ConrtrustlonlOperation 
--w..%--- ---- .--- 

4 R MEDEACREEKREACHI (LAKE 40423 
TO CONFL WTrH UNDERO) 

Akme Medium 3.01 MIles 
Nonpoint Source 

High Coliform Count High 3.01 M i k  
Nonpolnt Source 

Selenium Low 3.01 Miles 
Nonpolnt Source 

Trash Low 3.01 Miles 

-*,&-- mm - 
4 R MEDEA CREEK REACH 2 (ABV 404.24 

COFL WITH UNDERO) 
Alwe Medium 5.44 Miles 

Nonpolnt Source 
~ i g h  Colnorrn Count High 5.44 Miles 

Nonpoint Source 
Selenium Low 5.44 Mlbs 

Nonpolnt Source 
Trash Low 5.44 Miles 

Nonpoint Source 

(CONFLTO ROWLER CYN) 
NHrate and Nitrlta Medium 8.16 Miles -- 

6 3  
Lead Low 2.09 Miles 

P --A*" 

4 4 
~ i g h  Coliform Count High 7.78 Mllea 

- W c- -*- 

W 4 R PlCOKENTERDRAlN 405.13 

a, Ammonla Low 4.77 Miles 
Nonpoint Source 

Cower Medium 4.77 Miles 
Nonpoint Source 

* Cwnmenk ctesented under each pollutantlslressw are n d  required under Clean Appendix -82 
Water Ac on 303(d) In a few cases. Mey pronde necessary infumabm - 



~ h r i c  v i m  ~ i a h  4.77  ma 
Nonpolnt S o u ~  

Hlgh Cdifonn Cwnt Hiah 4.77 Y k  
Nonpolnt Source 

Lead Low 4.77 M i k  
Nonpoint Snrcs 

PAW HCh 4.77 Y i k  
Nonpolnt Source 

Toxlclty Medium 4.77 M l k  
Nonpoint Source 

1-h LOW 4.77 MI- 
Nonpolnt Somcs 

---m-,vw. " - < : P - m - - w - 2 m "  

4 R REVOLON SLOUGH W N  BRANCH 403.11 
(MUGU LAGOON TO CENTRAL 
AVENUE) 

Akw Low 8.9 Mlles 1298 
Nonpolnt Source 

ChsmA High 8.9 M k  1298 
Elevafedlevels ofchem4 pesticides in tissue. 

Nonpoint Source 
Chlordane High 8.9 Miles 1298 

Elevaiedlevels of chlordane in tissue andsediment. 
Nonpoint Source 

Chlotpyifoo Hlah 8.9 Miles 1298 
Elevaied levels of chlorp*fas in tissue. 

NonpoM Source 
Dacthal High 8.9 Mller 1298 

Elevated levels ofdadha/ in sediment. 
Nonpoint S o w  

DDT High 8.9 Miles 1298 
Elevaied levels of DDTin tissue and sediment. 

Nonpoint Source 
Dieldrin High 8.9 Miles 1298 

Elevaied levels of dieMlin in tissue. 
Nonpolnt Soum 

Endosulfan High 8.9 Miles 1298 
Elevated levels of endosulfan in tissue and sediment. 

Nonpolnt Source 
Nltrosen Medium 8.9 Miles 1298 

Nonpoint Source 
PCBs High 8.9 Mllsa 

Elevated levels of PC& in tissue. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Selenium Low 84 MI- 
Nonpolnt Source 

Comments presented under each pdlutantlslressa are not requared under Clean mpendix -83 
Water A d  Sectlon 303(d). In a few cases, they provide necessarf intormabar 



&led levels o f ~ w  in (issue and sediment 
Nonpoint SouM 

TOxklW High 8 9  Mi*r 
Nonmnt S o w e  

Trash Low 8.9 M k  

._ *> ... . -, ...m-*.=-sm-m- .-,, "..--- Nmpolnt Sowca 
- . - m - m - m w m - * -  

4 R RIO DE SANTAClA?AlOXNARD 403.11 
DRAIN I) 

ChsmA High 2.48 MA.s 17.98 
EleValedleva~S orclnrm4 peswdm h t&wa 

N ~ p o l n t  Source 
Chlordane High 2.48 Mlks 1298 

Bevaledlevals of & M a w  in tissue. 
Nonpolnt Source 

om ~ i g h  2.48 Miles 1298 
ElevaledleveIs of DDTh (issue. 

Nonpoint Source 
Nltmgen Low 2.48 Mile 1298 

Nonpoint Source 
PCBs High 2.48 Miles 

Elevated levels of PCBs in tissue. 
Nonpolnt Source 

Sediment Toxic@ High 2.48 Miles 
Nonpoint Source 

Toxaphene High 2.48 Mlks 1298 
Elavatedlevels oflokaphew in tissue. 

---=. .- ~ % - . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ h " - ~ . ~ ' 7 ~ ~ . 7 ~ ~ . * a ~  
Nonpolnt Source 

-*-r-.-m-"%w 
4 R 405.15 

RIVER TO SNT ANA FWY) 
Ammonia Low 4.19 Miles 0194 1299 

NonpolntlPolnt Source 
Coppar LOW 4.19 Miles 

NonpointlPolnt Source 
High Collform Count Low 4.19 Miles 

NonpointlPoint Source 
Lead Low 4.19 Miles 

NonpolnUPoint Source 
pH Low 4.19 Miles 

NonpolnUPoint Source 
Trash High H 9  Mlks 

NonpointlPoint Source 
Zinc Low 4.1 9 Mlks 

"--- NonpolnVPolnt Source 
=*Am,..""m-,--- - , - 7 ' * a w . s " m ~  

Comments presented under each pollutanVsbessw are not required under Clean W n d i x  -84 
Water Af Son 303(d). In a few cases, lhey pmvide necessary information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031d) LIST AND m IIIIDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE *maedbvusw~' ra- . , ~ --~.~.. ., . .- . - ~. , ~~ 

4 R RIOHONWREACH2(AT 40515 
SPREADING GRWNDS) 

Ammanla Medium 2.71 Miles 0194 1299 
NonpoinWolnt Source 

Hbh Collfam Cwnt  Lav 2.71 Mika 

". , - - -~- . .~ . - \"=, -%,- - .&w~~p 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

.V*" . T c \ * \ . " m m ~ ~ * m ~ \ - . - - . m ~ # ~ ~ ~ -  "-,., 
4 R SAN GABWELRNEREASTFORK 405.43 

Trash Hlgh 12 MOss 

*--- 
Nonpolnt Source 

,,**-- ---.,.....- 
4 R SANGABWELRNERESTUARY 405.15 

Abnormal Fish Hirtdogy Medium 245 Miks 
NonpoinWoint Source 

Arsenic Low 2.95 Miles 
Bevated levels of arsenic in tissue. 

"'-= -.w.:."~"*.-.'x~-~ 
NonpolnWolnt Source -" '------p,m.,,.,a*"-* 

4 R SANGABWELRNERREACH I 405.15 
(ESTUARY TO FIRESTONE) 

Abnormal Fish Hlstoloqy Medium 8.73 Miles 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Atwe Medlum 8.73 Mika 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Ammonia Hlgh 8.73 M L s  
NonpolnVPoint S o u m  

High Coliform Count Low 8.73 Miks 
NonpolnWoint Source 

Toxlclty Medium 8.73 Miks 

- - - v w  
NonpolnWoint S o u m  

* - ~ . ~ s : ~ p ~ ~ b T : s m ,  

4 R SANGABRIEI. 
(FIRESTONETO WHRTIER 
NARROWS DAM 

Ammonia High 9.99 M l k  
NonpoinVPoint Source 

High Coilform Count Low 9.99 Mlbs 
NonpoinWoint Source 

Lead Low 9.99 Miks 

P ~ ~ , < , ~ A . , s s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ..,,.-- NonpoinWoint Source 
> r ~ ~ - m - w m M 6 . + * ~ m m d < ~ x  

4 4 R SANGABWEL H3 405.41 
(WHPmER NARROWS TO 

ld RAMONA) 

I& Toxlclty W i u m  352 MIks 
NonpolnWoint Source 

P ~ ~ - s m ~ A I . , * " 9 ' w . % W . . W ~  ,vxr's%m 

' Cornmenb presented under each pollutanVsb'essor are not required under Clean Appndh -85 
Water A d  Section 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary l n h t i o n .  



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

4 R SANJOSECREEKREACHI (SO 405.41 
CONK TO TEMPLE STREET) 

Noan Medium 1 H 2  Mlles 
NonpolnVPolnt Source 

Ammonia High 13.12 M k  
NonpoinWoint SwM 

High Coliform Count Low 13.12 Miles 
NonpolntlPolnt Source --- - m - " m P P - -  ,"G--w--=.= --m----- 

4 R SAN JOSECREEKREACH2 405.51 
(TEMPLE TO 1-10 AT WHITE AVE.) 

M a e  Medium 4.93 Mika 
NonpolntlPolnt Source 

Ammonia High 4.93 Ml!aa 
NonpointlPolnt Source 

Hbh Coilform Count Low 443 M i h  - 

-me., .-w~. 
NonpoinUPoint Source ---- 

4 R SANTACLARARNERESTUARY 403.11 
ChemA 

Nonpolnt Source 
High Coilform Count 

Nonpoint Source 
ToxaDhene 

Medium 2.07 Mlles 

Low 2.07 Milea 

Medium 2.07 Miles 
-. . . . - - -. - - 

,-m--*--*-."- mss-w-es .  ,-'"- 
4 R SANTACLARARNERREACH3 40321 

(DAM TO ABV SP CRKlsLW 
TIMBER CYN) 

Ammonia Medlum 13.24 Miles 
NonpolntlPolnt Source 

ChlorMe Medium 13.24 Miles 1297 
NonpointlPoint Source 

w- 

4 R SANTACLARARIVER REACH 7 403.51 
(BLUE CUT TO WEST PIER HWY 99) 

Ammonia Medium 9 H  Miles 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Chloride Medium 921 M i b  1297 

P Chhnide was Erstad by USEPA 

41 
NonpolntlPolnt Source 

High Coliform Count Low 9.21 Miles 
LI NonpolnUPolnt Source - 
I& 

Nibats and Nkrite Medium 921 Miles 
NonpolntlPolnt Source 

h) 

CommnD p m n W  under eadl pdlutanllstrsssor are n d  required under Clean 
Water At \on W(d)  In a few cases. they pmvlde necessaly mfonnation. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND , rlDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

R SANTA CLARA RNER REACH &W 403.51 
PIER HY W TO BOUQUET CYN RD 
BRG 

Ammonla Medium 3.42 M i h  
NonpoinWoint Source 

Ch- Medium 3.42 Mi la  1297 
ChIoMe was refisted by USEPA 

NonpolnWoint Source 
H$h Coliform Count Low 3.42 Miles 

NonpolnWolnt Source 
Nitrate and Nltrit. . Medium 3.42 Mi& 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
Org. enrichmentkow 0.0. Medium 3.42 Mi& 

.ms> , .w - -Tm-v .m,  
NonpointlPoint Source 

.-=7xr. v 
R SANTA CLARA RNER REACH 9 403.51 

(BOUQUET CYN RD.10 ABV LANG 
GAGNG) 

High Collform Count Low 12.69 M i h  
source 

-m.. --.- 
4 CANYON 405.13 

High Collfonn Count High 2.9 Miles 
Nonpoint Source 

Lead Low 24  Mlles 
Nonpoint Source 

--. ~ s ~ ~ - ~ . ~ m ~ ~ " m : m ~ ~ w ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , - - ~ . - " ~ ~ ,  

4 R SEPULVEDACANYON 405.13 
Ammonia Low 6.8 Miles 

Nonpoint Source 
High Collfonn Count Hiah 6.8 Miles 

Nonpoint Source 
Lead Low 6.8 Miles 

P 

4 
High Colifonn Count High 5.33 Miles 

Nonpoint Source 
m+-m.--.-..- 

P 
4 R 

Boron Medium 523 Miles 

4 NonpolnWoint Source 

W Chloride Medium 523 Miles 0197 1200 
NonpoinWoint Source 

& Sulfates Medium 523 Miles 

W NonpointPoint Source 
Total Dissoked Solids Medium 5.23 Miles 

~ s ~ . - . a , . . ; . . ~ , ~ ~ z . . ~ . ~ ~ * . ~ ? ~ - *  ,,.-.r*<-vm m-q,am.*-- 
NonpoinWoint Source -- 

Carnrnenk presented under each pdlutanUsbsswx are ncd required under Clean Appendh -37 
Water A d  Section 303(d) In a few cases. they provide necessary ~nfarmabon. 



Lead Low 8.6 M h a  

--"- - - - \ - - " w a m - . - P  
Nonpolnt Source .-.-,--- 

4 R TORRANCECARSONCHANNEL 405.12 
Copper LOW 12.6 ~ i k  

Nonpolnt Source 
High Coltform Count Medlum 126 M i k  

Nonpolnt Source 
Lead Low 126 M k  -- m. cwmmm, 

Nonpolnt Source 
w,.wv-* 

4 R TORREYCANYON CREEK 403.41 
Nlbate and NI1M. W i u m  1.7 Y I k  

-. -w.w--Rwv Nonpolnt Snasa 
4 R 

4 
Lead Low ' 406 M l k  

Nonpolnt Source 
Mercury Low 406 M i k  

mrn a --m-- 

4 R TRlUNFO CANYON CREEK REACH 404.25 
2 

Lead Low 148 M i k  
Nonpolnt Source 

M W r Y  Low 1.98 M l k  
Nonpolnt Source 

em"-- 

4 R NJUNGAWASH (LARWERTO M521 
HANSEN D M  

Ammonia Medium 9.68 Mllsr 0194 1299 
Nonpolnt Source 

Coppar Medlum 9.68 MII- 
Nonpolnt Source 

Hkh Coliform Count Low 9.68 M l k  
Nonpolnt S o m e  

W o n  Low 9.68 . Miles 

P Nonpolnt Source 
ScumlFoam-unnatural Low 9.68 Miles 

41 Nonpolnt Source 

W Trash High 9.68 Miles 

>-- "-, --=--=- Nonpolnt S o w  
I@ 4 R VENWRARMRESTUARY 402.10 

I@ Algae Low 035 Miks 
NonpolnVPolnt Source 

* Commenb presented under each pollutanusbessa am not qui red under Cban Appendk -88 
Water A d  'ion 303(d). In a few cases, they p-de necessaty information. 



~ r n  Medium 0.35 
Bemledkvak OfDDTin tissJa. 

Nanpdntlpolnt Source 
Eutmphic Low 0.35 M i k  

NonpolnUPoint S u m  
Trash Low 0.35 Mi& 

. - \ . \ ~ ~ - a . ~ m ~ . s ~ ~ - ~ ~ . * . ~ . ~ m ~ - ,  
NonpolnUPoint Swrce - 

4 R M M U R A R M R  REACH1 402.10 
(ESTvAW TO MAIN S T  

Algae LOW 0.18 ~ ik  
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Copper Low 0.18 M i k  
Elevatedlevels of copperm ISSUB. 

NonpolnVPolnt Source 
Silver Medium 0.18 Mlbs 

Uevatedlevels of silver h Uswe. 
NonpoinUPoint S u m  

Zinc Lav 0.18 Mlbs 
Elevatedlevek ofanc m tissu~. 

NonpointiPolnt Source 
---*.----.".s' - , * P m ' - - - . # - . - - - - P ? - - = - - .  

4 R VENTURARNER REACH 2 (MAIN 402.10 
ST. TO WELDON CANYON) 

Algae Low 4.64 Milea 
NonpoinUPolnt Source 

C w w r   ow 4.64 wbs 
Elevated levels ofcopper in tissue. 

NonpointiPoint Source 
Selenium Low 464 Miles 

Elevated levels of selenium in Uswe. 
NonpoinUPolnt Source 

Silver Medium 4.64 Mi lu  
Elevated levels of slverin bssue. 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
Zinc Low 4.64 M i k  

Elevatedlevels of znc m tlssue. 
NonpolnUPolnt Source 

P 
wmw-w- a " - - n w  

4 R MMURARMRREACH3 402.10 

4 (WELDON CANYON 10 CONFL WI  
COYOTE CR) 

td Pumping Low 0.78 M i k  

cP Nonpoint Source 
Water Dhenion Low 0.78 M l k  

ln Nonpoint Source 
a?- wm 

Commenk presented under Bach pollutanVsbeuor are n d  required under Clean Appndia -89 
Water A d  SecbM 303(d). In a few cases, they p m d e  necessary infamafion. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

4 R VENTURARIVERREACH4 
(COYOTE CREEKTO =NO 
ClUO RD. 

Pumping Low 14.94 Miles 
~onpolnt'sovce 

Water Diversion Low 14.94 Miha 
Nonpoint Source 

.>- :.,. '.."-,s.. .. ,,."*,. . . ~ w v . - - w a - w - . - - - a - - , * - - ~ ~  

4 R VERDUGOWASH REACH 1 (LA 40521 
RIVERTO VERDUGO RD.) 

AlgW Low 3.41 Miles 
Nonpolnt Source 

High Coiffirm Count Low 3 H  Miles 
Nonpoint Source 

Trash High 3.41 Miles - -*-*--- 
Nonpolnt Source 

*- * * --- -.=..-=mw-Y--- 

4 R VERDUGO WASH REACH 2 40524 
(AEOVEVERDUGO ROAD) 

Alaae LOW 5.55 ~ l b a  
Nonpolnt Source 

High ColHorm Count Low 5.55 Miles 
Nonpolnt Source 

Trash High 5.55 Mikt  
Nonpolnt Source --..... =..,.,*.--..%":~-*---- ..,-. --m,,.-*.s--%.*~%* ,~.: -,, . . A - - , ~ . ' s - s % < - m ~ . a " ~ ~ ~ ~  

4 R WALNUT CREEK WASH (DRAINS 405.41 
FROM PUDDINGSTONE 
RESERVOIR 

pH High 13.9 Miles 
NonpoinUPolnt Source 

ToxicW Medlum 13.9 Mlks 

" - M M P  

3.21 
BARRANCA 

Nitrate and Nitrite Medium 4.17 Miles 
Nonpolnt Source 

'--* w e " - , ~ & % ~ = * ~ ~ . ~ ~ p - m " - ~ . ' - - . . w - ~ ~ * v s ~ - * ~  

4 1 2  

P Ammonia Medium 4.9 Miles 

4 Nonpoint Source 
Copper LOW 4 4  ~ l l e s  

- W Nonpoint Source 

IP High Coliform Count Low 4.9 Miles 
Nonpolnt Source 

0 Lead Low 4 9  Mlles 

Cornmen* presented under each poUutanVsbessor are not required under Clean Appendix -80 
Water Ad on 303(d). In a few cases, mey pmvide necessaty information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND . .ADL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

4 T BWONACREMWETLANM 405.13 
h a n k  Medium 86 Acns 

Bwaied levels dame h Issue. 
Nonpolnt Sovcs 

Exo(icVegebtion Nonpolnt Source 
Low 86 Acns 

Habltat allsntions Low 86 Acns 
Nonpoint SWIW 

HydmmodiRcatlon Low 86 Acns 
Nonpolnt Som'ce 

Reduced Tldai Flushing Low 86 Acna 
Nonpoint Source 

Trash High 86 Acns 
Nonpoint So- - w-* * - w " - A * 7 -  -m -----m-------m,-- 

4 T COLORADOLACOON 405.12 
Chlordane High 13.6 h s  

Elevaied levels of &Mane m bswe and sedmmnt. 
Nonpoint Source 

DDT High 13.6 Acres 
Elevaied levels of DDTln  ISS SUB 

Nonpolnt Source 
Dkldrln Medium 13.6 h r  

Elevatedlevels ofdleidrin in tissue 
Nonpoint Source 

Lead Medium 13.6 h s  
Elevated levels of lead In bssue and sedrment 

Nonpoint Source 
PAHs High 13.6 k m a  

Elevatedlevels of PAHs m sedmmnt 
Nonpoint Source 

PCBs High 13.6 Acres 
Elevated levels of PCBs m bssue 

Nonpoint Source 
Sediment Toxicity Medium 13.6 Acres 

Nonpolnt Source 
Zinc Medium 13.6 Acres 

P Elevatedlevels ofnnc In sedlment 

4 
Nonpoint Source 

s"---s7?2 -*--" --qm---aw"m-a --8mm----w,-  -w-----" 

W 
4 T LOS CERRITOS CHANNEL 405.15 

- Ammonia Low 16 Acres 

rP Nonpoint Source 

4 Copper Low 16 Acns 
Nonpolnt Source 

Comments presented under each pollutantlskessor are not requared under Clean 
Water A d  Sectlon 303(d). In a few cases. they pmde necessaw information 



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ ~ V U S E P A '  1huav.m 

Nonpolnt Source 
Lead Low I 6  Aw 

Nonpolnt Source 
Zinc Medium 16 &ma - 

Nonpoint Sourr. - --" *- ppw-m-* - -& ------%.%--- L*wm -- - .. --m - >-*- 
5 E DELTAWATERWAYS 544.000 

Chlorpyrifffl Hlgh .(8W00 AMI 0198 1205 
n s r k u h  
Urban RunoffIStorm Sewn 

~ r n  Low 4mwa AMI 0104 I N 1  
mi'=- 

Diazlnon Hioh 4mwa AMI 0198 1205 
w c u n w e  
Urban RunoWStorm !%we= 

Elacttical Conductivity Wadlum 16000 AMI 0101 1211 
Agricultun 

Group A Pestkldes Low 480W AMI 0104 1211 

W t t m  
Mercury Hiah 480000 Acnr  0198 1205 

Reswne extraction m n e s  am abandoned mnes 
~esource Extraction 

Om. snrlchmenULow D.O. Hlah 75 Acnr 0101 1211 
Munlclpal Point Sources 
Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

Unknown Toxlciiy Medium 480000 AMI 0101 i n 1  
Source Unknown -- ---- 

5 L 210 
-ry Hiah 20700 Auua 0 1  1205 

-am-, 

5 L CLEARWE 513.520 
Mercury HCh 43000 Acns 0198 1205 

~ssourca Extnction 
Nutrients Low UWO Auua 0104 1211 

P m w *  a ? - "m 

4 
5 L DAwSCREEKRES 513.320 

Mercury Medlum 290 *na 0198 1211 

W - **# ra m- 

Ib 5 L KESWlCKRES 524AOO 

Q) 
Cadmium Medium 200 *na M98 12ll 

Resource Mact ion 
Comer Medium 200 0198 i n 1  

Resource Extraction 

Cornmrk wesenled under each pollutanVsbetsw are not requlred under Clean Appandk -92 
Water Ac w 303(d) In a few cases, mey provide necessary lnfainabw - 
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Auea 0198 12l I  

-."--,..-... ~,-.. .."M.% ..'.< 
Resource Exbactlon 

-m-w*-a,%..---- 

5 L MARSH CREEKRES 543.000 

Cadmium 
ResourceExtractlon 

Copper 
Resource Exhaction 

Zinc 

Low 20 Acns 0104 1211 

Low 20 Acns 0104 1211 

Low. 20 Auea 0104 1211 

Hiah Colifom Count Low 100 Acres 0104 1214 - 
Sewge Disposal 

-# P s - h W m -  w----w <--4*- ----- -- 
5 R AMERICANRIVERLOWER 519.210 

Group A Pesticides Low 23 Miles 0104 1211 
Urban RunofflStonn Sewers 

Mercury Medium 23 Miles 0101 1211 
R e w m  extrachon sources am abandoned mmes 

Resource Exbactlon 
Unknown Toxlclty Low 23 Mn- 0104 1211 

Source Unknown 
---*- --p=bPp ---*v", 

5 R ARCADECREEK 519.210 
ChlorWrifos Medium 10 Miles 0198 1211 

Urban RunofUStorm Sewer; 
Dlazlnon Medium 10 MIIes 0198 1211 

The agnuxfural sounr, of d m m  for l hea  wakvbcdms IS fmn aenal depminm. 
Aaricuiture - 

-,,,<*.&,"--.-- 
Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

5 R CACHECREEK 511.300 
Mercury High 35 Miles 0196 1205 

R e w m  exfraction swrces am abandoned mines. 
Resource Extraction 

Unknown Toxicity Medium 35 Miles OlM 1211 - 
W Source Unknown 

'---#"- ax=--- - 
bP 

5 R CHICKEN RANCH SLOUGH 519.210 
ChlorWrifos Medium 5 Miles 0198 l2 l l  

10 Urban RunoffIStorm Sewers 

Ccmmenb presented under each poflutanVstreswK are not required under Clean Appendix -93 
Water Act Section 303(d). In a faw cases, UIey pmvide necessaty Information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303fdl LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ m m , s d b v ~ ~ s ~ ~ '  1241a4 

- 
-.sw-,x..w *-.* .a- .-------.- Urban RunofUStonn Sewers - 

5 R COLUSADRAIN 520.210 
CarbofuranlFuradan 

AgrkUlture 
Gmup A Pesticides 

Agriculture 
Malathion 

Agriculun 
Methyl Parathion 

Agriculture 
Unknown Toxicny 

Medium 70 Mlbs 0101 1211 

Medium 70 Miles 0101 1211 

~ a d i u m  70 MII- OIM i n 1  

mdium n  MU.^ OIM $211 

Medium 70 Miles 0101 I211 

--*--m7L-, 
bgdcunure 

-am*....-- P--s"*m-*m 

5 R DOLLYCREEK 518.540 
Coppar ~ e d i u m  I ~ i l e s  0101 1211 

Resource exfradrw, sources am abandoned mines 
Resource Exbactlon 

Zinc Medium 1 Miles 0101 1211 
Resoum e~~ sourcesam abandoned mines 

=am* ,w.>*--n 
Resource Extraction 

..-<mad m-w- -=-=-b.m 

5 R DUNNCREEK 543.000 
Mercury Low 9 Miles 0104 1211 

ReSOune exbahn  sources am abandoned mrnes. 
Raource Extraction 

Metals Low 9 Miles 0104 1211 
Reswm exfradrw, .mums am abandoned m m s  

Resource Exiraction 
w.. - "- 

5 R ELDERCREEK 519.120 
ChiorpyrWos Medium I 0  Miles 0198 1211 

Urban RunotfIStorm Sewers 
Dlaslnon Medium 10 Mlles 0198 1211 

The agricvM,val source ofdiadnon fwthese waterbodies b from aerialdeposmbn. 
mricuiture - 

I-' -.--." -ew,-=--m ----- Urban Runotfffitonn Sewen --- 
4 5 R ELKGROVECREEK 519.110 

W Diazlnon Medium 5 Miles 0198 1211 
The agriWnuraI so- ofdia2hon fw these w a M i e s  is from aerial deposibbn. 

V1 Agriculture 

0 >.. ,* -.,-+'...-,-* m--fi-m-.-.*m.~" ', , ,. , . <'mA-~.,=~".m 
Urban RunofflStonn Sewen 

-wpm-. 

Comments presented under each pollutantlsbessw are not required under Clean Appndix 4 4  
Water Ad 'ion 303(d). In a few cases, they pmride nmssary infwmation. 
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5 R FAURIVER(PIT) a6.400 
SedimenhUonlSiltation Medium 25 M k  M04 1211 

Ag-lhlrsgnring 
HighwayfRoadBrldge Con-on 

--- SiMwltM, 

5 R FEATHERRIVER, LOWER 519.220 
Dlarlnon Hkh 60 Mller 0198 1205 

Agriwntm 
Urban RundUStm Sewers 

Gmup A Perticides Low 50 Mlbs 0104 1211 
Agr lwnm 

MmXlY Medium 60 Mibs MM 1211 
Resourn emBCtlM scums am aba&med moms 

Resource Extradon 
Unknown Toxiciiy Medium 50 Miles 0101 1211 

Source Unknown 
-= '...-*-- -*"-m--w 

5 R FNEMiLESLOUGH 544.000 
Chlorpyrifos Medium 1 M 0198 1211 

Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 
Diazlnon Medium 1 Mibs 0198 1211 

The agriwHura1 sourn of d i a d m  for these waterbodies is lim, aerial deposilion. 
fqricultun 
Urban RunoffIStwm Sewers 

~ . . . . . ~ - - " s . ~ m w . ~ ~ ~ - . , - - , # s ~ ~ - ~ ~  w # z m < ~ ~ ~ v - r 4 - " " w " . - ~ ~ ~ ~ w - ~ "  

5 R FRENCHRAVINE 516.320 
Bacteria Low 1 Mites 0104 1211 

Land Disposal - ,"*.- -- 
5 R HARDING DRAIN (NRLOCK IRR 535.500 

DlST LATERAL #5l 
Ammonia Low 7 Mikr 0104 1211 

Agriwlture 
Municipal Point Sources 

Chlorpyrifos Medium 7 Milea 0198 1211 
Agriwntm 

Dilalnon Medium 7 Mibs 0198 1211 

P fqriculture 

4 
Unkrmwn Toxicity Medium 7 Miles 0198 1211 

Agriculture 

W 
y - w *  " . S , W  

5 R 

Ln Mercury Medium 8 Milas 0101 1211 
Reswm extradion s o m s  an, abandoned mines. 

P 
-a,-. . m b " z - - - m P . . P , v - - - : -  

Commenk present& under each pollutanUsbeuor an, not required undw Clean Appendix -95 
Water A d  W o n  303(d) In a few cases. they provide nmssary lnformaban. 
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5 R HORSECREEK 
Cadmium Low 2 Mibs 0104 1211 

Resowce exhdion - am aban&md mines. 
Resource -on 

Comer LOW z Mibs 0104 1211 
Reswnxt exbecliDn scwms BR) -mines 

Resource Exbastlon 
isad Low 2 Miles 0104 1211 

Resourn axbaCliOn suufces am &n&ned mines 
Resource Extraction 

Zlnc Low 2 Ml la  0104 1211 
Resourn eatredm scwms am abandoned mines. 

"-- *-,,------ -- Resource Udractlon ".- ------ 
5 R HUMBUGCREEK 517.320 

C w w r  LOW 9 Miles 0104 1211 
Resourn exbadmn suufces am abandoned mines 

Resource Extraction 
Mercury Low 9 M l l a  0104 1211 

Re~oune exb'aclron scums am abandwed mines 
Resource Extraction 

SedimentattonlSiltation Low 9 Miles 0104 1211 
Resoum Ul(raction 

Anc Low 9 Miles 0104 1211 
Reswne emadion swrces am abandonedmnes 

Resource Extradon 
~ ~ . % ~ - ~ " ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ . ~ : . ~ ~ , . ~ . - ~ . . ~ ~ . ; ~ " - c ~ . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ . > . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ . ~ ~ m m ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ' , ~ . * .  -.- 

5 R JAMESCREEK 512240 
Mercury Low 6 M l l a  0104 1211 

Resourn emaction scums am abandoned mines. 
Resource Udractlon 

Nickel Low 6 MIks 0104 1211 
Resourn e&adion scums am abandoned mines. 

=- -*<--,m--- 
Resourn Extnction 

5 R KANAKACREEK 517.420 
Arsenic Low 1 Miles 0104 1211 

Reswne e m  m n e s  am abandoned mines. 

I-' - - Resource Extraction 
W h -  ----"' - 5 R KINGS RNER(L0WERI 551.900 

Electrical Conductivity 
AgriwUure 

Molybdenum 
Agriculture 

Toxaphene 

Low 30 Miles 0104 1211 

Low 30 Miles 0104 1211 

Low 30 Miles 0104 1211 

Comments presented under each pollutanVsbeuor are not required under Clean Appndix -86 
Water Ar 'ion 303(d). In a few cases, mey pmvlde necessary information. 
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5 R LITTLEBACKBONECREEK 
Asld Mine Dralnage Medium 1 M b  0104 1211 

Resource Emktlon 
Cadmium W l u m  1 M i k  M04 1211 

R e - e x b a d m s o u e e s a m ~ m + ' & s .  
Reswrce Extmdon 

Medium 1 M l k  0104 1211 
Reswrce emeclion s m m s  am abandmed mines. 

Resoume Mmct ion 
Zinc Medlum 1 M b  0404 12Il 

Resourn exbadkn sanas em abandoned mines. 
Reswrce Extrastion 

-m".* * m - p  - - 
5 R UTTLECOW CREEK 507.330 

Cadmium Low 1 M l k  0104 1211 
Resame extraction souses am abandonedminss. 

Reswrce Extraction 
C O W  Low 1 Miles 0104 1211 

Reswrce extrecliDn s m m s  am abandmcd m i n  
R ~ U M  Extradon 

Unc Low 1 M i b  0104 1211 
Reswne exlraclron s o m s  am abandoned mines 

Resource Extradon 
~ ~ m v . > = m ~ ~ - . w a  ~ ~ . l _ l ~ ~ ; x ~ . . Y . , ~ . , - ~ m ~ . , - ~ ~ _ _ / L ~ - ~ ~ w . .  

5 R UrnEGRRiLYCREEK 518.540 
Copper Medlum 10 Miles 0101 1202 

Mine Tallings 
Zinc Medium 10 Miles 0101 1202 

Mine Tailings 
P., m*#.m*.m*mn-~w'---m--*-mm*M~.---*. 

5 R LONETREECREEK 531.400 
Ammonla Low 15 MRsr I 1211 

Dalriss 
Blologlcal Oxygen Demand Low 15 M i k  0104 1211 

Dalriss 
Electrical Conductivity Low IS  Miles 0104 1211 

Dairies - - .. 
---s.-".%.m,-&.--* - , ~ m - s c s , - w ~ ~ - - - z - ~ 7 m  

P 
5 R MARSHCREEK 543.000 

Menurv LOW 24 Miles 0104 1211 

41 ~e&rce extaction sources ere abandonedmines. 

W 
Reswra, Extraction 

Metals Low 24 Miles 0104 1211 

ul Resourn extrecliDn sounes am abandoned mims. 
Resource -ion 

W ~ - ~ . ; = ~ ; - " - - M  

Cornmenh presented under each pollutantlsbersw are not required under Clean Appendix -97 
Water Ad Seclion 303(d). In a few cares. Mey p M e  n-av information 
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5 R MERCEDRWER, LOWER 535..000 
Chkrpyrifod High 60 Maaa I I205 

Agriculture 
Diazhlon Hieh 60 M k  0198 1205 

mh=h 
G m u ~  A Pesticides Low 60 M k  0104 1211 

---.'.., ,..--- -*---- 
Agrisultum 
----a, 

5 R MOKEWMNERMR.LOWER 531.200 
Cower Low 28 MIW 0104 in1 . . 

Rewm exta&m SOUO~S am ebambnsd M s .  
Resource Exbaction 

Zlnc Low 28 Miles 0104 1H1  
Reswn-a e&adh maces am ab&ed mines. 

Resource -on 

5 R MORWSONCREEK 519.120 
Diazinon Medlum 20 Mlles 0198 1211 

he agMura l  souroe ofdiadmn fcf these waieftdies is fmm aerialdeposibion. 
Aariwlture - 
Urban RunoWStotm Sewero 

-m*- -*- 
5 R MOSHERSLOUGH 544.000 

C h i o d o r  Medlum 2 Miles 0198 $211 
Urban RunofllStcmn Sewero 

Dlazlnon Medium 2 Mika 01S8 1211 
he aghdiural souroe of dianinon for these waterbodies is fmm aenal depsjtim. 

Agrlcultum 
Urban RunofllStotm Sewers 

'> -* ~ ~ p - , = m m w  M w - P  

5 R MUDSLOUGH 541.200 
Eamn Low 16 Mi la  0101 1211 

Agriwnum 
Elsctrical Condudhrily Low 16 Mika 0101 1211 

Agrlcunum 
Pesticides Low 16 Miles 0101 1211 

Agricuitm 
Selenium Hlgh 16 Miles 0592 1230 

Agriculture 
k' Unknown Toxicity Low 16 Miles 0101 1211 

41 -m*m-v 

W 5 R NATOMASEASTMIUN D M N  519.220 
Diazinon Medium 5 Miles 0198 1211 

uI rn agn&ual s o m a  ofdraz'fwn for these waterbodies rs horn aenal depmbm. 

IP Agriculture 
Urban RunomStmm Sewers 

Comments presented under each pdlutanUsLmssu am not required under Clean 
Water Ac' 'ion 30yd). In a few cases, they provide necessary infarnabon. 
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PCBs 12 Yila 0104 1211 

---.-.P- - w--=.-,- 
Urban RunafUStorm Semn 

5 R ORESTIMEACREEK 541.100 
Chbrimffor Medium I 0  M l k  M98 1211 

AgriCUnUR 
Diadnon 

Agrlcunw 
Unknown Taxicltv 

--..n--- .*- *m-- P 
- 

P 

5 R PANOCHECREEK CUM0 
Mercury Low 25 Miles 0104 1211 

~ e &  exbzdh  mums are abandoned mines. 
Resource Emastion 

S e d i m e n ~ l l a t b n  Low 40 Miles 0104 1211 
Agricunlw 
Agrlcunuregnring 
Road Constructlon 

Selenium Low 40 M i l u  0104 1211 
Agricuiture 
Agriwlturegnring 

,&3"..M- ~=wswL" - Road Constructlon 

5 R 00 
Nu(rients Low 100 Miles 0104 1211 

Agriwlture 
Agrlwlturegnring 

Om. enrlchmenVLow D.O. Low 100 Mlies 0104 1211 
Agficunwe 
Agriculturegrazlnq 

Temperature Low 100 Miles 0104 1211 
Agriculture - 

5 
TO DELTA) 

I-' Diarinon High 30 Miles 0198 1205 

4 Agricunure 
Mercury High 30 M i k  0198 1205 

- b R e w m  extradm sowes are abandoned mnes 

ul Resourea Exinctlon 
Unknown Toxicity Medium 185 MIIes 0101 1211 

ul Source Unknown ---"- *-- --- 
Comments presented under each p o l l u t & t l ~  are not required under Clean tappsndh; -99 

Water A d  Secbon 303(d). In a few cases. (hey pmvlde nxessav inionnation. 



Cadmium Hbh 40 M k  M% 1201 
Re- exbactkm sources am aLmcbmd mines. 

Resource ExIradon 
W r  nigh 40  ma 0136 IW 

Reswm exlracbbn somas am abandwred mines. 
Resourss Exbactlon 

Unknown Toxicity Medium M Miles 0101 1211 
Source Unknown 

Zinc Hkh  40 M k s  0196 1201 
Rescum extradkm scums am abandwred mines 

R e ~ u r s s  ExlracUon 
-*-- * , % - " * P P - - - m -  -.--- 

5 R SACRAMENTOSLOUGH 520.1 W 
Dlazinon Medium I Milea 0198 1211 

A g r i w w e  
Urban RunoRIStwm Sswws 

Mercury Medium 1 Miles 0198 1211 
Source Unknown 

5 R SALTSLOUGH 541.200 
Bomn 

Agriculture 
Chlorpyrlfos 

Agricunum 
Diarinon 

Agriwnure 
Electrical Conductivity 

Agriculture 
Selenium 

Agriculture 
Unknown Toxicity 

AarlcUItUre 

Low 15 Milea 0198 1211 

Low 15 Miles 0198 1214 

Low 15 Miles 0198 1211 

Low 15 Miles 0198 1211 

High 15 Mlles 0592 1298 

Low 15 Miles 0188 1211 

----*,, ""-.>-- - p:-=.=-"- -,= 
5 R SANCARLOSCREEK . 542.200 

Mereuw Low 1 Miles 0104 1211 
~ e & m  emaction scums am abandoned minss. 

P Resource Emaction 
.wm-* 

4 5 R SANJOAQUINRNER 544.000 

W 
B m n  High 130 Miles 0697 1299 

Agriwnure 

VI Chlorpyrifos High 130 Miles 0198 1205 

01 
Agriculture 

DDT Low 1% Miles 0104 1211 
Agriculture 

Comments presented under each pollutanusbessw am not required under Clean Appendix -100 
Water Al 'on 303(d). in a few cases. they provide necessary infwmation. 
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High 130 Mika 0198 1206 
Agriwmra 

El-l CondustMty Hhlh 130 Miles- owl 1299 
Agrkunurn 

G m p  A Pedddas Low 130 m k  0104 1211 
Agriculhna 

Selenium High 50 M k  0592 1200 
Agrisultura 

Unkmwn ToxlsNy Medlum 130 M i k  0198 l 2 l l  

-.,-e""c 
S o w  Unknown 

% - m v  --. 
5 R SPRINGCREEK 524.400 

Acid Mlm Lh'alnane Hiah 5 Mllaa 0198 Itll 
R e s W r a l e X b B C H O n ~ a m ~ m i n , s  

Resource m d l o n  
Cadmium High 5 M l k  M98 1211 

Resauce exbn&on somes am aban&ned nwms 
Resource Urnadion 

Cwpar  HIS^ 5 M I I ~  0198 1211 
Reswm evbaman scmm am abandonedmmes 

Resouma M a d l o n  
Zinc Hlgh 5 Miles 0198 1211 

R e m m  exhadion sources am abandonedmms 

>-- -*-- % m e . - . -  m -z---m -- -- 
5 R STANISLAUS RNER (LOWER) 535.300 

Dlazlnon High 48 M l l g  0198 1205 
Agriculture 

Gmup A Pestlcldes Low 48 M i l a  0104 1211 
Agriculture 

Unknown Toxlclly Medium 48 Mi le  0101 1211 
urns Unknown 

5 R STOCKTON DEEP WATER 
CHANNU 

Dloxln Medium 2 Miles 
m!s l ~ n g  was made by USEPA 

Point Source 

I-' Furans Medlum 2 MI- 

41 
mls 1,sbng was made by USEPA 

Polnt Source 

W PCBs Medium 2 Mlks . 
ul mrs 11ssbns was made by USEPA 

41 
,.-*---*---. - *-- -- 

5 R STRONGRANCHSLOUGH 519.210 
Chlorpyrlfor Medium 5 Milea M98 I211 

Urban RunofflStorm Sewers 

Comments presented under each pollutanUsImsa am not requared under Clean Appendix -101 
Water A d  Sedlon 303(d) In a few cases, mey pmvide necessary infamabm. 
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5 
Theagncu l tva lsocnceofd iazncmfw~~mssfwnaenafdepos id ion  

mm- 
-...'TL , = -<. ...v- 

U r b n  RunoWStorm Sman 
---* 

5 R SULFURCREEK 513.510 
M e W W  High 7 M k  0198 1205 

Reswrcs e,&adm scwcas are abandoned mums 
Resource Extradon 

*- % * -*-- - L-"s~-~~--P...~ -*-*- .--." 
5 R TEMPLECREEK 531.400 

Ammonia Low 10 MIIes 0104 1211 

Low I 0  M k  0104 1211 
- - .. . . . --.-. ,.-.*.* p-pu..-.M---m m. ' ~ v A . m . - ~ ~ . * ~ . . - - ~ ~ ~ , * . . " m - ~ ~ ~ . . . -  

5 R TOWNCREEK 526.200 
Cadmium Low 1 M k  0104 1211 

Resource exir&bn sourm are abandonedmnunes. 
Resource Exhactlon 

Coppar LOW I MII- 0104 1211 
Resource exlractiwr sourr;es are abandonedmines. 

Resource Extradon 
Lead Low 1 M l h  I 1211 

Resource exir&bn scwcas are abandonedmines. 
Resource Exbadon 

Zinc Low 1 Miles 0104 1211 
Reswrce extradbn socnces are abandoned mines. 

Resource Extraction 
-*-.-. ~ ~ " . . . - , % ~ ~ - ~ - . - ~ ~ - a - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ' A - ~ ~  

5 R NOLUMNE FWER (LOWER) 535.500 
Diarinon High 32 Miles 0198 1205 

Agriculture 
Group A Pestkides Low 32 Mlles 0104 1211 

Agriculture 
Unknown Toxlcity Medium 32 Miles 0101 1211 

Source Unknown 
wm-# .#m >sm+ 

5 R WESTSQUAWCREEK 505.100 
Cadmlum Medium 2 Miles 0104 1211 

Reswm exlradnn somas are abandoned mines 
Resource Extraction 

Copper ~ e d ~ u m  2 ~ i l e s  OIM 1211 
Reswrce exiradbn swrces are abandaned mines. 

Resource Extradon 
Lead Medium 2 Miles 0104 1211 

Resource exlradim s m w s  are abamxmedmines. 
Resource Exhactlon 

- C o r n e m  presented under each pollutant~slressor are not wuired under Clean Appendlx -102 
Water ~l 'on W d ) .  In a few cases, they pmvide necessary infwmation. 
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Zinc Neclium 2 M b  0104 1211 
R e s w r e a e x i r a c i m ~ a r e ~ ~  - - -.,.wL.- 

RasowmUmrctlon 
*-- * -- * \w.s 

5 R WIUOWCREEK(WHISKMOWN) 524.630 
Acld Mins hainage Lav 3 Miles 0104 1211 

Re- eximdmn -s are aba&md m s  
Resourn Umrctlon 

Low 3 Miles 0104 1211 
Resourea exiracim somms am a!Jan&md mnms 

Resource Umrctlon 
Zlrn Low 3 Mlla 0104 1211 

~ n e e x i r a c b o n ~ a r e a ! J m @ x & m h e s  

--.t.*.- 6 -  Shm- .m -.- 
5 W GRASSLANDSMARSHES Y1.200 

Electrical ConductMty Medium 8224 Acm 0101 1211 
&rtcunure 

Sehnlum Hlph 8224 Acres 0592 1298 
Agriculture 

v-\%-.-. *,M*W*. ,...~.~w.e"<?.~~-u,-." 

6 L BRIIJGEPORTRES 630.300 
Nutrients High 3MW) Acres 

Uvesfockgrazhg b wilands upgmdient of resemNOIc TMDLs to be addressed during years 6-13 of the next 13 
years ofthe Tt+JL devabpmantpmcess, resoureas mmiiilw. 

&risululn 
SadimentaUonlSlltatlon HCh 3000 Acm 

Watershed dsiwbance including livesfock gmzing. TMDLs to be Mressed dmUnng yeam 613 ofthe naxi f3  
yeam ofthe TMDL devabpment pmcesss, mresoms psnniUing. 

Source Unknown .*- w-.\..-enM-m-*"wP-<--, 

6 L 603.100 
Arsenic Hlgh 5280 Asna 

To be addressed as pati of Watershed Management Iniiiaiiva (WMI) for upper w t e M ,  tmginn%g nhB Years 
3-5 of WMl pmgmm, if resources permit. 

Natural Sourms 
Nutrients High 5280 Acres 

Source Unknown --.".-- --&- m'".."--*n,--.as- 

6 L 
p Priority Organics Low 960 Acres 

4 PCBs in fish aandsedirnent excsed Mananmum Tisue Residue Level uitelia; u n k m  mpointswrees. Phase I 
Tmckee R h r  sediment TMDL projecied fw mmplatnn in 1999. Additional m i l ~ ~ n s / s t u d y  necessty to 

- W determine swreau'cleanup potential for- organics. TMDLs for oganlcs to be addressed duIhg years 6 
13 ofthe next 13year-s ofthe TMDL deveIopmentpmcess, reannoespem,Mng. 

V1 
rD 

' Comments presented under each polluIanVstressw are not required under Clean Appendix -103 
Water A d  Section 303(d). In a fRv cases, they pmvide necessary infwmation. 
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Org. enrWmmMaw D.O. Hiph ZsOOO Aaa 
Nubients horn waslevaterdirposal to land. lhstod~ g-azing, omerwat- msh.bsnca. PmbCmrs behg 
a ~ ~ m r l ? 9 o f s e & s y s t e m d e v e l o p m e n l a n d R Y M C B ~ n o r p a h t s D u c e p n g r a m .  
TMDLs to be addressed d m  p a m  613  oflhe next 13 yeam dlhe TMDL -pfmxss, re-s 
pemimg. 

Land Development 
Nonpoint Source 
Range Land 

emm.-,Te:a.- ..n-.-.w= ,,T 
Dlrp-1 

6 L ORANTIACE 601.M)O 
~ n r e n l ~  Hinh 1085 ~ a a  0198 0199 

Tawled for 'easy (already funded) TMDL ~~ that a m %  horn na(urel-s 

*-am-. 

6 L HANYEERES 603.300 
Copper LOW 1800 ~ s n r  

Cqpperpmblem misled to elgbida use to prevent tasMdorpmMems h &inking d r - s  Fcnlher 
bidcgid nmibing being required. TMDLslo be addressed dufing pars 6-13 offhe next 13 pars ofthe 
TMDL d e v e ~ n f p l a e s s ,  msocnces penmmg, 

Habitat Modiffsation 

6 L HORSESHOE W(E(21 628.000 
SedimsntatlonlSllMlon Low 1 Asnr 

F u h r m i t w i n g  m a y m  deCsting. TMDLs, ifneededto be addmsseddthgyears 513  d m e  next 13 
years ofthe TMDL d e v e ~ n t  plaess, r e w t m s  pehitkg. 

6 L INDWCREEKRES 632.200 
Numents Hlclh 160 Acnr 0198 0199 

Resemi fomrty  M teN'ary-heated domestic wastewater from SouM Tahoe RaWic LMy Disbid; 
uWabiliiy ofheabnent pmcess led to eutmphi-. Disbid is rowrestwing resemlr Mlwgh flushhg with 
he& wafer. 

Wastewater 

Commenh piesenled under each PollutanVsbessa ant n d  required under Uean Appendix -104 
Water Ar icm 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessav information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND I alDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

6 L LAKETAHOE 
Nubienk nigh 420000 Csns 

WakKJheddMnbams. wbansbmwabr. a - i c .  L a k e i s t e m e ( e d f u ~ a n d ~  
~ ~ ~ b u t a ~ t o ~ t e k d e p e n d s ~ ~ ~ o f r e l a b l t , d m o d e l . ~ o d e l ~ a n d  
addihnd waledid assessment wem W e d  as a r e d  of 1997 fonm' lMMsftxan5a 
warershedtobemcdnaledwith Tahoe R ~ I U a ~ A ~ ~ % a l i m o f ~ h m n t o f  

Dralnag.IFilllng Of WeUsnds 
Highway Mainbnanca And Runoff 
HydromaMlcaUon 
Marinas 
Nonpolnt Source 
Other Urban Runoff 
SlMwlture 
Urban RunotrIStcnn Sam= 
WgtDwatar 

SedlmentetlonlSIIWion Hiah 120000 Acres 
Watershed disfufBanm indudrn Iqging, msbudh, cntran and i&hway M. Dambpmnt of TMDLp 
depends on availabil~ofreliable watershed model. Funding for final cabalion of U.C. D M  Tahoe Resear& 
grwp model, and for addma1 watershed a s s a m ,  was prwided as a result of 7997 plesid8nlial fonnn. 
TMDLs to be mo&ted wiU, Tahoe Regional Plannhg Agency's 2001 evaluafim ofallainmsnt of . - .  
envfmmnw threshoM standards. 

Source Unknown 
-',-,--$ <.x+.vm 

6 L PLEASANTVALLMRES W3.200 
Om. enrichmenULow D.O. HCh 445 Auea 

Pmblems related to rmtenhed disturbadresaenwimanagenmnt to be addressed togeMer with pmbbm in 
CmWrey Lake as part of me Watershed Management Iniliatiua: TMDLs to be addressed dur#19 pars 35 offhe 
next 13years dthe TMDL d e v e l o ~ p m c e u ,  ifmswrms prmit. 

Flow RegulationlModHicattion 

6 L STAMPEDERES 636.000 
PastlcMes Low 3444 Acres 

Sources w; m Jisniiicant ag"cuIhrre orresidential &v&pmenf in watemkd; feasi~ofredmUCIng 
loading pmbabfy low. RRecalculabbn of Maximum Tissua Reddm Level &ria makes delistkg pxdble in next 
cyde. TMDLs, ifneeded, will be addressedduringyears 673 dthe next 73yem oft% TMDL devekwxenl 

Y process. 

4 
Source Unknown ,,-- 

13 
6 L TINEMAHARES 603.200 

h e n k  Low 180 Aprs 

0 TMDLs to be addressed duhg yeam 613 ofthe next 13 years ofthe TMDL development-, m.sumes 
permmhg. 

k' Natural Source+ 
Nonpolnt Source 
UpImam Impoundment 

Comments presented under each pollutanVstressa are naf required under Clean Appendix -405 
Water A d  S e d m  303(d). In a few cases, they pfonde necessary information. 



Metab Low 180 Aaas 
W a ( e r s h e d ~ a n c a , u p J b e a m g 6 d h e n n a ' ~ o f d  TMDLs iobeaddwsdduhs~B13of  
t% next 73- ofma TMDL &ebpmntpraes$ ~ m s ~  

-.--.- -- Source Unknown 

6 L TOPAZUKE 631.100 
S .dhnnMloMlMon High PW Aaas 

Agmvhe,  mrduunel demsge d m  January 7997 M. TMDLs to be a d d r e d d u i g  6-73 of(M, 
next 13 years dthe TMDL devekpmnt pmcess. 18-s pmitthg. 

~riculturs 
Nanmtnt Swra 

6 L TWlNW(ES 603.100 
Nllmer& Low 3 Acna 

W a f e r s h e d d i s ~ l l ~ ~ . u b a n m m n : i o b e e d d r e s r e d ~ y e a r s 6 - 7 3 o f t h e W l 3 y e s r s o f M e ~  
deveropment pocas. ifmsomes permil 

Land DeMlopment 
Nonmlnt Sam 

,Mmmz*,~**--" *-v".,:m"mm--- 
Other Urban Runoff 

6 R AMARGOSARNER 609.000 
SalinllyKDSICMorldes Medlum 198 M k  0198 0199 

lntemalty dmined river with natursl high s a r i  targeted for.easp (almady funded) TMDL uskg 1998 Sedkm 
704/106mnt funds - 

Natural Sources 
--% -,*,%--- - 

6 R ASPENCREEK 632.100 
Metals High 4 Ml la 0198 0199 

Add drainage im Leviathan Miim; Lahontan RWOCB mine vKukplan to be dmwwnted as Phas I TMDL 
using 1998 Sec(nn 704/106gmnt funds. 

Acid Mine Dralnag. 
Natural Sources 
Nonmlnt Sou- 

6 R AURORACANYONCREEK 630.300 
Habltat alterations Low 13 Miles 

Livestock grszlng. Med cn basis oflimited data: fudher mil- may pennil delidicg. TMDLs, ifneeded, to 
be addressedduringyears 6 1 3  ofthe next l 3 p m  ofthe TMDL devekym$nt prmss,  n w u r r c e s p e e .  

Ran- Land 
w - , < - w . > w P &  ..-.,-..,.--# 

6 R BEARCREEK(R6) 635.200 

I-L SedlrnentaUonlSlltatlon Hlgh 4 M k  1195 0199 

4 Creek atleded by h y d W c  modification for ski re&~Owmaking pmd-mkW by sediment fmm pond dam 
break. Phase I sedinmnt TMDL f c f  TNdiae River and tributariespfaj&sd to be completed fcf&sin Plan 

W amendments in 1999, w'ng 1998 Sedion 104/106 grant funds; Phase 11 work has received Sectin 205W 
funding and win tw in  in 1998. 

0 HydmmodiRcation 

h) Nonpolnt Source 
, . .. - 2 - -  

Comments presented under each pollutant~shrwx am not required under Clean Appendix -106 
Water A< 'ion 303(d). In a few cases, U~ey pmvide necessary information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND a IU~DL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

6 R BLACKWOODCREEK 
SedlmmBtionlSllWion 8 Milea 0198 0199 

w - e d  b y p d  gravel wny warations and caw 2diswiwm. misbg usFs 
~ m t o b e ~ a S p h a s e I ' ~ W ( a l r e a d y l u n d e d ) ~ L u s i g 1 9 9 8 S e c d b n  101/106gan(furds 

ConsbudbnlLand Development 
HydmrnodiRsation 
N n n p o i n t s o ~  
Raroum Extnstfon 

Metals High 6 Mlks 
~ b y d r a ~ f m m ~ m i n e S m i n e i a . M g s i n ~  TMDLstobeaddessaddukrgyears613of 
ifm nexf 13years d i f m  TMDL dewkqmmnf W s s ,  rescums pennifbi?g. 

Mine Tailings 
Nonpoint Source 
Resource Exbactlon --., -"m. P - s m - W m  - M w  

6 R BRONCOCREEK 6'35.200 
SsdimntationlSiltation High I Mikr 1195 0199 

watershed disiufbance in nafura~y h@htye&Ne watershed: iargeied for sediment TMDL espsrt oflarper 
Tluckee IWer watemhd e M .  Phase I TMDL to be mmpfeiedin 1999 using 1998 S6dm lOUi06 grant 
funds: Phase It. usiw Sec6on 205ifunds. to b i n  in 1998. 

6 R BRYANTCREEK 632.100 
Metals High 10 Milea 0198 0199 

A M e d  by acidmine drainaga fmm Leviathan Mine. Pmblem being . s d d m d  by RWOCB ihmigh Lwfathan 
Mine wmWan; wa-kdan will be documented as Phase I 'caw (already funded) TMDL in 1998 ushg Ssdion 
104/106 grant funds. 

Asid Mine Mainage 

-"~-**- v 
Nonpoint Soum 

6 R CARSONRNER,EFK 632.100 
Nublents Hiah I Yi la  . . . ... ...-.. 

Probably kvestoch gndng. RNer was /!stad due to dab cdaded by State of Wneir  stab r i i n l 9 ~ 0 s .  
pmbbly m%cti"g drwght conddions. W has since de6ded ifm t i w r  for these poWuiants Fulhsrmonbmg 
mav suomrt dslisth in CA. TMDLS. #needed. to be a d d m d  dudm veam 3 5  of tha next 13 warn d t h e  

I-' 
- 

Nnnwint Source 

4 a,-.---%-=-*..* -m,%- -mw.w>-m-m. 
Range Land 

-=-,-*, 

W 6 R CLARKCANYON CREEK 630.300 

OI 
Habitat alterations Medium 5 Miles 

Livesiock gradng. listed on basis of w w  limited infnnnatbn. CRMP has been implemented slnca i98os: 
fuMlermitOnOnng may support delisting. TMDLs, ifneedad, to be addressed d u r n  pars 613 ofifm next 13 W yeam d fhe TMDL devekpmanf pnxess, reswms penniiiing. 

Ran- Land 

Comments presented under each pollutantlsbessor are not required under Clean nppndix 107 
Water A d  Sedion 303(d). In a few cases. Mey pmvide necassary informafim. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

6 R CWRWATERCftEEK 

W W  - > , . m p  
Range land 

-w-m-m, 

6 R CXJITONWOODCREEK(1) 603.300 
W a t d l o w  Vatiabiiny High 7 M k  

L a u e r r e a d , d c r e e k a W e d b y d i n , M f o r U U ) W ~ ;  TMJLstobead&assedduNKlysars613d 
l h e n e x t 1 3 y e a n o f l l m T M M ~ n l p m c e ~ s , r e ~ ~ .  

..,.. Flow RagUlationlModifi~(i0n 

6 R EASTWALKERRIVER 850.000 
~~~ - ... . . 

/ ~ ~ b i n  mines acdolherwala~dishrrbsIWX): /~@way m M .  t i~ isted~bsqrdi to elevaled&h tksm 
levels; needs rWhermoridonig fornmtakhnpacis andnmybemnsideredfordel~fornmlals hnext W. 
TMOLs, ~+#Ibeaddresseddurhgyeam 613oflhenext 13ysamoflhe TMOL dwaIqx+n(ms 

N&nl Sources 
Nonpoint Source 
Other Urban Runoff 
Range land 
Resource Exlnctlon 

SedimentatlonlSlltation Hbh 8 Miles 
River affected by luhid mleases M -port ~ e s e m i ;  mjcf&ment discharge maMed~~geUcfi by 
Stale Depamnl dUsh and Ganm. FurlhermmWng ofbmewal use recovery m y  dalb&g. 
TMDLs, #needed, lo be ad&assed during wars 613 dllm next 13 mars dlhe TMDL d e ~ n l ~ s s  . . 
msourCBS permiahg. 

P W M  vc& 

6 R GOODALECREEK 603.300 
SedlmentationlSlltation Low 9 M i k  

Potential fordeIMicg ioLbwing MermcMaing. Th4DL.s if needed, lo be addmssed durirg pars 613 ofthe 
next 13yeam oftha TMDL dewmrnenl ~mmss m-s cennimo. - 

mm ,m m h - p  
Range land - 

6 R GRAYCREEK (R6) 635.000 
SedimentationlSlltatlon Hbh 4 M i k  1195 0499 - -- 

Ikslurbance of nalura#y hghty emsm ivalershed, Phase I of lhe GDL m mmss,  to be mmplsted es & 
Plan amendmen( usrng 7998 SectJon 1W106 grant funds Sedmn 2050) iundng has been obtained for 
nwndomo lo beam m 1998 for use m Phase N ollhe TMDL 

P 
- - 

NatunlSnnras 

4 px..H-- 
Nonpoint Source 

.* .---,-* 

- W 6 R GREENCREEK 630.400 

01 
Habitat altwatlons Medium 1 Mlks 

Ueek a4ecled by hydmkbic dam msimebn, live- grazing. TMDLs to be addmssed during years 613 

rP dthe next 13parsoflhe TMDL debdopmnlpmcess. 
IipJmmodlRcaUon 

---& *,*-,-=-,- W p m  
Range Land 

h m e n k  presented undsr each pollutanVsbessor are n d  required under Clean Appendix 408 
Water Ad - +on 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide nacessary infcmaM. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND . I D L  PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

6 R GREENVALLEYLAKECREEK 628.200 

. ~ -~ ~ 

~ a r d y ~ ( ~ m k a m ) u e n , ~ e d h s b e a m h 1 9 8 0 ' $ . m ~ s h c a . s b w m ~ d  
lee%4uabm lo dslwrmne need forlibng. TMDLs, it nee& lo be &hsed dmkgpam 6 1 3  oftha next 13 
yearsoftha T U D L d e ~ t r w ~ c e s g  msoumsannitlim. - 

source UnYwwn "-*.,'--%- - m. > =. m w -  

6 R HEAVENLYVALLEYCREEK 634.100 
SedimanBtlonlSiitation Hlgh 4 Miles 0198 0199 

CnntkaMbysldmswtmnsbuc(anandmenance adinms. R~~~ntyamptedresatmsJterp$n WN 
p h a 9 8 M v n , d e ~ b e s e d o n ~ ~ ~ n t o f w a ( e r s h e d r e s l o r e h p r o j e d s M a s t e r P l a n c u n m l f y  
schedM to be daurrmtedas PhBSB I 'easy (abaady funded) TMDL uring 1998 Secbbn lMG6 gmnf rimds. 
(Needs fu(herdkcuJsion wilh USFS &IT mmnt monbriing data indicate possA@ need foraddithal m%rn9nt 
W.) 

ConstmUonlLand Devalopmant 
Habitat ModlRcatlon 
Hydromodilicatlon 
Land LIevelopmant 
Nonpolnt Source 

m.m-*-.-*"m.3--.-s-..-.*p 
Recreational ActMties . ~ > m . ~ ~ + " ~ . : , > ~ - . , , ~ " ~ ~ , , - < ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ . . ~ . . , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -  

6 R HOTCREEK(1) 631.400 
Haals Medium 5 Miles 01W 0199 

Nahnalgaoihermal drainage; cargebd for Basy'(already TMDL Wng 1998 Seclion 104fl06 ganifrnds 

--,. . ~ - ~ - . " * - , L - ~ " m ~ . - . , > , .  , . . ' . , : . . , . . * . " . . -m" . -~ . .m . -~m.e , -FP  
Natural Sources 

6 R HOTCREEK(2) 603.100 
Metals Hlgh 10 Miles 0198 0199 

Natuml gaomermal @rigs. Tatgated for 'easy' (already f4ndedJ TMDL u.slq s&km 104/106 grant hmds. 
NablalSnnces "-*es---..~.*'~--~,m*",. ,.- -.--ws w w m : ~ - ~ v ~ . - "  ?.,..*=--ww" 

6 R HOT SPRINGS CANYON CREEK 630.300 
SadlmentaUonlSlltation Medium 1 Mlbs 

Listed on basis oflimited data: furihernKmifodng may suppcfi delisling. TMDLs, #needed, la A? bemusd  
dw'ngyears 6 1 3  ofthe nexf 13years ofthe TMDL d e v e ~ p m c e s s  

Range Land 
-.----'.%----..mpv 

6 R INDIAN CREEK(1) 632.200 
M aneralions Hlgh 7 M b  

Wafemhed disfurbance horn livestock grazing. TMDLs to A? addressed as part of Camn Rhr WMI 

I-' 
implementatbn. - *,.<s-. . ,  

Pasture Land 

4 m , ~ = ~ ~ ~ . . < - s w * - - - w w m ~ w  

6 ,000 

W Flow aUeraUons Medium 6 Miles 

0 
Agficultural divemkws TMDL to be addressed dufing yeam 6 1 3  ofthe next 13 years of Um TMDL devekpment 
pmcess, as m m m s  permit 

V1 

comments presented under each pollutanVsbessor are nof required under Clean Appndlx -109 
water ~d M o n  303(d) In a few cases, they p m d e  nawssary lnfonnabon 



~ ~ - ~- . . ... .. .. 
m a d b y ~ ~ ~ ~ o s ~ n g e l e s ~ e p ~ o l w a ( e r s n d ~ . E a . t o r d e r s d r s s l m m n p o j a ( ~ ~ y :  
W p o b e b l y b e ~ M a s P h e s a I ' e a s y ' ( a * e e d y ~ T M D L d u i n g y b a s 3 5 d t h e  13-d 
TMDL im+mmbtm. msanes mmimm. 

~ ~- - 

~an,rreadr  ofpeekaffeded by a9ddmhepe horn ~eura(han &-.:re& has been ~ ~ & & f a i f & ~ s  
p e r t o f o m p i n g p o k m o n & t e m e n l p q e d . ~ R W O C B ~ L o b e ~ a s P h 1 ) 9 0 I  'eew 
(alrse6y rmded) TMDL ushg 1998 Secbbn 1W106 lpent futds 

Acid Mine Oralnags 

6 R LITTLEHOTCREEK W3.100 
Arsenk Medium 1 Ml lu  0198 1299 

Natural (gaaMe&) a w c ~  targatad for %a* (already furdad) TMM. ushg 1998 Sec(ion 104-108grenl 
funds. 

Natural Sources 
w-m-* . - . . . -m- - .  .,.., ,,+.*~ %.:, .*.=,zs..m-= 

6 R MAMMOTHCREEK 603.100 
...... - 

ManumLh Cmek is the headwaters o1Hd Creek p); ):Howsver, #is Needed by uban nnd l f r om the T a m  of 
Mammom Lakes as well as n e w  sauces of nw(slJ. Urbn ~ M p m b l w n s  el ManVmm are behg awlessud 
lhmugh the RWoCB's ongoing regulaibm andenfonementpmblems end Me W M  

Natural Sources 
Nonpoint Some 

p-,MM----mw--T " , A**-. " --%- a,- M- 

6 R MILLCREEK(1) 601.000 
Flow alterations High 7 Milea 

Creek a M  by water divemiom TMDLs 10 be addmssed dunng yeam 6 1 3  ofthe next 13 years of the TMDL 
dsvelapmentpmcess. msocnesspenndbng. 

Water Divarslona 
m m- 

6 R MIUCREEK(3) 641.300 
SedlmeMationlSlllatlon Medium 6 M b  

Lmslock graaw. TMDL to be addressed during years 613 ofthe nexi 13 pam ofthe TMDL dedapmnt 
pmces, remums permm. - Range Land 

6 R MWAVERNER 628.200 
Priority Organics High 10 Miles 

River was 303(d) Zsled in 1980's due to subsurface %antow slyl" Of~xiCPOnUta~ from Varkus 
UrbSMndusIMwms; lafer miioringshows mat" 'slq'has disJipasd bul same areas ofpdhdh remain. 
River is WmnUy a W l  pmrity watenhed mm empha* on revision of TD.YsaIhfty ob@c!lws. TUDLs for 
'mrmnWug'paDUtan1s lo be addmssed, dnecessary, dduring yeam 6 1 3  of Me nexi 13yeam ofW TUDL 
development pmcess. r e w m s  psnnimg. 

V I  Hazardous Waste 

0 Land Disposal 

Commenh presented under each pollutanUsbessar are not required under Clean Appandlx -140 
Water iU 'on 303(d). In a fw cases, they pmvide necessary information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303fd) LIST AND . .ADL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~aonued twus~p~~ .  1.-.&9 

Metals High 4 Y k  
~ f m m ~ ~ 5 ' W r w a M d * h u b a n c e . ~ t o b e b e ~ a s s e d a s p a r l d C a r s o n ~  
W e M d m a g y e a r s M o f W m * 1 1 3 y e a r s o f m d e ~ .  

."- m . L & ~ - . - m ~ = ~ . " . ~ - m = ~ x ~ .  
R.rourosExblctbn .," 

6 R OWENSRNER 603.300 

Arsenic from natural @cUmmaI s o m s ;  amcimts alieded by re~e~~oirmamgeami TMMs fu Long tl4 
( 6 0 3 . 1 O ) t o b e a W n , s s e d d u r i n g y e ~ 1 ~ M o 4 M e n e x t 1 3 y e a r s o f M e ~ d e ~ t p m c e ~ ~ . a s p e r t o f  
WMI, ifreswnxs permit. T M W  for Upper and Mkidle Owns HAS l6m.20 and 603.30) b be aWreSSsd 

a - * s % w m s  

6 R PINE CREEK (2) 

dun'ng years 613  pennit. 
Natural Sources 

Habnat alterstions High 120 Mi*s 
TMDLsfwLonsHA(630.10)bbeadmesredinyears34offhenext13ye8rsofMe TMDLdevebpm8nt 
p l ~ ~ ~ S S a s p a l t o f W W M I . ~ s ~ .  TMLnsforUpperandMMdeOmMsHA'stobemmresmd 
dunngyears 613  ofthe next 13yemofTMDL developnent m-spemtbW. 

m#m 
Flow RegulaUonlModnlcation 

w - w - - s  

637 300 . . . . . . - 
SedimentationlSlltaUon Hlgh 24 Miles 0198 0198 

Livestock w n g :  other watershed disturbance. Wa1ersheMishe"es mstomh by existing CRMP gmup to be 
dou,mented as 'easv'(already funded) TMDL, oras basis fordelisling, using 1998 Ssdm 1 M 0 6  m t f i n d s .  

Nonpoint Source 

6 R ROUGHCREEK 630.000 
Habitat altentlonr Medium 8 Miles 

Livestock grazing impacts. A d d h l  monitwing may pmvide gmunds for&Mktg. TM0L.S. $needed, to be 
addressed durhg years 613  ofthe next 13 years of the TMDL dmlopmenl pmcass, resumes pmMing. 

Range Land 

6 R SKEDADDLECREEK 637.100 
Hklh Coiiform Count Low 5 Mik. - 

Liveslock g d n g  on ELM land led ta mports ofhigh mliform levels several years ago: Mnmt slatus unkmnm. 
Fuflher monbrhg m y  sum &Isling. TMDLs, ifneeded. wrll be addmssed duringyears 6 1 3  o4W next 13 
years ofthe TMDL devebpnmtpmcess, resounespanniftinp. 

Range Land --*-..- -. ?--- 

p 6 R SNOWCREEK 

41 Habltat alteratlonr High 1 Miles 
DralnagdFilllng Of Wetlands 

td Land h l o p m e n t  

OI 
4 

Comments presented under each pollutantlsberwx are not required under Clean Appendix -111 
Water Acl S e d i  303d). In a few CBSBS, they pmvide necesrary ihfomwtion. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303fd) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE r ( m o u e d b v u ~ ~ ~ ~  12.kV-a 

SedbnanBtionlSilWlon Hhh 8 Mikr 11% 0199 
W ~ h ~ ~ ~ s l o ~ ~ e n d m n s b u c l l o n o f o t h e r f t u l W Y e s ~ l 9 6 0 W h a K  
Q'yfq#m;partofcreekwaschannehad. L m e r a e e k h a s ~ h X J h L w d k d ~ b a n s p a l S e v s r e  
walersheddamageocanedfmmJanuary1997~ng.PhsseI~7MDILobemnpleledushg1998 
s e c b D n l W / 1 0 6 ~ ~ d $ ' P h a s e l l t o b e g n n 1 9 9 8 u ~ s e c b D n ~ ~  

ConstrucWnlLand DeWqnnent 
DrainagalFllling Of Wetlands 
Highway Maintenance And Runoff 
HydmmodincDtial 
Natural Sources 
Nonpoint Soum 
Other Urban Runoff - Reauationai Activities 

6 R SUSANRIVER 637.200 
Unknown Toxkity High 59 M l k  

R n s r ~ b y n a h K a l ~ m a m n a d e ~ I d s c h a r g e s a n d W ~ d ~ .  TMDLsbbe 
addressed dunng years 613 offhe next 13 years of Ms TMDL development pmcass, resxrnrs pemumng. 

Agrlsunun 
Highway Malntenama And Runoff 
Natural sources 
Nonpoint Swrce 
Other Urban Runoff 

~ % ~ ~ m r ~ ~ ~ s > s ~ v # *  ,-,--T-# -,.-- S o u ~  Unknown 
- m . m s m m - * -  

6 R TRUCKEERNER &35.200 
SedlmentathEIltatlon High 106 M k  1195 0199 

W a t e M  dislurbsnce including skiresom, Y'hhIturaI ad.iv&s, urban development msenwlrcmMmJb 
and manageknt high& emsive subwatersheds Phase I d h n t  TMDL to be -fed Wng 1998 Sedm 
104/106granlf~mfs; Phase N wo& m.ng Section 2050 funds to begin in 1998. 

Source Unknown 

6 R nmLECREEK 603.300 
Habitat alterations Low 10 Miles 

Livestockgradng~ms. Potential fordelisb'ng following fudh9rmMMng. TMDLs, if&, to be 
~ d w i c g y e a r s  613ofthenext 13yemofthe TMDLdeve~pmcass ,  r e s o u , m s ~ ,  

--*-.m*A" 
Range Land 

- - m w - , m m  

U 6 R WARDCREEK 634.200 r 

45 
SedimentationlSlltation High 7 M k  

Watershed dshr rbm TMDLs to be devsIopedasparf ofthose fwLake Tahm dunng yeam 513 offhe nexi 

W 73parsoffhe TMDL -ntpvcess asresounespemul. 

0 
land Devslopment 
Nonpoint Source 

0) 
7- v m m -  

Commrk pesented under each WlutanVstressa are not requlmd under Clean 
Water Ar 'on 303(d) In a few cases, they p d e  nemssary informa6on. 



1998 CALlFORNlA 303(d) LIST AND . adDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ e p w e d b v u s ~ p ~ '  L.M 

Sedimenta~i l taUon High 1 YAr 
~ . ~ h r g l m a y ~ W ~ s e W m p a d e d b ~ J r n u a r y 1 9 9 7 f l o o 6 8 ~ o f  
h ~ y w e s h e d o u t a n d ~ L n d e r e ~ ~ b o M w a h m C ~ ~ )  
T M o l s t o b e a d d r e s s a d l h m u g h W p m c e ~ s ( m ~ ~ s a r e m ( a t e d ) , ~ p D b a b l y d u m g y e s r s 6  
13ofthenext13~~dtheTMDLdevekpmentpmcess,asnrsucsspe& 

M m h  
Nonpoint Source .------. mm- 

R WWCREEK(1) 632.100 
SedlmentatlonlSilWion Hlah 14 M i k  

Lmstockgmnng Roblemstobeaddn,ssedasprtofCarsonWverWMleffDltdumgyears35d(henext13 
years ofthe TMDL demkwmtpmcess r8s(lunrespemumng. 

R m -  I and -- 
6 S ALKALILAKE, LOWER 641.000 

S a l i n R y ~ h l o r i d e s  Madium 10855 Acrsr 0198 0199 
Nahufnlinternalty drainad lab: affected by agmdkml divemiom fmm tiiburarias N m  in@& to be 
dccumented as 'easy (already fundad) TMDL w'ng 1998 Sedan 1WllOg gant funds. 

Flow RegulatlonlModiflcaUon 
Natural Sources 
Nonpoint Source -- . ~ s T ~ ~ = - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ s - . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  =xp*-"mp 

6 S ALKALILAKE, MIDDLE 641.000 
SalinMWDSIChlorldes W l u m  39475 Acres 0198 0199 

Naturelintemally drelnedlake affected by a g ~ r e l  dr~~rsions h n  Mbutarias Nebnal in@mnt to be 
documentedas 'Bagy (almadyfunded) TMDL udng 1998 Sedion 104A06 gfantfunds. 

Flow RegulatlonlModMcdtion 
Natural Sources 
Nonaaint Sou- . . . . . -. . . . . - . -. . - 

s - m ~ ~ - " x ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -  *-- 
6 S ALKWIAKE. UPPER 641.000 

SalinRyllDSnhlorides Medium 24250 Acns I 0199 
Natural intarnally dmMd lake affeded by a g r i ~ r a l  divambm fmm tribulafks Natural imp&rment to be 
dourmented as -eaW (already funded) TMDL using 1998 Sedan 1Wl06 grant funds 

Flow RegulaUonlMcdMcation 
Natural Sources 
Nonpoint Sourea 

-m-== m -- 
6 S DEEPSPRINGS W(E W5.000 

P SalinRy/TDSIChlorldeo Medium 1400 Acres 0198 0199 
Natural mtemaw dr81n-d lake: 'nahrrel rmpa#mW to be documented as 'easy (already funded) TMDL ushg 

4;] 1998 Sechon 104/106 grant funds 

W Nonpoint Sour- 
--"% -, - ----- 

01 
10 

Cwnmenk presented under each pollutanVsbessw are not required under Clean Appendix 413 
Water A d  SBdion 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary informalion. 





1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND n aIDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

6  S MONOIAKE 601.WO 
SalinllWEJChlorideb Hiah 3 W  Acnr 0198 M99 

N a l u a n y ~ , ~ d r a i n e d l a k e ~ ~ s e d T D S d u e t o ~ ~ ~ b y L m ~ D e p L  
of Waferand Paver. N a W  hhLJh bawls of toxic elements to be admesssd Unuugh 'eaW (aCeadyfcnded) 
TMDLuninSecbon104nffigantfunds 

Souma Unknown 
2--- - -zrm 

6  S OWENS- 603.300 
SallnilyflKJSJChl~s Low 20000 Ftcms 

N e t d  intemlny d-aimd sakm lake Mlh lake level d%cmased, salinity inueassd due to dbfenjms oftrbuhies 
by Los Angales D e p a m t  of Water and Power. Pam projed by Great Easin U W  Air Pcfkdhm Conlrol 
Disbid may restwe some benew1 uses to part of lakebed. TMDLs to be admesseddwkg yearJ 613 offhe 
next13yeamdthe TMDLdevekinnentprocesf e s r e ~ s p e ~ .  1 2 0 , 0 0 0 a o e a r e a ~ ~ p a s l  
Cwps of&gineers delfnenbn ofbrine poo,; naWlalnt bedis much largmj 

Flow R . g u l n t t o n l M o d ~ n  
Nablral Sou- -*..' ..*-*.- 

6 S SEARLESMKE 621.000 
SalinftylTDyChbridw Medium 26100 Acres M98 0199 

Naturally saline, internally drained deseli p'aya lake. Natural impaimmnt to be dxunmnled as 'easy' (akady 
f u q  TMDL using 1998 Sedbn 1Wl06 grent funds. 

Source Unknown 
&--.----, "." ...., " ~ , ~ . w ~ . m ~ ~ . . . s . - - , ~ ~ ~ ~ r m  

6 W AMEDEE HOT SPRINGS 637.200 
Matala Medium I Acms 0190 0199 

Nahrral geothermal springs developed for energy p m d m :  natural impaimmnt to be damentad as *easy. 
(already funded) N D L  using 1998 Secbon 104Affi grant funds. 

--- 
6  W BIG SPRINGS 603.100 

A r n k  Medium 1 AMII OIWL 0199 
Natural geothermal soma ofamnic at heahvatem of OmMs Rivar. NNahrrar impaimmnl to be doclanented as 
*easy (already funded) TMDL using 1998 Section 104/l0B granf funds 

---- .- - - - , a m  

6 W  ,000 
Numents Medium 1 AMa 

Springs hibuiary to T m e e  River, effeded by subsurface drainage fmm former wasfBwBlerdispw1 e m  
(disposeldismntinued 1978). 

P Source Unknown 

4 SaiinitylTDSlChlorider Medium 1 Acres 
Subsurfam drainage fmm former wastewater disposal a m  Has rot been ronitored m h l y  in recent yeam 

- W fuliher m i f w i n g  may support delisting. NDLs, if if, to be addressed during yeam 2-5 oftha nexf 13 

4 
yeam of the TMDL development pmcess, as resmms pennit. 

P --". .. -. .+"w-7v-mp~~-wm"~m%-*-m 

Comments presented under each poilutanVsbessor am not required unde~ Clean Appandix -115 
Water Ad Sedion 3Wd). In a few cases. Uley pmvide necessary information. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ p p a r s d b y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ '  1- 

6 W FALESHOTSPWNGS 631.000 
Metals w b m  1 *ag 0198 0199 

N a ~ g e o m m a l ~ ~ '  m p a i v m e r l i o b e d m u n e n t e d a s - ~ ( ~ ~ ~ u r i r g l O B B  
seclionlcw/ros&funds 

m a  w m -  m-- 
Nahrnl Swnas 

6 W HONEY LMEAREAWERANDS 637.200 
Metals Medium 12000 *ag 

G e o t h a r m e l d ~ ~ m n t s  ofsakna HDney Lake water To be add&dwfngyesrs 6.13offhe mad 13 
yeen d fhe TMDL devekpmed ~ S S ,  mtmtdy as part of TMDLs fortismy Lak~ end SIISWI W. 

A B r i c u h  
GeoliwmI Development 
Nahlral Sources -- Nonpolnt Source 

6 W KEOUGH HOT SPRINGS 
Metals W i u m  1 Acns 0198 0199 

N a t m t ~ e n n a f ~ d e ~ b f r e a e a k n ~ .  Nahual~rmenttoLwdcummnted~BSw~(akaad)r  
fu~)TMDL~slngl998SemonlW/1os&rUnds.  

w ,Y c- 

6 W TOPSPRING 637.200 
Radiation Medium 1 *ag 0198 0199 

N a i d  sourm (spring was dearoped as domeslic water swm for USFS ranger Jtadion and abadm6d aflar 
testing showed MCL exceedam.) Nahml impairment to Lw dowmnted as .easy.(ab&y funded) TMDL 
uskg 1998 Sedkn 1 W 0 8  grant funds. 

. ~~~ ~ 

6 W WENDEL HOTSPRINGS 637.200 
Metals Medium 1 *ag 0198 0199 

N a t u f a I ~ e ~ s p n s p n i n g  devdopdforenegy. Metals mum to be b e n t e d a s  Mfor .eaW(a l rendy  
funded) 7'MDL using 1998 Seclion f04/108gmt funds 

Natural Sources 

Pertlcidas High 55 Mller ZOO2 ZMI  
PedkMes m y  Lw m t a M  in rehrm Raus. Elewated fish -sh fihsueleve Tom bioaJJsy msuk 

Agrlcunural Return mom 
SedlmentaUonlSiitation High 52 Milea 1 M  2000 

Fqricunural Reblrn Flows 

I-' Selenium High 55 Mlka 2000 mo 
S&nium minates h n  Upper Basin Pc&m of Colorado River. Ekvated fish fissue levek. 

4] cultural Return Flows 
*m 

- td 7 R 

4 CHANNEL 
Badsrla Lav 20 Mlla 2004 2009 

N mderia objsdiws violated, ihraat of toxic bioassay msulls. 
Source Unknown 

Cwnments psented under each pollutanVslressorare not required under Clean Appendix -116 
Water Ai 'ion 303(d). In a few cases, lhey provide necessary infwma(ion. 



Pestishies High 1305 Mikr 2005 2011 
Ektvaled fish Issm kwk and lo& bioassay resdk. 

A@cultunl Return Flows 
SedlmentationBiSIIWion High 1305 M k  2WO 2 M O  

A g i w h d r e h m  mm 
Agrlculhnl Return Flars 

Selenium High 1305 MOg ZWO 2010 
Slenium originates horn Upper Basin Portia, of Colorado River. ElElevated fish TshbSsue kWs. 

Agrlculhlral Return Flows 
s-- -""'s--w-*. --*--- 

7 R NEW RIVER (R7) 723.100 
Bacteria HIM 60 M k  1998 2005 

Regional Bosrdpmpo~es b establish TMDL in moperekm wit4 U.S.EPAlMexim. 
Agricultural Return F l m  

Nutrients High 60 M l k  2002 2010 
RegbnelBoardpmposes b establish TMDL in moperah WI U.S.EPAMwico. 

Agrlcuitml Return F l m  
Pesticides High 60 ~ i k s  am 2013 

Agricultural Return Flows 
SedlntantatlonlSlWlon High 60 Mllm l9S8 2002 

AgricuM,mI Drainage h Imperial Valley and Mexicalli VVaXey. 
Agrlcunurat Return FIOWS 

Volatile OmanissNOCs Hlgh 60 M k  2007 2013 - 
Agrlcunmi Return F l m  

~ m ~ ~ ~ , h ' m .  > . > ~ a ~ ~ m w . - m , . a . < ~ w & < ~ - ~ r ~ v ~ -  =- 
7 R PAL0 MRDE OUTFALL DRAIN 715.400 

Bnderla Medium 16 Miles 2005 2011 
Saum Unknown 

- - , p p p s - - = - . > - e m - a M  

7 S SALTONSEA 728.000 
Nutrients Msdlum 220000 Anrr 2002 2010 

Agrlcuitural Return Flows 
Salinlly Medium 220000 Acres 1998 2001 

Agricultural Return Flows 
Selsnlum Medium 220000 Acnr 2WO 2007 

Selenium originates from Upper Basin Podion of Colorado River. 
Agricultural Return Flows 

I-' 
>S",* >.4w-.- 

8 B 01.110 

4 Metals Medlum 180 Acres 0108 0111 
Unknown Nonpolnt Source 

- W  Urban RutwffIStorm Sewers 

4 Pesticides Medlum 180 Acres 0108 0111 

W --*. -*.*,".+-*, ---. s - x P m 8 m  

Cornrnanb presented under each pcilutanUskessor are not required under Wean 
Water A d  Sedm 303(d). In a few cases. they pmnde necessary information 

Appendix -117 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

8 B HUhllmTONHARBWR 801.110 

Medium 150 Acrar MOO 0111 

Urban Runoflffitmm Smers 
P-m Medium 150 Asna 0108 0111 

Urban RunofVStorm Sewers 
Pestkidas Medlum 150 Acrar MOO 0111 

-* b-s- ,v-+ ? - " - v m & w  
Unknown Nonpoint Source 

8 B NEWPORTBAY, LOVER 801.110 
Metals Hlnh 700 Acrar 0196 0107 

BoetVads 
Contamlnd Sedhnsnts 
Urban Runoflffitonn Sewers 

Nubients Hish 700 Acna 0196 0198 
Agricun~re 
Urban RunoRIStmm Sewan 

Pathogens Hlah 700 Asnn 0697 0100 
Urban RunoRIStonn Sewers 

Pesticides High 700 Acres 0199 0102 
Agricunum 
Contaminated Sediments 

Priority Onganks High 700 Acna 0199 0102 
Contaminated Sediments 

--.-""--s"mw- . . c . . * " - . P w  " s---v--p 
Unknown Nonpoint Source 

.=-m-m-- 

8 E UPPERNEWPORTBAY 801.110 
ECOLOGICAL RESERVE 

WIs High 752 Acres 0199 0102 
Urban Runoffmom Sewers 

Nublank High 752 Acrea 01% 0198 
Agriculture 
Gmundwater Loadings 
Urban RunofUSmnn Sewers 

Pathogens High 752 Acres 0697 0100 
Urban Runoffffitom Sewers 

Pesticides High 752 Acna 0199 0102 

P Agriculture 

4 Unknown Nonpoint Source 
SedhnentstlonlSiltation High 752 Acres 01% 01B8 

W Agrlcuiture 

4 Channel Emsion 
Cons~dlonl land Development 

A ~ms ion~~ i~ ta t i on  - 
Comments presented under each pollutanVsbe~sa am nd requared under Clean Appendix -118 

Water A r  'ion 303(d). In a few cases, they pmvlde necessary information. 



C-r Medium 2970 Acrs, M02 0105 
R ~ r o s E m a c t i o n  

WrrUlY Medium 2970 Acms 0102 M05 
ReaoUna Exbastion 

Metals Medium 2970 Asna M02 0105 
Resource Exbintion 

Noxious aquatic plants Medium 2970 A c m  0102 0105 
ConslructionlLand Development 
Unknown point source 

Numants Medium 2970 Awes 0102 0105 
ConrhudionlLaml D.veloplmnt 
Snow Skiing ActMties 

SedimentationlSlltatlon Medium 2970 Asna M02 0105 
Constmctionlland Development 
Snow Skiing AdMtlsr 

*"- ,*" --** ----- --- -- Unknown Nonpolnt Swrce 

8 L 802.120 
CANYON RESERVOIR) 

Nutrients Medium 600 Acres 0102 0104 
Nonpoint Source 

Pathogens Medium 600 A c m  0102 0104 

*-,--- v, -",,+m*** ---- *- Nonpoint Source 
w--Vm-- 

8 L ELSINORE, M E  802.310 
Nutrients Medium 3300 A c m  0102 0104 

Unknown Nonpolnt Source 
Ow. enrfchrnentlLow D.O. Medium 3300 A c m  0102 0104 

Unknown Nonpoint Source 
SedimentationlSlltaUon Medium 3300 A c m  0102 0104 

Urban RunofflStm Sewers 
Unknown Toxicity Medium 3300 Acres M02 0104 

P w W - m  ---x--p- 

8 L FULM0R.W 802.210 
Pathogens Low 9 Anw 0108 M I 1  

I-J -----*-.- Unknown Nonpoint Source 
##w-m*M-s--m m.", - 8 L PRADO P A R K M E  801.210 

4 Nutrients Low 60 Acres 0108 M I 1  

W Nonpoint Source 

41 
Pathogens Low 60 A c m  0108 Of11 

Nonpoint Source 

V1 

Comments presented under each polbtantlsbessM are not required under Clean e n d i x  119 
Water Act Seclion 303(d). In a few cases. they pmvide necessary infamation. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE 

801.2lO 
Nubiants Medium 2 M k  MOO 0105 

Yricu- 
Dalrles 

PmoSehS W i u m  2 MMS 0100 0105 
Dalrirr 

w,---- 
Urban Runoffmwm Sewam 

m h  -4 - 
8 R CHINOCREEK RE4CH 2 801.210 

High Colifwm Cwnt  Low 10 MMS 0108 0111 

m-,v-- -.., - *s,a:.- Unknown Nonpoint S ~ U M  

8 R CUCAJ4ONGACREEKVWEY 801.210 
REACH 

Hhh Colifwm Count Low 13 Mller 0108 M I 1  "--- -- =-a 
Unknown Nonpoint SOUM 

P 

8 R GROUTCREEK 801.720 
Metals Medium 2 ~k oim or05 

Unknown Nonpaint Source 
Nutrients Medium 2 M l k .  0107. 0105 

#--*~- -- *." -- .--->--s--m--*-m- 
Unknown Nonpoint Source 

P 

8 R KNICKERBOCKER CREEK 801.7$0 
Wbls Medium 2 M l l u  0103 0105 

Unknown Nonpolnt Source 
Pathogens Medlum 2 Mner 0 0105 

- . m . . " % w . m . m P  
Unknown Nonpolnt Source 

m - w  F - ~ m - z w - r n P P  

8 R LYnECREEK 801.400 
Pathogens Low 18 Miles 0108 0111 

Unknown Nonpoint Source " ----- -*- 
8 R MILL CREEK (PRADO AREA) 801.250 

Nutrients Medlurn 4 Miles 0100 0105 
Agriculture 
Datrks 

Path0arn.r Medium 4 Miles 0100 0105 
Dalrfes 

P 
Suspended solids Medium 4 Miles 0100 0105 

Dairies 

41 
r- m *-'-'"-"- - * +. 

8 R MILLCREEK,REACHl 801.580 

111 Pathogens Low 5 Miles 0108 0111 - 
4 e-.=-""s%-..*-" - Unknown Nonpoint S ~ U M  

-m--" ------ 
- 8 R MILLCREEK REACH2 801.580 
0 Pathogens Lav 8 Mlka 0108 0111 

-#"-* *=-rn- ---- Unknown Nonpoint Source 
"."-w.---m 

Commenk presented under each pollulanUsbessw are not required under Clean Appendix -120 
Water A d  on 303(d). In a fw cases, they pmvide necessary infmna60n. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303(dI LIST AND . ADL PRIORITY SCHEDULE ~ c a m d b v ~ m ~ .  r , ~  

Low 4 Yllg 0108 0111 

-"<.,-,- *-*a- --a * ***- Unknown Nonpoint w 
-m 

8 R MOUNTAM HOME CREEK, EAST 801.700 
FORK 

Pathogens Low 1 Miles 0108 0111 

.---*. - . - , - - e m - -  
Unknown Nonpolnt Soume 

8 R RATHBONE (RATHBUN) CREEK 801.720 
Nubbnts Medium 2 Miles 0102 0105 

Snow Skllng ActMtles 
Unknown Nonpolnt Source 

SedimentaUonlSlltatlon Medium 2 Mlbs 0102 0105 
Snow Skiing ActMtles 

". .*".- Unknown Nonpolnt Source 
"d- 

8 R SAN MEGO CREEK. REACH l 801.110 
Metals Hiah 6 Miles 0199 Of02 

Unknown Nonpolnt Source 
Numenis HIoh 6 MIIOS 0196 0198 

Agricunw 
Groundwater Loadings 
Urban RunofflStwm Sewers 

Pestkidas ~ i u h  6 MLS 0199 0102 
Unknown Nonpoint Source 

SedlmentationlSiltation High 6 M l k  01% 0198 
Agriculture 
Channel Erosion 
ConstfuctlonlLand Development 
EmslonlSlltaUon 

8 R SAN DIEGO CREEK. REACH 2 801.110 
Metals High 6 Miles 0199 0102 

Urban RunoffLStonn Sewers 
Nutrients High 6 Miles 0196 0198 

Agricunum 
Groundwater Loadings 
Urban RunofflStonn Sewers 

SedimentatlonlSiltation High 6 M l k  0196 0198 
Agriculture 
Channel Erosion 
ConstmdionlLand Development 
EmslonlSillation 

Unknown Toxicity High 6 Miles 0199 0102 
Unknown Nonpoint Source 

Comments pesented under each pollutanVsbessor are not required under Clean 
Water A d  SectiMl303(d). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary inicmation. 

Appendix -121 



Nuhiants Medlum 3 M k s  MOO 0111 

Dalrlao 
Pathoaens Medium 3 Y k s  MOO M I 1  

DaMsr 
S a l i n ~ h l W e s  Medlum 3 Mils, M W  0111 

Dairies 
6- mm-m.m#&- ,-----*-- 

8 R S M A  801.270 
Pathogens Low 12 Mils, 0108 0111 

*,.-- 
8 R SANTIAGO CREEK, REACH 4 8 

SalinitylTDSlChlorldes Low 2 M i b  0108 M I 1  

v - p  
Soum Unknown 

m - w  -- 
8 R SILVERADOCREEK 801.120 

Pathagens Low 2 Mfles 0108 0111 
Unknown Nonpolnt Source 

SalinitvflDSlChiwides Low 2 Milea 0108 0111 
Unknown Nonpoint Source -. ---= - -- *--v--wwAp- -------= -- a=", 

8 R SUMMITCREEK 801.710 
Nutdents Medium 2 Milea 0102 0105 

ConstmctionlLand Development 
7 s m  w---*m.3m*am--*- 

9 B MISSION BAY 906.400 
Eubophic Medlum 1 Acres 0705 0708 

NonpoinWoint Source 
High Coliform Count Low 1540 Acres 0799 0709 

NonpolnWoint Source 
Lead Medium 1 Acma 0705 0708 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
,-- 

9 B SANDIEGOBAY 900.00 
Benthic Comm. Effects High 172 Ansa 0198 0703 

me lis(ing cwers the W n g  areas: Nearsub Bas  16 m s .  Near Grape Sheet 7 m s ,  Cmrmkmn Fiam 10 
acms, Near CwMado BMga 30 awe$ Near Cholas Cleek 14 acre$ San Diego Naval Sation 76 m, 
Seventh Smet Channel 9 m s ,  Noih of24th Sheet Marine Termina! l 0 m s .  

NonpoinUPolnt Source 
Coppar Hlah 50 Ansa 0198 0703 

This IMng is fwdisdved wpper in the SheAar Island yacht Basin in San DieOo Bay. 
NonpolnUPoint Soum 

Sediment ToxlcKy High 172 Acnr 0198 0703 
The hting mvers Ute following areas: Near Sub BsJe 16 aues. Near Graps Sbeet 7 m s ,  Llmmhmn Piers 10 
m s .  Near Comnado BMga 30 acres, Near Ch&s Ueek 14 a m ,  San DieOo Navel S t a h  76 acres. 
Seventh %wet Channel 9 acms, hbrh of24th Stmet Marine TmBrrmnaI 10 m s .  

Nonpolnllpolnt Soum 

Commwh WBsBnted under each pollutanVstressor are not required under Clean Appendix 122 
Water M 3n W d ) .  In a few cases, Mey provide necessary informatian. 

-' 



1998 CALIFORNIA 303fd) LIST AND . dlDL PRIORITY SCHEDULE -~VU?EPA. r.rav-99 . , 7. - - -  ~ - . 

9 C PACIFIC OCEAN. U S 0  HSA901.13 901.13 
High Coliform Count Medium 0.01 Mils, 0797 0701 

4.- **,be- -..- NonpolntlPolnt Sauna 
%-*=--%.-%--.----**-- 

9 C PACIFICOCEAN, BUENAMSTAHA 90420 
90420 

High Colifwm Cwnt Low 0.02 Mils, 0799 0709 

., ,--..- . --- - .-a * NonpolntPoint S o u ~  

9 C PACIFICOCEAN. CORONADO HA 910.10 
910.10 

High C o l i f m  Count Low 0.04 Mils, 0799 0709 

-~-" -- NonpolntlPolnt S o u ~  

9 C PACIFIC OCEAN, DANA POINT HSA 901.14 
901.14 

High ColHorm Count Low 0.06 ~l lar  om0 0710 

--%"","*"- '.*- NonpointPolnt S o u ~  ---- 
9 C PAClflCOCEAN, ESCONMW 904.60 

CREEK HA 904.60 
High C o l i f m  Count Low 0.02 Mllas 0799 0709 

-mas" -.as- ."-=.--a 
NonpolnUPolnt Source 

--'.-----*-m 

9 C PACIFIC OCEAN, IAGUNA BEACH 901.12 
HSAgOl.12 

High C o l i f m  Count Low 0.15 M I h  0700 0710 
NonpolntlPolnt S o u m  

mnsmmF ---"--2w'". -*v*m"".-m *s.--- mmZ.8 

9 C PACIFICOCEAN, LOMAALTA W A  904.10 
904.1 0 

High Co1i fm count Low 1 Milas 0799 0709 
NonpointlPoint S o u m  

9 c PACI~C OCEAN, LOWER SAN 901.~70 
JUAN HSA 

High Coliform Count Low 0.02 Miles 0700 0710 

Hlgh Coli fon Count Low 0.15 Mils, 0700 0710 
P 

m s m m - m s w - 7  
NonpoinUPoint Sourst, 

41 9 C PACIFIC OCEAN. SAN DIEGO HU 907.00 
I \ 907.00 
W High Coll fon Count Low 0.5 Miles 0799 0709 
4 
wmn...","-.-"<---Pm c-m 

NonpoinUPolnt Sourn 

iD 

Comments presented under each WIlutanVsbessa are nd required under Clean 
Water Act Sedion 30yd). In a few cases, they pmvide necessary infcima(iw1. 

Appendix -123 



High Co(ifm Count Low 0.02 Mi*. mw, 0709 

High cotirorm Count Low 0.01 Mlles 0799 0709 

--, ".-*r--a 
NonpolnWolnt Source -- 

9 C PAClFlCOCEAN,SAN W C O S H A  904.50 
904.50 

High C o l i f m  Count Low 0.01 M k  0799 0709 ---- -.m-p 
NonpointRdnt Source 

9 c P~~~OCEAN.SCRIPPS HA 906.30 
906.30 

High Colifwm Count Low 0.13 M k  0799 0709 

m . C - -  %. .-.aawm--, 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

m w -  
9 C PACIFIC OCEAN, TLlUANA HU 911.00 

911.00 
High Coliform Count Low 3.2 Miles 0798 0711 

- L . . w . . , ?  rs---.---* 
NonpolnWoint Source 

ss., w*,w--ww.-m 

9 C SAN DlEGO BAY. UNDBERGH HSA 908.21 
90821 

High ColHorm Count Low 0.2 Ml ln  0799 0709 -- NonpolnWoInt Source 

9 C SAN DlEGO BAY, TELEGRAPH 909.11 
HSA909.11 

High Colifonn Count Low 0.01 Mlka 0799 0709 

9 E AGUA HEMONDA LAGOON 904.310 
High Coliform Count Low 5 Acns 0799 0709 

NonpoinWolnt Source 
SedlnmntaUonlSiltation Madium 5 Acm 0704 0707 

-.-,* NonpoinWoint Source 
9 E W S O  CREEK MOUTH OF ORANGE 901.lM 

p High Colifwm Count Medium 0.3 Acm 0797 0701 

4 --ms --------*- NonpoinWoint Source 
1.1 9 E BUENAWSTAIAGOON 904.210 

High Coliform Count Low 350 Acns 0799 0709 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Nments Low 150 Acns 0 0707 
NonpolnWolnt S m  

Cornrnenk presented under each pollutanVstressa are not required under Clean Appendix -124 
Water A l  ion 303(d). In a few cases, they provide necessary iMmma(iar. 
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Nonpolnt Source 
-*-", ".-, ,, ----*.----. 

9 E LOWALTASLOUGH 904.100 
Eubophic Low 8 Acres 0799 0709 

Nonpolnt Source 
Hgh Colifonn Count Low 8 Aprs 0799 0709 

Nonpoint Swrse 
,-va--m = m- *- 

9 E 
SedlmentationlSlltatlon Medlum 385 Acres 0705 0708 

Nonpoln 
-rn--.w?.*- m-<- -ur 

9 E 04.610 
Eutrwhic Low 330 Acres 0799 0709 

NonpointlPolnt Source 
High Collfonn Count Low 1 M  Acres 0799 0709 

NonpointlPoint Source 
SedlmentatlonlSiltaUon Medium 1% Acres 0704 0707 

wr -- ~ ~ ~ - . . " - * - . * , . ~ * * ~ - '  m---F-m"m&'r&w. 
NonpoinUPolnt Source -*--* -, , ,- 

9 E SAN JUAN CREEK (MOUTH) 901.200 
Hgh Coliform Count Low 2 AM. 0700 0710 

NonpolnUPolnt Source 
--n --,,- w z - m  s-x.9 -- d--"P--,+-*m '"m"Ma--ww ** 

9 E SbNTA MARGARITA LAGOON 902.110 
Eutrophic High I Acres 0798 0705 

P - P - w ' m *  

9 E TLlUANA RIVER ESTUARY 911.1 
Eutrophic Low 1 Acres 0798 0711 

NonpointlPoint Source 
High Colihm Count Low 1% Acres 0798 0711 

NonpolntlPolnt Source 
Lead Low 1 Acres 0798 0711 

NonpolntlPolnt Source 
Nickel Low 1 Acres 0798 0711 

NonpolnUPolnt Source 
Pesticides Low 1 Acres 0798 0711 

NonpoinUPoint Source 
Thalll~m Low 1 AM. 0798 0711 

NonpolnUPolnt Source 
Trash Low 1 AM. 0798 0711 

ma*--- 

Comments presented under each palluIanVslmssor am n d  requared under Clean Appendix -125 
Watw Act Sedhn 303(d) In a few cases, they pmvide necessaw ir1tmma6on. 



1998 CALIFORNIA 3031d) LIST AND TMDL PRIORIR SCHEDULE - b v m  iubrw 

Eubvphlc Medium 25 Pcnr 0701) 0711 

Hlgh Coliform Count Medium 1 U k  0797 0704 

---a e .-, NonpolnUPolnt Source 
%- - 

9 R CHOLMCREEK 908.220 
Cadmlum Hfsh 1 U k  0198 0703 

Elevat6dlew1s m Stwmmrler. 
NonpolnUPoint Source 

Coppar ~ i g h  1 Mae8 0198 0703 
Bevaled lev& in Sfomnvater. 

NonpointlPolnt Source 
High Co l i fm  Count Low 1 Hlls?, 0799 0709 

NonpolntlPolnt Source 
Lead High 1 M k  0198 0703 

EIevafsd levels in Stomwater. 
NonpolntlPoint Source 

Toxicity Hlah 1 Mile8 0198 0703 
Toxicity in Stwmwak, 

NonpolnWolnt Source 
Zinc High 1 mar 0198 0703 

E!.vatedle~ h S t w m w r .  ---- .">-.- 
NonpoinUPoint Source ~-.-----,,"- .".. -2-.-.m..-%..~~d--,".---~%..?..-+>ms~m~P 

9 R RANBOWCREEK 902200 
eutrophic ~ i g h  5 Miles 0798 om0 

P 
NonpolnUPoint Source 

--.smsr*4 -- 
9 R .no 

High Coliform Count Low 1 Miles 0700 0740 

-.= 
9 R TECOWECREEK 

Cadmium Medium 6 Miles 0705 0708 
Elevated levels m Stomnvafer. 

NonpolntlPolnt Source 
C O P ~  Medium 6 M k  0705 0708 

Elevated lewls in Simmmrter. 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Hlgh Collform Count Low 6 Miles 0799 0709 
NonpolntlPoint Source 

Lead Medium 6 MII- 0705 0708 
Elevatedlevels m Stomwater. 

NonpolnUPoint Source 

Canmwb m t e d  wnder eath pcmtmVstresux are not required undw Clean Fqapndix -126 
Water Ab Yon 303(d). In a few ~ses. they pmvide nscesJary informafiat. 
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NonpolntlPolnt Source 
Zinc W i u m  6 Ylks 0705 0708 

Bevated levels in SDomnvafer. 

Eubophlc Low 7 Mlka 07911 0711 
NonpolnUPolnt Soum 

High Coliform Count Low 7 Miles 0798 0711 
NonpolntlPolnt Source 

Org. enrichmentlLow 0.0. Low 7 Y W  07911 mi1 
NonpolnWolnt Source 

Pesticides Low 7 Mlks 0798 0711 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Solids Low 7 Mlka 0798 0711 
NonpolnUPoint Source 

Synthetic Otwnlcs Low 7 Mlka 0798' 0711 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Trace Elements Low 7 Miks 0798 0711 
NonpoinUPoint Source 

Trash Low 7 Miles 0798 0711 
NonpolnUPoint Soume 

m-m---CX_--.-"-L " \ - - O . U X s ' ^ I I ~ - , * ~ m ~ m m - - ~ ~ ~ - A  .- UIIUYY 

Commenk presented under each p0nutantJsLmsz.x are not required under Clean Appsndix -127 
WateT Ad Semon 303(d). In a few cases. mey pmvvle necessary infmbon. , 
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Narm Cosst 

San Frardsm Bay 
Centrill Coast 

hAngeles 
Cenbal Valley 
Lahcntan 
Colorado River Basin 

Santa h a  
San Diego - 

B = BAYSAND HARBORS L = LAKESIRESERVOIRS 

C = COASTAL SHORELINES 0 = OCEAN AND OPEN BAYS 

E = ESTUARIES R = RIVERS 1 STREAMS 

G = GROUND WATER 

Hn?mwu 
*Hydra Unit" is the Stah Water Resources Control Board hydmlqllcal subunit area. - 
Start and End Dates am shorn as the wa?oras monthlyear. 

aldrin, dddnn. chbrdane, endrin, heptachbr, heplachbr epdde, 
hexachlomcydohexane (induding lindane), endosulfan, and toxaphene 

S =  SALINELAKES 

T =  WETL~NDS.TIDAL 

W= WETLANDS, FRESHWATER 

C m c t t  presented under each pollutanVsbassor are n d  required under Clean Appendix -128 
Waler A# >on W d )  In a few cases. mey pmnde necessary lnfmnabon 
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Staff Report by the 
Division of Water Quality 

State Water Resources Control Board 

REVISION OF THE CLEAN WATER ACTSECTION 303(d) 
LIST OF WATER QUALITY LIMITED SEGMENTS 

Water Body Fact Sheets Supporting the Section 303(d) Recommendations 

Volume 11 

This Staff Report supporting the revision of the Clean Water Act 
Section 303(d) list of water quality limited segments has four parts: 
(1) Volume I contains the listing methodology and a summiuy of the 
additions, deletions, changes, and priorities; (2) Volume I1 contains 
summaries of the proposals for the North Coast, San Francisco Bay, 
Central Coast, and Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(RWQCBs); (3) Volume I11 contains summaries of the proposals for the 
Central Valley, Lahontan, Colorado River Basin, Santa Ana, and San 
Diego RWQCBs, and (4) Volume IV contains the responses to 
comments received. 

This document is Volume I1 of the Staff Report. Changes to the 
section 303(d) list are included for the following RWQCBs: 

North Coast (Region 1) ' 
San Francisco Bay (Region 2) 
Central Coast (Region 3) 
Los Angeles (Region 4) 

Each RWQCB section in this volume is divided into the following parts: 

Water Body Fact Sheets 
Reference list of the data and information used 

All data and information submitted after May 15,2001 is included in the 
submittals presented in Volume IV. 
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Regional Water Quality Control Board 

NORTH COAST REGION (1) 

SECTION 303 (d) LIST PROPO5AL5 
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Region 1 : Albion River 
SedimentationISiltation 

Water Body Albion River 

Stressor/MedlllBenefld.l Ute Sedimentation-SiltatioRIWatalAquatic Life 

Data qudlty aueament. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Bodpspeclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Retommendation 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

None. 

A k r  reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted or approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 1 : Big River 
Sedimentation/Siltation 
- - 

Water Body Big River 

StmsorlMedfr/Bmefld.I Use Sedimwtation-Siltatiflater/Aquatic Life 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quallty requlrements met. 

Llnkage between measuremeat endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representallon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendntlon 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination, 

N/A 

N/A 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should nor be placed on the TMDLS Completed List becaurea 
plan to implement thc TMDL has not bcen adopted or approved cvcn 
though the TMDL has bcen approved by USEPA. 



Region 1 : Big River 
Temperature 

Water Body 

Stresaor/Medls/BeneIielal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beoencal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Big River 

TcmperaNrefWaterlAquatic Life 

Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight. 

MWAT linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 

Basin Plan Waler Quality Objectives/Historic Temperature 
RsngedSullivan 2000 Published Temperaare Thresholds-Peer Reviewed 
LiteraNre. 

Data = 4 years (96-2000), Data measured at site, Species or indicatot 
present at Site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data show that 29 out of 34 locations exceed the criterion of Sullivan, 
ZOO* 14.8 deerees. But 23 locations had MWAT values exceeded for sub- 
lethal ctTects (TO and 20% reduced growh). None of the sites exceeded the 
24 degree lethal criteria. 19 locations MWAT values excecdcd the MWAT 
criteria (17 depsccs) for sub-lethal effects (10% rcduccd growh). MWAT - .  
values ai 4 locations exceeded the available MWAT criteria forsub-lethal 
effects (20% reduced growth). 

34 h a t i o n s  over the 200 sq. mile area in the Big River watershed 

Data was collected over 4 years (96-2000), with at least two years of record 
at I5 locations. 

Numerical data. 

Unknown. 

Streambank modificatioddestabilization, Removal of riparian vegetation, 
Habitat modification, Nonpoint sources. 

Watch Lin: Based on a letter sent hom the NCRWQCB on January 31, 
2002 the RWQCB feels there is insumcient information existing to list. 
TIe Maximum Weekly Average TemDeraNre (MWAT) and the Maximum 
Weekly ~ a x i m u m ~ s & ~ e r a t u ~  (M% vaiueo for (he Big River 
Watershed exceed the criteria values (Sullivan, 2000 Publ~shed 
Temperature ?lrcsholds -Peer Rrviwed Literaare), that were used to 
translate the nanative Water Quality Objective forkegion 1 for 
Temperature. 

After reviewing the available data and infonation and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB statTconclude that the 
water body should be placed on Be section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

1-3 



Region 1 : Big River 
Temperature 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdinns that: 
1. The data exhibited sumcicot spatial and;cmporal coverage. 
2. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. The evaluation midelime used to intemret narrative water aualitv . . 
standards is adcq~ te .  
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data wen considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 1 : Garcia River 
SedimentationISiltation 

Water Body 

StressorMedialBeneflclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requlrementa met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant 

AlternaHveEnforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Garcia River 

Sedimentation-Siltation~WaterlAquatic Life 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

None. 

Aficr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documcnlation for this rccommmdation, SWRCB naffconcludc that the 
waler body should be placed on the TMDLs Comdcted List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-poilutant combination. The 
TMDL has been appmved by USKPA. 



Region 1 : Gualala River 
Temperature 
-- - 

Water Body 

StressorlMedi.IBeneflclal Use 

Data quality aalusment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judglog If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speci~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potenlial Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recomrnendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Oualala River 

TempcraWaterlAquatic Life 

Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight. 

Maximum Weekly Average Temperatwe (MWAT) linked to Aquatic Life 
Beneficial Use. 

Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives/Historic Temperature 
RangedSullivan ZOO0 Published Temperatwe Thresholds- Peer Reviewed 
Literature, 

Data = 6 Years (1994-2000), Data measured at site. Species or indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

MWAT values exceeded criteria for sub-lethal effects (I0 to 20% reduced 
growth) in the watershed at all or most locations. Maximum temperatures 
in one year at 15 locations was higher than 24 Degrees = Lethal. 

62 Locations over the 300 square mile area in the Gualala River Watershed. 

Data collected over 6 Years, with at least two years at 27 locations. 

Numerical data. 

Unknown. 

Streambank modification/destabilization, Removal of riparian vegetation, 
Nonpoint sources. 

Watch List: Based on a lener sent hom the NCRWQCB on Janualy 31. 
2002 the RWQCB feels there is insuficient information existing to list. 
The Maximum Weekly Average Temperature (MWAT) and the Maximum 
Weekly Maximum Temperature (MWMT) valuer for the Gualals River 
Watershed exceed the criteria values (Sullsvan, 2000 Publnshed 
Temperature Thresholds -Peer ~cviewed ~itc&rc), that were uscd to 
translate the narrative Watcr Quality Objective for Region I for 
Temperature. 

AAer reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staficonclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a poll"& conhibntesii or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraee. - 
2. Bencfictal uses apply to Be water body. 
3. Watcr quality standard uscd is applicable. 



Region 1: Gualala River 
Temperature 

4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Other water W y -  or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of h e  data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 1 : Gualala River 
SedirnentationfSiltation 

Water Body Gualala River 

Stresaor~edls/BeneIIcId Use Sedimentlfion-SiltatioR/Water/Aquafic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standprd 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(a) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

NIA 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

None. 

A k r  reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLS Completed List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted or approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 1: Jacoby Creek 
Sediment 

Water Body 

Stre~orMedlslBeneflclal Use 

Data quality useasment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stam Recommendatlon 

-- 

Jawby Creek 

SedimentMraterlAquatic Life 

Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight and a QA Plan was 
submitted as a reference. 

Turbidity linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 

Basin Plan Water Quality objectives for Sediment, senable material and 
turbidity. Published Sedimentation k s h o l d s -  Peer Reviewed Literamre. 

Data = 10 Years (1992-2002). Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at Site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Turbidity levels throughout the watershed from 1992- 2002, are recorded 
at levels dcnimcntsl rosalmonids. Up to 1.6 fret of aggradalion from 1992 
to 2002 based on cross section surveys. 

Targeted Sites, 10 along the creek. 

Datacollected over 10 years in 1992- 2002. 

Numerical Data. 

ProtocoVQAPP developed by Salmon Forever using EPA and USOS 
standard methods. 

Silviculture, Road construction, Land development, Nonpoint source, 
Natural sources. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . . . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff ridines that: 
I. The data ioconsidcred to be o fadeq~a t~~ua l i ty .  
2. Thc data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is aoolicable . , . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 



Region 1: Jacoby Creek 
Sediment 

standard. The staff mfidencc that stsndards were cxcecded is high. 
Based on the review of available information the Beneficial Uses of Jawby 
Creek are impacted due to sedimentation. The data have exceeded the 
criteria (Published Sedimentation Thresholds-Peer Reviewed Literature). 
used to banslab the narrative Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives for 
sediment. 



Region 1 : Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Sediment 

Water Body Lsguna de Santa Ross 

StresrorMedislBeneflclai Use ScdimentlWater/Cold Freshwater Habitat; Spawning, Reproduction, andlor 
Early Development; Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species. 

Data quality asseament. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnbge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefferl use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speciflc Information The Russian River watershed was listed for SedimentatiodSiltation in 
1998. This listing applies to Santl Rosa Creek. Estimated TMDL 
Completion Date is 201 1. 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rewmmendation Maintain listing. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Maintain listing 



Region 1: Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Temperature 

Water Body Laguna de Santa Rosa 

StrearorMedialBenenclsl Use TemperarurcANatnICold Frerhwatcr Habitat; Spawning, Reproduction, 
sndlor Esrly Developmsnt; Rare, 'lhrratcned, or Endangered Species 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to Data with a QAlQC were given the greatest weight. 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpofnt MWAT linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If Basin Plan Water Quality ObjcctivcrMistoric TemperaNre 
alamdards or uses are no1 attplned RangcdSullivan ZOO0 Published Temperalure Thresholds- Peer Reviewed 

Literature 

Water Body-speeinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

Data = 5  years (1997-2001). Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

All 26 locations had MWAT values exceeding the (Sullivan 2000) criteria 
of 14.8 and 17 Degrees, used to translate the narrative WQO for 
temperaNre. 

26 Site lccationr in the Russian River Watershed. 

More than one season for 5 years. 

Numerical data. 

Flow regulatiodmodification, Removal of riparian vegetation, Habitat 
Mcdifieation, Nonpoint Sources. 

Based on a letter sent from the NCRWQCB on January 3 1,2002 the 
RWQCB feels there is sufficient information and recommends to list the 
Russian River watershed. This listing includes the Laguna de Santa Rosa. 
The Maximum Weeklv Average TemoeraNre (MWAT) and the Maximum 
Weekly ~ a x i m u m  ~ ~ m p c r a h ; s  ( M K ~ ~ T )  values for the Russian River 
Watershed exceed the criteria values (Sullivan, 2000 Published 
TemperaNre Thresholds- Pcer Reviewed Literamre) that were used to 
translate the narrative Water Oualiw Obicctive for Region 1 for - . .  
Temperature. 

SWRCB StaffRewmmendation Based on a letter sent from the NCRWQCB on lanuary 3 1,2002 the 
SWOCB feels there is sufficient information and recommends to list the .~ ~ ~ 

Russian Rivcr watershed. This listing includes the Laguna de Santa Rosa. 
The Maximum Weekly Average TcmperaNre (MWAT) and the Maximum 
Wccklv Maximum Tcmosrature (MWMn values for the Russian River 
~ a t c i h e d  exceed the chteria vaiucs (suluvan, 2000 Published 
Tempcramre Thresholds- Pcer Reviewed Literature) that were used to 
translate the narrative Water Quality Objective for Region I for 
Temperature. 

1-12 



Region 1 : Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Nutrients 

Water Body Laguna de Santa Rosa 

StrtuorlMedinlBenenclal Use NutrientsAYatedAquatic Life 

Data quality asswsment. Extent to Data with a QAIQC were given the gnatest weight. 
whlcb data quality requirements met  

L l n h p  between measurement endpoint Nitrogen and Phosphorus linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use 
and beneflenl use or standard 

Utility ofmeasure for judging If The RWQCB initially used a USEPA goal for phosphorus to interpret the 
standards or uses are not attained data. The use of the phosphorus goal does not address the conditions 

aresent in the ~armna de ~ a n t a  ~ i s a .  There is significant disagreement 
bver phosphoruaiimitation in the Laguna. The <sponsc of w&r bodies to 
nutrient enrichment differ among water bodies and one applicable nutrient 
objective is not available. USEPA and the state an in the process of 
developing nutrient objectives for the bioregions of ~a l i fo i i a .  

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommendstlon 

Data = 5-6 Yean (1995-2001), Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at Site, Environmental conditions wnsidered at site. 

Even though there are 10 water chemistry samples, there is no applicable 
wideline that can be used to interpret the narrative standard. Even though a ohos~horus eoal is not aoolicabie in this soecific situation. it is clear that 
th; Labna d;~anta ~osa'does not meet standards for low dissolvcd 
oxygen. It is also clear that nulricnl concearalions are a probable cause of 
the low oxygen concentrations. New monitoring should be completed that 
identifies the contribution of nutrients and their relationshiv to the 
observed low oxygen concentrations. 

Targeted Sites, 10 along the creek 

Data collected over 4 seasons, 

Numerical data. 

USEPA Standards, and Standard Methods for examination of Wastewater 
and Water. 

Point source, Nonpoint source, Internal nutrient cycling. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
wager body should be placed on the ~onitoring List. The Dcsitcd Goal 
used to determine the nuhicnu listing, does not take into consideration the 
nutrient cycling or silespccilie wnd~tions taking place in the Laguna dc 
Santa Rosa. Placement on the Monitoring List will allow the RWQCB to 
bcner define and understand which pollurant contributes to or causes the 
low dissolved oxygm in h e  Laguna deSanta Row. Stakeholders have 
committed to work in emperation with the RWQCB lo develop a TMDL 



Region 1: Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Nutrients 

analvsis for dissolved oxygen that will ~mvide  a better understsnding of 
nutients and their influe;~ie in the ~ a i n a  de Santa Ross. ~utricnts&ill be 
addressed in the dcvclopmenr of the Dissolved Oxygen TMDL. This 
stakeholder pmcess should be banspfcnt and inclusive o f  all participants. 



Region 1 : Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Diazinon 

Water Body Laguna de Santa Rosa 

StressorMedinlBeneflcld Use Diazinon 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements me t  

Linkage behveen mearuremcnt endpoint 
m d  benefleal U I ~  or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc lnformatlon 

Dl18 used to assess water quality In November, 1999 results from the City of Santa Rosa were nondetect for 
all pcsticidcs, including diazinon. As presented in the RWQCB November 
16,2002 303(d) List Update Recommendations repon, a 1997 Dcpanmcnt 
of Pesticides ~crmlatiois shldv reooned that two of the fifw two samoles - . . 
from the Russian River above the reponing limit, at concentrations above 
that believed m be detrimental to freshwater organisms. The RWQCB 
recommends placing the Russian River watershed on the Watch Lia for 
diazinon, buthot specifying individual tributaries, 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Sonrce(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendation 

Exclude the Laguna de Santa Rosa from Listing for diazinon. 

ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB stslfconclude that the 
water body should be excluded *om Listing. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that only two of the water 
quality measurements exceeded the applicable water quality criteria. The 
RWOCB recommends olacine the Russian River watershed on the Watch 
List for diazinon, but nit spczfying individual hibutaries. 



Region 1: Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Chromium, Copper, and Zinc 

Water Body Lsguna de Santa Rosa 

StressorlMedlrlsenenclal Use Chromium, Copper, and Zinc 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whlch dnfa qualify requlremenls met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng If 
standards or uses are not aitalned 

Water Body-rpecine Information 

Data used to assess water auality Available copper, chromium, and zinc water quality and sediment data. . . 
including adiirional (new) data has submirtedby rl;c Cily of Santa Rosa 
collected from Santa Rosa Crcek and Leguna dc Santa Rosa. Comparison 
of these data to applicable criteria (maximum contaminant level, an 
agriculhml crite~ion, public health goals, aquatic life criterion, and 
California Toxic Rule criteria) shows that all available data are below 
applicable cntena. The RWQCBS previous assessment dld not includc 
comparison lo CTR. The City of Santa Rosa continues to monltor both 
~ a n t a  Rosa Creek and the Lamna de Santa Rosa for these metals, and the 
RWQCB will continue to review the results when available. 

SpNaJ rPprese~tatbn 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendslion Exclude h m  Listing 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation ARer renewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be excluded from ~ i & n ~ ,  

Thit conclusion is based on the staff findings that none of the water quality 
measurements exceeded the applicable water quality criteria. 



Region 1 : Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Streuor/MedidBeneneIal Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requlrementa met. 

Llnbge behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeesble Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Laguna de Santa Rosa 

Low Dissolved OxygeniWater/Aquatic Life 

Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight. 

Dissolved Oxygen linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 

WQO, RWQCB's Basin Plan Objective for Dissolved Oxygen 

Data = 5-6 Years (1995-2001), Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at Site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Water Chemistry Total Samples n=1792, with 1612 below the 7.0 mg/L 
Objective. 

Data collected at 4 attainment points along the water body. 

Data collected over4 seasons 

Numerical data. 

City of Santa Rosa Monitoring, North Coast RWQCB monitoring. 

Nonpoint source, Point Source, Internal nutrient cycling 

List 

Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . . . . 
weter quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. Thc data is considered to be ~ fadc~ua te~ua l i ty .  
2. The data exhibited suflicient spalial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 

A TMDL was completed for dissolved oxygen in 1995, but recent data 

147 



Region 1: Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 

show that water quality objectives an not yet beig met, and additional 
measures need to be taken to address this problem. Recently, the City of 
Santa Rosa in cooonstion with the RWO& has committed m h d  a 
smdy to develop ~ T M D L  analysis for d~spolved oxygen that will be used 
to set waste load and load allocations for the Laguna de Santa Rora. 



Region 1 : Lake Mendocino 
Mercury 

Water Body 

StreuorlMediaiBenefleIal Use 

Data quality assesament. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attnlned 

Water Body-speelfle Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Lake Mendocino 

MercuryIWaterffish Consumption 

Data with a QA/QC were given the greatest weight. TSMP QAPP was 
used. 

Mercury is linked to Fish Consumption. 

U.S. EPA Tissue Residue Criterion 

Data= 3 yeas (1999 - 2001), Data meagured at site, species present in the 
water body, environmental conditions considered at site. 

The 1999 data show that all three ofthe fish samples exceed the U.S. EPA 
tissue residue criterion. The preliminaly data from 2001 show that six of 
the ten samvles exceed the U.S. EPA tissue residue criterion. These 
intensive manitorinc studies of fish tissue mercurv levels in Lake - 
Mendocino in cooperation wlth the Office of Envimnmcntal Hcallh and 
Ila7srd Assessmrnt show that the mercury lcvcls in Lake Mcndoc~no 
exceed the U.S. EPA tissue residue criterion 

Data were collected spatially within Lake Mendocino. 

Data were collected during May in the 1999 study and during September 
in the 2000 shldy. 

Numerical data. 

RWQCB methods. 

Resource Extraction, Non-point Source 

Monitoring List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation, SWRCB staflconcludc that the water body should be 
placed on the xrtion 303(d) list because applicable water quality standards 
are exceeded and a pollutak contributes t i  i r  causes the problem 

This conclusion is bawd on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considocd to be ofadequate qualify. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~atiaiand temv&l wveraxe. 
3. Beneficial use3 have been es&blishcd. 

- 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narmtivc water qualify 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used 



Region 1 : Lake Mendocino 
Mercury 

Mon of the water quality measuIcments excded the water qualily 
standard. The staff confidence that standards mrs exceeded i s  high. 



Region 1: Lake Sonoma 
Mercury 

Water Body 

StreuorMedlnlBeneneI.I Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcai use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Lake Sonoma 

MercurylWaterlFish Consumption 

Data with a QA/QC were given the pa tes t  weight. TSMT QAPP was 
used. 

Mercury is linkcd to Fish Consumption. 

U.S. EPA Tissue Residue Criterion. 

Data= 3 years(1999 - 2001). Data measured at site, species present in the 
water body, environmental conditions considered at site. 

The 1999 data show that all six of the fish samples exceed the U.S. EPA 
tissue residue criterion. The preliminarydata fmm 2001 show that seven of 
the twelve samoles exceed the U.S. EPA tissue residue criterion. These . ~~ ~ 

~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

intensive monitoring studies of fish tisruc mercury levels in Lake Sonoma 
in cooperation with the Office of Environmental Health and liazard 
~ssessment show that the mercury levels in Lake Sanoma exceed the U.S 
EPA tissue residue criterion. 

Data were collected spatially within Lake Sonoma. 

Data were collected during May in the 1999 study and during Septembez 
in the 2001 sNdy. 

Numerical data. 

RWQCB methods. 

Resource Extraction, Non-point Source 

Monitoring List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation, SWRCB staff conclude that the water body should be 
placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable water quality standards 
are exceeded and a pollurn contributes to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv . , 
2. The data exhibited suliicicnt spatiaisnd temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have t e n  cstablishcd. 
4. Water quality standard used is a~olicabie. 
5. The eviluatibn guideline used t i  interpret nanative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 



Region 1 : Lake Sonoma 
Mercury 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staifconlidencc that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 1 : Mad River 
Temperature 

Water Body 

Streror/Medl./Benelicld Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

. Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcsl use or  standard 

Utility ofmesaure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specllic Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoMutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Mad River 

TemperaWaterlAquatic Life 

Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight. 

MWAT linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 

Basin Plan Water Quality ObjectiveslHistoric Temperature 
RangedSullivan 2000 Published Temperaturc Thresholds- Peer Reviewed 

Data = 4 ycars (97-2001), Data measured at site, Spcies or indicator 
present at Site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

MWAT values at all 1 I locations exceeded 20 degrees and are higher than 
the criteria for sub-lethal efTccts (I0 to 20% reduced gm\vth,. Maximum 
tcmpcrahlres at moot ofthe I I locations were higher than 24 Degrees (= 
~e tha l )  in most years. 

Targeted I1 sites along the 503 sq. miles of the creek. 

Data collccvd over 4 years. Data was available fmm I I locations, with at 
least 2 years of record at most locations. 

Numerical data. 

Monitoring was conducted as part of the permitting process from 1997- 
2000). 

Flow regulationlmodification, Removal of riparian vegetation, Habitat 
modification, Nonpoint sources. 

Watch List: Based on a letter sent from the NCRWQCB on January 3 1, 
2002 the RWQCB feels there is insufficient information existing to list. 
The Maximum Weekly Average Temperature (MWAT) and the Maximum 
Weeklv Maximum Temosrature WWMn values for the Mad River 
~a t e r fhed  excecd the citeria vaiues (~uliivan, 2000 Published 
Temperature Thresholds -Peer Reviewed Litcratws), that were used to 
mnslate the nanativc Water Qualiry Objective for Region I for 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude Ulat the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 



Region 1 : Mad River 
Temperature 

2. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narmtive water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were wnsidersd. 

M a t  of the water quality measurements cxcccdcd the water quality 
standard. The aaffconfidcnce that ntandards wen cxcadcd is high. 



Region 1 : Mattole River 
Sedimentation 

Water Body 

Strestor/MedislBeneflcIal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requlrements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentld Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntlon 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon 

Mattole River 

Sedimentation and TemperatunMraterlCold Freshwater Habitat; 
Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development; Rare, Threatened, or 
Endangered Species. 

Data with a QAIQC plan were given the greatest weight, 

In-smam sediment indicators linked to salmonid requirements. 
Temperature thresholds P A T )  linked lo salmonid sensitivc life-sage 

Basin Plan water quality objectives for sediment, settleable solids, and 
turbidity; published sediment thresholds from peer reviewed lilerature, 
aerial photo interpretation. Basin Plan walcr quality objective for 

~ ~~ 

tem;;ature: ~ulcvan. et al2OOO oublished temperature thresholds. stream 
temperature modeling. 

Analysis of 1941 lo 2000 aerial photo sets. 2002 road and stream survey 
data. 1994-2001 stream temperature data. Riparian vegetation conditions . 
throughoul entire watershed. Thermal infrared survey of entire mainstcm 
and six large tnbutanes. Wstcr temperature data collected every 1-1.5 
hours throughout summer, 

Stream substrate paramelm. C h a ~ c l  morphology rerponsivdvulnerable 
to incrcaxd flows and input of upslopc sediment. Water lemperaturc data 
collected every 1-1.5 ho& throughout summer. 

Targeted 40 road and stream surveys; 44 square miles of aerial photo 
analysis, complete representation of current and potential stream shade 
conditions. thermal infrared survey of entire mainstem and six large - 
tributaries; well distributed stream temperature monitoring. 

Aerial photo data collected represents a 60 year period, stream temperature 
data collectcd over seven years. 

Numeric data, aerial photo analysis, measured instream parameters, 
remotely gathered thermal infrared and vegetation coverages. 

Forest Science Project swam temperahlre data collection protocol, WA 
State Watershed Analysis Manual. 

Road consmction, Timber harvest activity, Livestock grazing- 
riparianlupland, and Natural sources, Silviculture, Logging Road 
Construction. 

None 

Maintain Listing. 

ARsr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 



Region 1 : Mattole River 
Sedimentation 

water body should not be nmoved fmm the section 303(d) list because 
amlicable wateroualiw standards an still exceeded and a oollutant . . 
cbnhibutss to or causes the problem. Maintain Listing. 0riiinsl Liatiag 
Date: 1993. Estimated TMDL Completion Date:l/Od 



Region 1 : Navarro River 
Temperature 

Water Body Navarro River 

Stredsor/Medla!Bene~cIal Use TemperatureAYaterIAquatic Life 

Data q u n ~ t y  ~sessment.  Extent to N/A 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and bendeal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc lnformatlon USEPA has approved a m D L  for this water body-pollutant combination. 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted or approved even 
thwgh the W D L  has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 1 : Noyo River 
SedirnentationISiltation 

Water Body 

StressorIhfedi.lsenencia1 Use 

Data quality asseuient. Extent to 
which data'qunlity requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Iniormation 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Noyo River 

Sedimentation-SiltationM,ater/Aquatic Life 

N/A 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

N/A 

None. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bod" should not be olaced on the TMDLs Comoleted List because a 
plan to im~lcment the T ~ L  has not been adopted o; approved even 
though the TMDL has k n  approved by USEPA. 



Region I : Redwood Creek 
Sedimentation 

Water Body 

StreaoriMedlaAleneIldal Use 

Data qudlty asresament. Extent to 
whleh data quality rquirrments met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneneal use o r  standard 

Utillty of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatloo 

SWRCB StafiReeommendation 

-- ~ 

Redwood Creek 

Sedimcntatio~VWaterICold Freshwater Habitat; Spawning, Reproduction. 
andlor Early Development; Rare. Threatened, or Endangered Species. 

Data with a QAIQC plan were given the greatest weight 

In-stream sediment indicators linked to salmonid habitat requirements. 

Basin Plan water quality objectives for sediment, settleable solids, and 
Nrbidity; published sediment thresholds from peer reviewed IiteraNre. 

1975-1995: particle size distribution data; 1977-1999: Channel morphology 
data; 1973-2MX) suspended sediment data; 1999 Nrbidiw data: 2002 road 
inventory data. 

Fine sediment loads exceed TMDL thresholds, particularly in the lower 
watershed. C h a ~ e l  momholow reswnsivel vulnerable to increased flows 
and input of upslope sedimentf$s~nded sediment loads do not 
consistently meet TMDL threshold. Road densities thmughout basin 
exceed densities protective ofwater quality. IS% of mads have been 
decommissioned~ and 6% have been upgraded. 

Targeted 4 to 15 sites (depending on variable) thmughout 282 square mile 
watershed. 

Data collected over 25 year period. 

Numerical data. 

USGS sampling. Peer-reviewed monitoring/sampling techniques 

Harvest-related erosion, Road-related surface erosion, gullies, Road 
crossing failures, Natural landslides, Logging road construction, Natural 
sources, EmsionISiltation. 

None. 

Maintain Listing. 

Aftsr reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenrationrfor this recommendation, SWRCB stalTconclud; that the 
water body should not be removed fmm the sccrion 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are still exceeded and a pollutant 
&ntributes to or &uses the problem. Original Listing ~ateil993. 
Estimated TMDL Completion Date: 7/07. 



Region 1 : Redwood Creek 
Temperature 

Water Body 

StrenorlMedl.IBenefleIal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlclr data quallty requlremenh met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benefical use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speeific Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentid Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatke Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

R e d w d  Creek 

TemperaWaterlAquatic Life 

Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight. 

MWAT linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 

Basin Plan Water Quality ObjectivesMistoric Temperature 
RangeslSullivan 2000 Published Temperature Thresholds- Peer Reviewed 
LiteraNre. 

Data= 7 years (94-2001), Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at Site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

MWAT values at 23 of the 3 1 locations exceeded criteria (Sullivan 2000) 
for 14.8 degrees C. 10 locations exceeded the criteria sub-lethal eNects 
(10% red"& growth) I7 degrees C. 5 locations in the estuary, 3 locations 
in the mainstem, and I on Lacks C~wkexceedsd the criteria available for 
(20% reduced growth) sub-lethal cNccts. Maximum tcmpcraNres at 6 
locations werehigher than 24 Degrees Celsius (=Lethal). 

Targeted sites 31 locations over the 294 sq. miles of the creek. 

Data was collected over 7 years (94-2001), with at least two years of record 
at 20 locations. 

Numerical data. 

USGS sampling. 

Landslides in the Redwood Creek Watershed/floods/Emsion of 
decommissioned roads, Removal of Riparian Vegetation, Swambank 
Modificatioa/Destabilization, ~rosionl~iltation,  onp point Sources. 

Watch List: Based on a letter sent ham the NCRWOCB on Ianuarv 31 ~-~~ ~~~ -~ 

2002 the RWQCB feels there is insufficient informLon existing & 
The Maximwn Weekly Average Temperature (MWAT) and the Maximum 
Weekly Maximum Temperature (MWMn values for the Ten Mile River 
~ a e i h e d  exceed the criteria va i i s  (suliivan, 2000 Published 
Temperature Thresholds-Peer Reviewed Literature), that were used to 
translate the nmtive Water Quality Objective for Region I for . . 
Temperature. 

Aikr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rrcommendation, SWRCB staNconclude that the 
water bcdv should be  laced on the section 303ld) list becaux aDDlicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"tant contributest; or 
causes the problem. 



Region 1: Redwood Creek 
Temperature 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
I. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
2. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. 'The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data arc numerical. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards werc exceeded is high 



Region 1 : Russian River 
Temperature 

Water Body 

Stre8aorlMedl.IBeneflel.l Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses arc not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatld representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(a) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StalTRecornmendatlon, 

Russian River 

TempcraNreiWaterlAquatic Life 

Data with a QNQC were given the greatest weight. 

MWAT linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 

Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives/Historic Temperamre 
RangedSullivan 2W0 Published Temperature Thresholds- Peer Reviewed 
Literamre. 

Data = 5 years (1997-2W1), Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

All 26 locations had MWAT values exceeding the (Sullivan 2000) criteria 
of 14.8 and 17 Degrees, used to translate the narrative WQO for 
temperature. 

26 Site locations in the Russian River Watershed. 

More than one season for 5 years. 

Numerical data. 

Unknown. 

Flow regulatiodmcdification, Removal of riparian vegetation, Habitat 
Modification, Nonpoint Sources. 

Based on a letter sent from the NCRWOCB on Januaw 31.2002 the 
RWQCB feels there is sufficient information and rcco.m;nds to list this 
water body. The Maximum Weekly Average Tempcram WWAT) and 
the Maximum Weekly Maximum Temocrature (MWMT) valucs for the 
Russian River watershed exceed the citeria values (~ulfivan. 2000 
Published Temperamre Thresholds. Peer Reviewed iiteramri ) that were 
used to translate the narrative Water Quality Objective for Region I for 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staflconcludc that the 
water body should be daced on the section 303(d) list because ao~licable . . . . 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
I. The data exhibited suilicienr spatial andicrnporal coverage. 
2. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. The evaluati-on guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 



Region 1 : Russian River 
Temperature 

standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

All of the wanr quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 1 : Russian River 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StreaorlMedil/BenelidaI Use 

Data quallry as~ermemt Extent to 
whlch data qualltyrequlnnents met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging if 
standards or usea are not aitalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assera water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Russian River 

Data with a QMQC were given the greatest weight. 

PathogendBacteria (i.e. Fecal coliform) to REC-I Beneficial Use. 

Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives. 

Data = IS Years (1987-2001), Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at sites. 

Bacterial Data : 72% of the fecal coliform data from 1986-1994 at 
Healdsburg Memorial Beach exceed thc WQO. 75% ofthe fecal coliform 
data tiom 1992-1994 at Monte Rio beach exceed the WQO. 

Healdsburg Memorial Beach and Monte Rio Beach areas, sample sites 
unknown. 

All of the Samples were collected in the summer months. 

Numerical data. 

Unknown. 

Point sources, Nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe ~mblem. Data has shown these water bodies have exceeded the 
WQO for pathogens. List the Monte Rio area from the confluence of Dutch 
Bill Creek to the confluence of Fife Creek. Also list Healdsburg Memorial 
Beach from the Highway 101 crossing to the railroad crossing upstream of 
the beach. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
2. Beneficial uses aoolv to the waterbodv. 
3. Water quality staridah used is applicad1e. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standsrds is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 1: Russian River 
Pathogens 

Most of the water quality mcssurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffwnfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 1 : Santa Rosa Creek 
Sediment 

Water Body Santa Rosa Creek 

Strwsor/Medis/Benencld Use SedimenUWaterICold Frwhwater Habitat; Spawning, Reproduction, andlor 
Early Development; Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species. 

Data quality aaswsment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uaes are not attained 

Water Body-specl~c Information The Russian River watershed was listed for SedimentatiodSiltation in 
1998. This listing applies to Santa Rosa Creek. Estimated TMDL 
Completion Date is 201 1. 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Uae of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Maintain Listing 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon Maintain Listing 



Region 1: Santa Rosa Creek 
Temperature 

Water Body 

StressorMedII/Bene~clal Use 

Data quallly a s ~ s m e n t .  Extent to 
whlch dam quality rcqulrcmenls met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use o r  standard 

Utllily of measure for judglng if 
standads o r  uses .re not attnlned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal repreaentatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentinl Source(8) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Santa Rosa Creek 

TempcraturelWatcdCold Freshwater Habitat; Spawning, Repmdumion, 
andlor Early Development; Rare. Threatened. or Endangered Species. 

Data with a QAlQC were given the greatest weight 

MWAT linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 

Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives/Historic TemperaNre 
RsngeslSullivan 2000 Published Temperature Thresholds- Peer Reviewed 
Literature. 

Data = 5 years (1997-200L), Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

All 26 locations had MWATvalues exceeding the (Sullivan 2000) criteria 
of 14.8 and 17 Degrees, used to translate the narrative WQO for 
temperature. 

26 Site locations in the Russian River Watershed. 

More than one season for 5 years. 

Numerical data. 

Flow regulationlmodificatian, Removal ofr~panan vegetation. Habilal 
Modification, Nonpoint Sources. 

Based on a lcncr sent from the NCRWQCB on January 31,2002 the 
RWOCB feels there is sufficient information and recommends to list !he 
~ur r i an  River watershed. This lining includes Santa Rosa Creek. Thc 
Maximum Weekly Average TempcraNrc (MWAT) and the Maximum 
Weekly Maximum Temperature (MWMT) values for the Russian River 
watershed exceed the chteria values (~ulfivan. 2000 Published 
Temperature Thresholds- Peer ~eviewed ~iteriture )that were used to 
translate the narrative Water Quality Objective for Region L for 
TemperaNre 

Bascd on a letter sent from the NCRWQCB on January 3 1,2002, there is 
sufficient information and recommends to list the Russian River watershed. 
This listine includes Santa Rosa Creek. Thc Maximum Weeklv Averaee 
~cmperanic (MWAT) and Be Maximum Weekly Maximum iempcrature 
(MWMT) values for the Russian River Watershed exceed the criteria 
values (Sullivan, 2000 Published TempcraNre Thresholds- Peer Reviewed 
Literature )that were used to translate~the narrative Water Oualilv . . 
Objective for Region I for Temperature. 
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Region 1 : Santa Rosa Creek 
Pathogens 

Water Body 

StrnsorlMedla5enefid.l Use 

Data quallty Mseument. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benetled use o r  standard 

UlUIty of measure for judging If 
standards or user arc not sttaiacd 

Water Body-speclnc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstsodnrd method 

Potentlsl Source(s) of P,ollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatton 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Santa Rosa Creek 

Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight 

PathogewBacteria (i.e. E. coli.) linked to REC-1 Beneficial Use. 

CA. Draft DHS Guidance for Freshwater Beaches, Swimming Advisory 
Posting. 

Data = 1-23 Years (197911980 and 2001). Data measured at site, Species 
or indicator prexnt at Site, Environmental conditions wnsidered at site. 

Baclerial Data n J 8 ,  19 exceeding draft DHS Guidance standards NOT 
enough data to show exceedance of REC-I WQO -Bacteria, but enough to 
show excccdance of the DHS midance. The DHS midance for fresh water 
beaches, which was used to post a swimming advisory for this water body. 

Targeted Sites, 12 along the creek. 

Data collected over I2 days in JuneNuly 2001 and also during 4 separate 
months in 1979/1980. 

Numerical data. 

City of Santa Rosa and Draft CA. State DHS Guidance for Fresh Water 
Beaches. 

Point sources and Nonpoint sources. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff wnclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list. 

This conclusion is baxd on the staff findings that: 
I. The data exhibited sufficient soatial andtemwral coveraze. ~ ~~~~ ~ ~ ~ - 
2. The evaluation guideline used is adequate. A Swimming Advisory for 
this waterbody is in eNm. based on the u x  of this Draft CA. DHS 
Guidance for Fresh Water Beaches. imllactina the Bcneficial Use. There 
was not enough data to show excccdsnces O ~ E C - 1 .  WQO- Bacteria 
3. Data are numerical. 
4. Standard methods were used. 
5. Othet water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the DHS 
guidance. The staffconfidence that standard9 were exceeded in high. 



Region 1: Santa Rosa Creek 
Chromium, Copper, and Zinc 

Water Body Santa Rosa Creek 

StrnsorlMedlllBenenclal Ule Chromium, Copper, and Zmc 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage behueen meanurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UHllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specifle Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty Available copper, chromium, and zinc water quality and sediment data, 
including additional (new) data has submitted by the City of Santa Rosa 
collected from Santa Rosa Creek and Laguna de Santa Rosa. Comparison 
of these data to a~~ l i eab le  criteria fmaxiium contaminant level. . . 
agriculNral criterion, public health goals, aquatic life criterion, and 
California Toxic Rule criteria) shows that all available data arc below 
s~dicable  crireria. The RWQCBs prcvious assessment did not include 
c~moarison to CTR. The C ~ N  of ~ a n t a  Rosa continues to monitor both 
Santa Rosa Cmk and the Laguna de Santa Row for these melalr, and the 
RWQCB wtll conttnuc to revlsw the results when available. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Une of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Aiternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Exclude from Listing. 

SWRCB Stat7 Recommendation After reviewina the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentationrfor this raommcndation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be excluded from Listing. 

This cnnclusion is based on the staff findings that none of the water quality 
measurements exceeded the applicable water quality criteria. 



Region 1: Santa Rosa Creek 
Diazinon 

Water Body Santa Rosa Creek 

Streaaor/MedldBenefldal Use Diazinon 

Data qu.Uty usurmcnt. Extent to 
which data quallty requlrcmclts met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UHllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc lnformatlon 

Data used to asscss water quality In November of 1999 results by the City of Sanw Rosa were non-dctwt for 
all pesticides, including diazinon. Presented in the RWQCB November 
16.2002 303(d) List Update Rccommcndations report, a 1997 Department 
ofpesticides ~&ulations sNdv rewtted that two of the fitly two samdes - . . 
from the Russian Rivcr abovc the reporting limit, at concentrations abovc 
lhat believed to be detrimental lo freshwater organisms. The RWQCB 
recommends placing the Russian River watershed on the Watch List for 
diazinon, butnot specifying individual tributaries 

Spatial repfesentatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potenlial Source(#) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Exclude fram Listing. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should bc excluded from Listing. 

This conclusion is baxdon the staff findings that none of the water qualiry 
measurements exceeded the applicable water quality criteria. The RWQCB 
recommends  laci inn the ~uss-i& River watershed i n  the Watch List for . - 
diazinon, but not specifying individual tributaries. 

The tributaries of the Russian River should not be placed on the 
Monitoring List. The Russian River should be on the Monitoring List for 
diazinon. 



Region 1: South Fork Eel River 
Temperature 

Water Body South Fork EEl River 

Stressor/Medl.IBeneficlal Use TemperaturclWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assewdent. Extent to NIA 
wblch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpolnt NIA 
and beneficel use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representntlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB Staff Recomrnendatlon 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

N/A 

None. 

Ancr reviewing the available data end informalion and the RWQCB 
documentalion for this recommendation, SWRCB slaIfconcludc that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLs Comoleted List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted o; approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 1 : South Fork Eel River 
SedimentationISiltation 

Water Body South Fork Eel River 

StreuorMedldBenefl&l Use Sedimentation-Siltation/WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality ascersinent Extent to NIA 
whkb data quaUty requirementr met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt NIA 
and beneflcd use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to asaesa water quality 

Spatial representanon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use oistandard method 

PotenHal Source(6) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendanon 

NIA 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLS Completed List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has hot bcen adopted or approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 1 : South Fork Trinity RiverFIayfork Creek 
Sedimentationlsiltation 

Water Body 

Streaor/Medln/Beneflcld Use 

Data quality assessment., Extent to 
whleh data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speellic Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstmdard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enloreenble Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StafiReeommendatlon 

South Fork Trinity RiverMay fork Creek 

Sedimentation-SiltatioRAYaterlAqu~tic Life 

NIA 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staiTconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLs Comvleted List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted o; approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 1 : Stemple CreekEstero de San Antonio 
Sediment 

Water Body Stemple CreeklEstem dc Sun Antonio 

StrnorlMedldBeneflclal Use SedimentlWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality asseument. Extent to Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight 
whicb data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkap between measurement endpolnt Turbidity linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If Basin Plan Water Quality objectives for sediment. Published 
standards or uses are not attained Sedimentation Thresholds- Peer Reviewed Literahm. 

Water Body-speclnc lnformatlon Data = 5 Years (1996-2001), Data measured at sits, Species or indicator 
present at Site. Environmental ~nd i t ions  considered at site. 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rewmmendatlon 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Have a nanativc Objective for Sediment and Turbidity, llavc data from 5 
ycars for turbidity mcasurcmcnrr. Thc data have exceeded rhc crileria 
(Published Sedimentation Thrsholds- Peer Reviewed LitrraNre). used to 
&slate the narrative Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives for Sediment. 

Targeted stations, 3 sites along creek 

Data collected over 5 sampling years. 

Numerical data. 

Dept. Fish and Game. 

Soil Erosion, Nonpoint Source. 

List. 

After reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud; that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water aualiN standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
I. The data exhibited sufficient, insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
2. The evaluation guideline used to intelpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
3. Data an numerical. 
4. Standard methods wen used. 
5. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age ofthe data were considered. 

A TMDL was ao~roved in 1997 for this Watershed and "sediment" was 
inadvencntly not'includcd ass  stressor in theoriginal303(d) List, it should 
have been includcd. All the elements for sediment are addressed in the 
1997 TMDL, but sediment was not listed as a slrcssor, nulricnts werc. 



Region 1: Stemple CreeklEstero de San Antonio 
Sediment 

RWQCB wants to amend the 303(d) list to include sediment so that the 
TMDL can be comoletcd, The data hsve exceeded the criteria fiblished 
Scdimcntstion l'hGsholds- Peer Reviewed LiamMc) ured to uanslatc the 
narrative Basin Plan Water Qualiiy Objective for sediment. 



Region 1 : Ten Mile River 
SedimentationISiltation 

Water Body 

StreaorlMedldBenefielal Use 

Data quality a s ~ e ~ m r n t .  Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

UtUlty of meaaure for Judging If 
standards or ules are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatld representation 

Temppral representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon 

T m  Mile River 

Sedimentation-SiltatioRIWate~IAquatic Life 

NIA 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

None. 

AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docummtatiokrthts recommcndation, SWRCB stafTconc1ud;that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLs Completed L~st because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted o;appmved e v q  
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 1 : Ten Mile River 
Temperature 

Water Body 

Streasor/Mdla!T3enefic1al Use 

Data qudlty usesrment. Extent to 
whlch data quaUty rquirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representatloo 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(r) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Ten Mile River 

Temperature/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight. 

MWAT linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 

Basin Plan Water Quality ObjectivcsMistoric Temperature 
RangeslSullivan 2000 Published Temperature 'Ihrcsholds-Pccr Rcviewed 

Data = 7 yean (93-2000), Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at Site. Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Maximum recorded temoeraNres did not exceed 24 deerees at anv of the 
localions. 31 out of the 57 locauons exceeded the 14.8;ntcna (~illtvan 
2000). MWAT values at 17 localions exceeded the 17 degree MWAT 
cntena for sub-lcthal cfTecls (10% reduced arowlh) MWAT values at 3 of 
the locations exceeded the MWAT criteria i%r sub-'lethal (20% reduced 
growth). 

Data were available from 37 locations 

2 yean of data were available for all of the 37 locations with the exception 
of 3 ofthem. 5 yean of data were available from 26 locations. 

Numerical data. 

Unknown. 

Streambank modificatioddestabiliration, Removal of riparian vegetation, 
Habitat modification, Nonpoint sources. 

Watch Lin: Baxd on a lener sent tiom the NCRWQCB on January 31, 
2002 the RWQCB feels there is insufficient information existing to list. 
The Maximum Weekly Averaae TempcraNrc (MWAT) and the Maximum 
Weeklv Maximum ~ e k e r a t u ~ e  (M- values for the Ten Mile River 
~ a t e & e d  exceedthc Ateria vaiues (~ulivan. 2000 Published 
Tempcram Thresholds -Peer Reviewed Litcram), that were used to 
translate the n m i v e  Water Quality Objective for Region I fol 
Tempera*. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffwnclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
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Region 1 : Ten Mile River 
Temperature 

I. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
2. Beneficial use$ apply to the warm body. 
3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret nanative water quality 
standards is adeauatc. ~~ ~ ~ 

5. Data are numerical. 
6. Other water body- or site-spscific information including the effects of 
season and age oftbe data were considered 

Most oflhc water quality msasuremenu exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidcncc that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 1 : Trinity River 
SedimentationISiltation 

Water Body 

Data qudlty aaaeument. Extent to 
~ h l c h h a t a ~ u a l l t y  requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglne If 
standards or uses are not nttslncd 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(8) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB StalIRecommendatlon 

Trinity River 

Sedimentation-SiltationlWaterIAquatic Life 

NIA 

USEPA has approved a TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommendation, SWRCB staNconcludc that the 
water body should not be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
plan to iGlement the TMDL has not been adopted or approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 1: Tule Lake and the Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge 

PH 

Water Body Tule Lake and the Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge 

Stwsor/Medll/BenefldaI Use pWWater/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty auessment. Extent to Data with a QAIQC were given the greatest weight. 
which data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt pH linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial Use. 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives. 
standards or user are not attained 

Water ~ o d ~ ~ s ~ e e i f l e  lnformatlon Data = 6 years (1992-1997), Data measured at site, Species or indicator 
present at Site, Environmental conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Uae ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflReeommendatlon 

For the Klamath Straights Data showcd in 1996, 10 pH cxceedanccs out of 
I5 measurements (7.9- 10 range), 1997 data showed I3 pH mceedances 
out of IS measuremen6 (8.1 - 10 Ranae). The 1992-95 data showcd 3 
exfeedances out of 11 saholes 14.6- <l2 ranne). For the Tule Lake Data ~~~~~~ ~~~-~ ~ ~~ . .~ - .  
showcd in 1996 10 pli exceedances our of IS meamrcments (7.5 - 10.0 
range). 1997 data showed 13 exceedances out of 15 measurements and the 
1992-95 the data showed 7 exceedances out of l l samples (range 5 - 10.2). 

Klamath Smighs-samplingstatio~ule Lake-Pump D sampling station. 

April through October Data from 1992-1997 for Klamath and Tule Lake. 

Numerical data. 

Unknown. 

Nonpoint sources, Internal nutrient cycling. 

List. 

Afkr reviewin. the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documen!ation-for this recom!ncndation, SWRCB staff concludithat the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
1. The h t a  exhibited sutlicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
2. Beneficial uses have been established. 

. 

3. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
4. Data an numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or sits-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measuremen6 exceeded the water quality 
standard. Data has shown that the pH values exceeded the WQO for pH. 

1.50 



Region 1: Tule Lake and the Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge 

pH 
The sstaff confidcncc that standards were exceeded is high. List for pH for 
the portions ofTule Lake and Lower Klamath Lake National Wildlife 
Refuge. 



Region 1: Van Duzen RiverNager Creek 
Sedimentation/Siltation 

Water Body Van Duzen RivcrNagcr Creek 

Str~sorMedWBeneflclPI Use Sedimentation-SiltationANaterlAquatic Life 

Data q u d t y  assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data qudlty requirements met  

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflenl use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging If NIA 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speclflr Ioformatlon USEPA has approved s TMDL for this water body-pollutant combination. 

Datm used to assem m t e r  quality NIA 

Spatld representation NIA 

Temporal represenhtlon NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use ofatandard method NIA 

Potentla1 Source(%) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendntlan ARer reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for lhts recommendation, SWRCB stafTconcludc that the 
water body should not be placed on theTMDLs Compleed 1.1~1 because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted or approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Water Bodies Proposed for the Monitoring 
List in Region 1 

Water Body Pollutant/Stressor Rationale 

Alder Creek 

Sediment and TanpmNre D m  regarding instrcam wnditionr and sediment impact sre not available in this 
wushcd. Tenpaam d.rs for Aldn Crcrk pmvided by w n t  survey (Pjcrmu. 
2001) indicate that high rcmpcrsturs levels may be s s a w  of impaimmt afcold water 
tishencs in Alder CrscC Add i t io~ l  information on the rcmporal and spatial extent of 
clevatrd tcmpnsrurra, includinp MWATI, arc required w dctninc the rxtmt of rrrcam 
temperam impairment. 

Staf f rsomnds wnducting additional insheam sediment and temperahue 
assessments of Alder Creek lo determine whether spawning and raring habitat ofwld 
water fisheries and other beneficial uses sre impaired due to sedimentation and/or 
elevated InperaNrer. 

Beith Creek 

Sediment Beneficial uses of eonecm include those asmisted with cold water fisheries 
(commercial and spon fishing, spawning, reprcduetiw, and/or early development). 
Chief threals sre sedimentation and increased tunof. and ~assiblv urban runoff(Farhi. 
2001) Based on tbe available information, it is ditlie;lt tLdete&o whether th; 

' 

insbeam sediment conditions an impairing the w ld  water fishery. Additional 
informstion on insbeam sediment conditions, channel aggradation, and historic and 
current fish prescncdabrenec is necessary to determine whether water quality objectives 
are being exceeded and beneficial uses impaired. 

Brush Creek 

Sediment Data suggests low impact by tine sediments on the streambed. However, funher 
infarmtion regarding inslmm sedimenteonditiona is necessary m verify the wnspon 
cspaeity for Bmrh Creekand evaluate the conditions of the other southem Mendocina 
coast stream. 

Staffresomends conducting additional instream sediment assessments in these 
southern Mendwino Coast smm to determine whether spawning and raring habitat 
of cold water fisheries and other beneficial uses are impaired due lo sediments. 

Casper Creek 

Pathogens There is not enough data over s 30day time period to make a determination of water 
quality objective erceedsnce for canmt recreation, accordingto Baain Plan water 
quality objectives. Wbilc the results may be due to a midual effect of the sewer line 
break tho lack ofbaseline data makes it ditlicult to determine with m v  certainw. Given 
the &oral accounu ofsurfers getling sinusitis/car infections, staffkommends 
putting Viin Cnek, Casper Crsck, and Pudding Creek on the watch list and 
conducting baaclim monitoring for pathogens to asses whether beneficial uses an 
threslenedor impaird 

Cottaneva Creek 

Sediment lnformst8on regarding sediment loadmg, insbeam conditions, and scdimnt wnspon 
capacity of thcrc stream is inrutlicirnt to dclcnine whcthn beneficid wcs a e  
imoaired. Staffmommcods wnductine insmam redtment and tmcn twe  assessments 
of;hnc northem Mendwino Cout she- to determine whether dneficial uses an 
impaired due to redimenu. 
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Water Body Poflutant/Streasor Rationale 

Dehaven Creak 

East Fork Trinity River 

M e w  

Fish population &mmd timberbarvcu hislnier were not available for &c 
watersheds. However, both thus stream. have been documented to movide historic 
habitat for coho a~lmoa which ar. N M I U ~  absent h m t h e  watanhida ( ~ j k &  2001) 
f ie  to lack of Bsb populuion data, it is difficult to dotamins whahcrthc inrtraMl 
sediment wnditiona hsvc implired the wld water h h n y s n d  other beneficial -. 
Slsifrrcommcndr a d d i t i d  m-h to chamclerk historic Fihcrics mnditim, as 
well as obrainingmm infomutionon hawM histories and innaam conditlom 
necessary for mkinga bel~ficial ~ a c  impainnmt dotmninnian. 

An arrerrmt afwaferqualityarovndahandoned minc lim in Trinity C m w ~ ~ v o l d  
thsr wrlrr qunlity sw& & being mu, except sr the mu of the ~ l loone  mckury 
minc .I the nanhcm md dTtinity County above the East Fork of the Trinity Rivn 
(Trinity Joumal.2WI). A USGSmonitoringpmgram tobecompleted in 2W2, will 
cvalrvta the impact ofabandoncd mioes such as the Altoona mine on federal lands in 
the Ttintty Rivn w a h e d .  Smifrccomcnds ass cash^ the rerulu ofthc study w i n  
ava~lablc to d e l m n c  whether bcneneial w arc impa id  by mncury. 

Elk Creek 

Sediment Dsls sugssu  low impact by f inesedimu on thesheambed Howcvcr, m r  
information regarding insmarn sediment conditions is necessary to verify the transport 
capacity far Elk Creek and evaluate the conditions of the olher southem Mendmino 
coast s u m .  

Staffrccommrnds conducting additional insmsm wdimcnl mrnsmrnu in there 
southern Mrndocino Coast stream to determine whcthn spawning and rearing habitat 
ofcold walrr fisheries and other bmcficial uses src impaired due to sedimmu. 

Greenwood Creek 
Scdimcnt snd T-hlre The most sensitive beneficial uses suppotted by OIeenwwd Cnck include uses 

associated with tbe celd w a r  fisherland municipal and domestic supply, There is 
conflicting cvidenec regarding the i & i m t  of~&enwood creek'; instmm 
conditions due to fine sedimmt Tho nsulu ofall ofthese studies an mixed, and seem 
to indicate. at a minimum. the exirtcnce of ImsliEed degradation of strcambcd quality 
due to fine sediments. Atthis time, staffis unable to determine the conaibuting factorn 
ea~uslng the impaimnl to the domestic water supply. It is unclear, based upon the 
available information, whether uprueam timber harvest praclins contributed to the ha& 
"anion Funhermore. m-m &tn from wo locations on Greenwood Creek ~~~~~~~ ~ ~~r~~~ -~~ ~ 

~~~ ~ ~ 

snmnin= six v- o f d  fmm 1992 1.2000 indicate that high t c m m ~ ~ k l s  . - .  
mav be a source of imua imtafco ld  watn fuheries in ~ n m > w d  k k ~ a s e d  on - 

the eomplicatcdcim~~tances tegarding the drinking water supply, as well as the mined 
information on the inseam redimmt conditions in Omnwood Creek, staffwsommendr 
putting Greenwood Cnek on the Monitoring Lirt for sediment. StaRalso r r c o m n d s  
tha Grcmwood Cmekbc added to (hc Monitoring Lirt fortrmperam, and hat  
additional temperature monitoring st marc laatio"a thmughout the watmhed be 
eonducsd to evaluate posriblc LrmpnaNn impairment ofthe cold watn fishery. 

Grotzman Creek 
W i m t  Bcncticisl "sea ofconeao ioctudc Uloas-iatad with mM water fisherlea 

(commercial and spm fishin& spawning, reproduction, rndlor w l y  development). 
ChiefthnaIsm aedimnmtion and i n c d  ~ n o f f ,  and possibly urban moff(Farhi, 
2001). Based on the available infomtion, it is di6cult to determine wheUler the 
inr&am sediment conditions sn impairing the cold watn fi~hcty. Additional 
informstion an ins- aedimentconditions, channel aggradation, snd historic md 
cvmnt fish prcsencc/~brencc is necessary to dotarmine whether warn quality objectives 
arc being exceeded and beneficial uscs impaired. 
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Water Body PollutanUStressor Rationale 

Hardy Creek 

lnfmnation rep.rd~ng &ment loadmg, m m s m  condoons, and scdmmt mnrport 
capactty of thuo m"m u mmufficimt to dslcrmnnc uhcthn beneficial uus u c  
ilmaired Staff mm& m d u c t l n ~  insmam sedlmnt and tememtwe as6essmen~ - 
e f thac  wnhm Mcndoeino Coast s m m  to determine whether benckial usas arc 
impaired due to s e d i m b .  

Howard Creek 

Sediment Infannation rrgar4ing sediment loading, inamam conditions, and sediment batupott 
capacity of these SUWW is itsufficient to detmnins whctherbencfiiial uses are 
impaired. Staff reconmynds conducting insapm sediment and ternpentwe assesamentr 
of thee  wnhm Madoeim Coast s m m  to determine whether beneficial uses arc .~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

impaired due te  sedimenb, 

Humboldt Bay 

PCBs and Dieldrin Preliminary 19W-2000 data(SWRCB, 2001) fmm the State Massel Watch P r o m  
(SMWP) shows levels of dieldrin mdTotal PCBs in transplanted California Mussels 
thst exceed marimwn tissue residue levels far enclosed bays and ermries (Humboldt 
Del None Pier, C Sae t ,  and I Smet). Given that the SMWP nsults are considezed 
preliminsly, and the lack of supporting information, staff recommends conducting 
additional manitoringat theserites f n  Total PCBs and dieldrin thmugh the Sate 
Mussel Watch Program. Additional study may be conducted through the Surface Water 
Ambient Monitoring PmgIBrn 

According to accounts submitled for the 303(d) List update, sedimentation fmm smams 
which drain into the Bay, such as lscoby Creek, has led to aggradation near the mouths 
of these creeks (Friedrichsen, 2001). Further, elevated turbidity and suspended solids 
can result in decreased light penetration thmugh the water column, impacting aquatic 
plants such as celgraar and the organisms dependent on them. 

It is not e l m  based on the available information whether water quality objectives are 
being exceeded and beneficial uses impaired in Humbaldt Bay. Staffrecommends 
additional study to determine whether beneficial uses are threatened due to 
sedimentation in Humbaldt Bay. 

Juan Creek 

Sediment 

Klamath River 
Sediment 

Laguna de Santa Rosa 

Nutrients 

Information regarding sediment loading, insueam conditions, and sediment transport 
capacityof these smams is insulliciat to determine whether beneficial uses arc 
impaired. Staffnco-ds conducting insueam sediment and temperamre asrcsmmb 
of these nonhm Mcndoeino Coast smams to dstmnine whether beneficial user are 
impaired due to sedimmrr. 

Beneficial user may be im@ired in portions of the mainstem Klamath @Micularly in 
the lower Klamath River) and tributaries to the Klamath River (Beaver Creek and 
tributaries to the Kl-th below the confluencs with the Trinity River havebeen 
specifically identified) due to excessive sediment loading and ~saam sediment 
conditions. Insufficient i a f m t i o n  is available at this time to make s listing 
determination. Staffmconnncnds focused study ofthe insueam sedidimmt conditions to 
assess beneficial we impairment of the msinstm and tributaries. 

Even though there a n  I0 waterchemistrysamples, there is no applicable guideline that 
can be used to interpret the narrative smbd. Even though aphosphonu goal is not 
applicable in this specific simtion, it is clear that the Lagunade Santa Rosa docs not 
w e t  rtandarda for low diarolwd oxygen. It is also clear that nuuient concentrations are 
a pmbable caw of the low orygcnconcentratiom. New monitoring should be 
completed that identities the contribution ofnutrims and their nlstianship to the 
obrc~ved low oxygen consenbations. 
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Water Body PollutnntlStnsaor Rationale 

Mad River Slough 

PCBs Pnlimhsry 1999.2000 dsu(SWRCB, 2001) fmrn ihc State Musscl watch Rognm 
(SMW) show Iweb of Total PCBs in tnnaplanwd CalifomiaMussels sampled a the 
mouth of Mad River Slough dmtucecd m a x i m  tissue residue levcla formclosed 
bays andesNuies. Given Lhat the SMWP -Its a r a ~ ~ i d m d  preliminsryand there is 
liltle svpponing infomtiios st.ffmommends mnducting additional monitong of 
Mad Rivcr Slough fmTotal PCBs thmugh tho Stale Mussel Watch Pmgnm. Additiooal 
study may be conduEDdthrovgh the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Rognm 

Mallo Pass Creek 

Sediment Data suaests low impact by f iw sediments on the s a m b  However. iunhcr 
ioformation regarding instrumsedimmt conditions is necessfuyto verify the m p n  
a ~ a c i w  for Mdlo P r u  Creek andevaluate the conditions ofthe other southern 

Staff recommecds earlducting additional insaam sediment assessments in these 
southim M e n h i n o  Coast s u e a m  to determine wliether spawning and rearing habitat 
ofcold water fisheries and other beneficial uses are impaired due to sediments. 

Pudding Creek 
Pathogens 

Russian River 
Diadnon 

Schooner Gulch 

Sediment 

There is not cnouah dataover a 30-dev time wriod to make s determination ofwater 
quality objective &ceedancc for con& nc&tion, @carding to Basin Plan water 
quality objectives. While the results may he due to a residual effect ofthe sewer line 
break, the lack ofbaseline data makes ildiIlicuII to determine with any m i n t y .  Given 
the anecdotal accounts ofsurfen gelling sinusitirlcar infections, staff recommends 
putting Virgin Creek, Casper Creek, and Pudding Cnek on the watch list and 
conducting baseline monitoring for pathogens to assess whether beneficial uscs a n  
threatened or impaid.  

InNovember of 1999 results by thecity of Santa Rosa were nandetect for all 
pesticides, including diazinon. Presented in the RWQCB November 16,2002 303(d) 
List Update Recommcndatinu repon, a 1997 Depsnrncnt of Pesticides Regulations 
study kponed that huo ofthe fifl;. two samples fmm the Russian Riversb&e the 
rcponing limil. a eancrnmlionr sbovc that belneved lo be dcmimnlal lo fmshwarr 
orgsniamr. The RWQCB reeommmds placing the Russian River walcrshcd an the 
Welch Lin fordimam, but rot specifying individual Uibutaneo. 

The tributaries of the R u s k  Rivcr should not be placed on the Moniloring Lirl The 
Russian River should be on the Monitoring List for diazinon. 

Data suggests low impact by fine sediments on the streambed. However, finher 
information regarding instrumsediment conditions is necessary m verify the m p n  
capacity for Schooner Gulch and evaluate the conditions of the other southcrn 
Mendmino Coast st-. 

Staff recommends conducting additional inshem sadimml assessmenu in these 
southcrn M c n h i n o  Cos t  s u e a m  to dctminc whether spawing and rearing habitat 
of cold wslnliimes and olhrrbmcfirial us- cs impired due tosedimeols 

Shasta River 

Sediment and Nutrients information on ins- sediment and nutrient conditions available during the 303fd) 
List update pmcrs was insuflicica to determine whetherwster qualily objectives are 
being met and beneficial uses supprtcd in thc Shasta River. Staff mmmends 
additional asseramnt of insbeam sediment conditions, to evaluate whether beneficial 
uses are eurrcndy impaired asa result of excessive sed imt .  
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Water Body Pollutant/Stressor Rationale 

Tulc Lake and Lower Klarnath 
Lake National Wildlife Refuge 

Low Dissolved Oxypn and The .vantable data arc iorufficicnl to rupwn s lisling for numnis objatvo cxucdanco. 
Unionized Ammonia Cllifomia dou not have s slandsrd for un-ionkd ammonia. US EPA critaia were used 

for uscarmaor ofavailable dsla ml laed in 1996-1997.7hs US EVA rritcM varv ......... . ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~  -~ ~~ ~~~ ~ -~~ ~~ -~~~ .. ~~~~~- -~, 
depending on IempcnNn. pH md  sensitive W l e s  present: thecriteria bsome stricter 
sl nH m d  temrrmurr in-. Based on h infomtion avsllabledurinc the 303161 
~ i i u ~ d a t e  &cd, there we not svfficicntdab to listthesa surface waters"forun.i~nh 
smmonib These surface wten should, however, be prioritized for additional un- 
ionized ammonia tuh& including pH and water tempramre. Additional work b 
suggested to evaluate the toxicity ofun-ionizededonis and the protection of the 
beneficial uses of t h e  w e  bodies. in  addition, the scaoonal stam ofun-ionized 
ammonia eon~mtrations should be examined. 

Usal Creek 
Sediment Theavailable data suggest & a  insmom sediment conditions may contribute lo sdecline 

in the sa im id  Rrhcry. StaNwmmenda conducting additional innhem monitoring 
and fish population surveys to determine wkuhether spawning and msring habitat afcold 
water fisheries and other baeficisl uses are impaired due to sedimentation. 

Virgin Creek 
Pathogens There i s  not enough data ever a 30-day time priod to make adelemination ofwater 

quality objective erecodanee for contact reorestion, according to Basin Plan water 
quality objectives. While the results may be due to s residual effect d the sewer line 
break, the lackof baseline data makes it difficult lo determine with any certainty. Given 
the anecdotal accounts of surfers cenine sinusitidear infcctiona. ataNmommendn 
auttnnc Virgin Creek. Cas~er C& ani Pudding Creek an the watch list and . - -  . . - 
conducting baseline monitoring far pathogens lo assess whether beneficial uses are 
threatened or impaired. 

Wages Creek 
Scdimcnl Fish population data and limber harvest hnrtoricr were not aksilablc for there 

watmhrdr. However, both the% streams havc been doewnrnted to provide historic 
hsbiral for coho saltmn which are r m n t l v  absent from the watersheds (Picnou. 2001). . , 
Due to lack of f i h  wndation data it is dlifleult to detemune whether the;nsham 
sediment condition; in Dehaven a.d Wages Creeks have impaired the cold water fishery 
and other beneficial uses. Staff mommends additional research to characterize historic 
fisheries conditions, as well as obtaining more information an harvest histories and 
instream conditions necessary for making a beneficial use impairment determination. 
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Region 2: Arroyo Hondo 
Diazinon 

Water Body 

Streuor~edlnlBeneflfIrl Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage bchveen measurement endpofnt 
and bencflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Rewmmendation 

SWRCB StaNReeommendation 

Arroyo Hondo 

DiazinonMraterlAquatic Life and Drinking water uses 

QNQC requirement. Only data of higher overall level of information were 
used. 

Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life and Drinking water. 

WQO, Basin Plan. 

This water body was emneously added to the 1998 as part of the Urban 
creek listing for Diminon. 

Listing Factor 3 mistake made in 1998 List. This water body was found to 
be not pan of the Urban Creek tributaries listed on the 1998 list this creek 
isn't an urban creek at all. Field Reconnaissance in 2001, found this 
mistake. 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was temporally collected 

Numerical data. 

RWQCB methods. 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist. 

Aitcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be removed tiom the.section 303(d) list because thls 
body was listed as a mistake and never should have been listed as an Urban 
Creek. 



Region 2: Arroyo Las Positas 
Diazinon 

Water Body Arroyo Las Positas 

StreuorMedinlsenencid Ule DiazinonMraterIAquatic Life (MIGR; S P W ,  (COLD); (WARM)) 

Data quallty aucamenl  Exlent to QAIQC requirement. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines for 
wblch data gusllty rcqulremenh met. 305@) q R s ,  that u m a  hierarchy ofwslerqualitydata levels. Only data 

of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) were used to list a 
wate; body. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life Uses. 
and benefical use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglng If WQO, Basin Plan. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Information Water Body was added to the Basin Plan in 1995 as part of the Urban 
Creeks. It should have been listed in 1998, along with the other Urban 
Creeks for Diazinon. 

Data used to assert nster quallty List based on the criteria that was used to list Urban creeks in 1998. This 
water body should have been listed for Diazinon Ben, however due to an 
oversight by staff it was lcfl offthe 1998 list and should be placed an the 
2002 List. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutent 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendation 

Data was collected by RWQCB field reconnaissance in 2001. 

Data was wllected by RWQCB field reconnaissance in 2001. 

Numerical data. 

RWQCB methods. 

Urban RunoffIStorm Sewers. 

Unknown. 

List. 

Atter reviewing the available data snd information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because it was an 
oversight to not list Armyo Las Positas (13.5 miles) as part of the Urban 
Creeks in the San Francisco region. 



Region 2: Arroyo Mocho 
Diazinon 

Water Body 

StressorMtdWBeneflcl.I Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quaUty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judginglf 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelne Information 

Data "sed to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rewmmendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon 

Arroyo Mocho 

DiazinonlWatcr/Aquatic Life (MIOR; SPWN; (COLD); (WARM)) 

QAIQC requirement. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines for 
3050) reports, that uses a hierarchy of wafer quality data levels. Only data 
of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) were used to list a 
water body. 

Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life Uses. 

WQO, Basin Plan. 

Water Body was added to the Basin Plan in 1995 as part of the Urban 
Creeks. It should have been listed in 1998, along with the other Urban 
Creeks for Diazinon. 

List based on the criteria that was used to list Urban creeks in 1998. This 
water body should have been listed for Diazinon then, however due to an 
oversight by staff it was left off the 1998 list and should be placed on the 
2002 list. 

Data was collected by RWQCB field reconnaissance in 2001. 

Data was collected by RWQCB field reconnaissance in 2001. 

Numerical data. 

RWQCB methods. 

Urban RunoiVStorm Sewers, 

unknown. 

List. 

Atter reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the scnjon 303(d) list because it was an 
oversight not to list Armyo Mocho (28.5 miles) as pan ofthe Urban 
Creeks in the San Francisco region 



Region 2: Castro Cove, Richmond 
Mercury, Selenium, PAHs, Dieldrin 

Water Body Canro Cove, Richmond 

Stres:or/Mdla!BenefldaI Ute Mercluy. Selenium, PAHs, DieldrinlSedimentlAquatic Life 

Data quality nrseament Extent to Used BPTCP QNQC. 
whlch data quality requlrementa met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Toxicity linked to aquatic life beneficial use. 
and beneflenl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If Toxicity test results (and ERM quotient) for sediment chemistry used. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specllle Information Data = L year. 

Data used lo a a n s  water quality Elevated sedlment chemisl~y (ERM quotient), but only 1 sample, 0 and 
33% amphipod survival-2 tests, significant urchin toxicity-113 samples, 
no benthic analyses 

Spatial representatloo Samples werc analyzed from of a number of sites in the Cove. The spatial 
extent of the chemical and sediment toxicity measurements are presented in 
the Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan. 

Temporal representation Data collected between 9/94-5195. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method BPTCP methods used 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant Point sources and possibly urban N ~ O &  

Alternative Enforceable Program The Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan presents a variety of 
corrective actions that need to be completed in order for the cove to be 
remedialed. Responsible parties have been identified. 

ChevronTcxaw has developed a remedial plan that will remove Be 
polluted sediments. The plan was submitted to the RWQCB on June 7, 
2002. The company is ready to implement the remedial plan as soon as a 
final decision on the diswsal location of the removed sediments can be 
made. The company has also committed to spending approximately 
S16,000,000 to implement the remedial plan and to fulfill their 
respomibiliry toaddnos the polluted sediments. The RWQCB staff 
estimate thecleanup order will be issued within one year. 

RWQCB Recommendation Monitoring List. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendallon On Fcbuary 4,2003 the SWRCB placed this waterbody on the Section 303 
(d) List. The timcline for completing the cleanup was not firmly 
established 



Region 2: Central Basin, San Francisco 
Mercury, PAHs 

Water Body Cenml Basin, San Francisco 

StressorlMediUBenefidpl Use Mercury, PAHdSedimentlAquatic Life 

Data qudtty a s ~ u m e n t .  Extent to Used BPTCP QAIQC. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkqe behveen measurement endpoint Sediment toxicity l i e d  m aquatic life beneficial uses. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Toxicity test results (and ERM quotient) for sediment chemistry used. 
standards or u x s  are not amined 

Water Body-speeine Information Data = 2 years. 

Data used to assess water quality Slightly elevated sediment chemistry (ERM quotient), only 1 test, 
significant amphipod toxicity-IR tests significant, urchin toxicity-112 
samples, no benthic analyses. 

Spatial representation Spatial distribution of samples is described in the report: Sediment quality 
and biological effects in San Francisco Bay (Bay Protection and Toxic 
Cleanup Program), dated August 1998. 

Temporal representation Temporal distribution of samples is described in the report: Sediment 
quality and biological effects in San Francisco Bay (Bay Protection and 
Toxic Cleanup F'rogram), dated August 1998. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method BPTCP methods used. 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant Not identified, 

Alternative Enforceable Pmgrsm This s~ te  was identified as a moderate priority in the Consolidated Toxic 
Hol Spots Cleanup Plan. Remediation planning has yet to be compleled. 

RWQCB Recommendation Monitoring List. 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is wnsidered to be of adeauate qualitv. 
2. The dam exhibited sulficient spatiaisnd t;mporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uscs are applicable and apply to this waler body. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret nsrmtive water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 



Region 2: Central Basin, San Francisco 
Mercury, PAHs 

An adcquatc amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. Thc rtaRconRdence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 2: Islais Creek 
PCBs, Chlordane, Dieldrin, Endosulfan sulfate, PAHs, anthropogenically + 
Water Body Islais Creek 

StreaorMcdlllBeneficlal Use PCBs, Chlordane, Dicldrin, Endosulfan sulfate, PAHs, anthmpogenically 
enriched Hydrogen sulfide and Ammonia~SedimenlIAquatic Life 

Data quality asscsrmcnl Ertcnt to Used BPTCP QAIQC. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines 
whlch data guallty rqulrcments met. for 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data levels. Only 

data ofhighnovcrall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) were used to 
fist a watn body. 

SWRCB received "Srdimcnt lnvcstigations at lslais Creck and Mission 
Creek-1998-1999-2000" provided by SFPUC. Appropriate QA procedures 
were followed. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Sediment Toxicity and benthic community effects are linked to aquatic life 
and benefical use or standard beneficial uses. 

Utillty ofmcrsurc for JudgIng if Toxicity tcst results (and ERM quotient) for sediment chemistry used 
standards or uses are not attalncd WQO in the Basin Plan used. 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

Data = 3 years (94-97), Data measured at the site, Environmental 
Conditions considered at site. 

Elevated sediment chemistry (ERM quotient), Significant amphipod 
toxicity in 314 samples (75%), Significant urchin toxicity in 415 samples 
(SO%), Relative benthic index - 0.22,0.25.0.43 (3 benthic gradient 
samples). 

SWRCB received "Sediment Investigations at Islais Creek and Mission 
Creek-1998-1999-2000" orovided bv SFPUC. Six transects wen ~ , ~~ 

~ ~~ 

monitored over three years and at corresponding sampling stations for each 
transect (i.e. IN, IS). Excluding stations 5 and 6 (No data points in 
rxcccdance). the data shows 6/16 samplina stations (INIMNIS) indicate 
sediment tiiicity and amphipod sun ik l  below the BPTCP reference 
tolerance limit. Lead, mermly and zinc all consistently exceeded the ERM 
values at several stations in all three years surveys conducted. Levels of 
PAHs. PCBs. Chlordane. DDT and Dieldrin were at the hiahest detected 
levelaat transcct sampling stations INIS4NIS with some bllutants in 
cxcccdancc of the ERMs in 1998 only. 

Data was spatially collected over the length of the Creek. 

Data was collected frdm 9/94-9197, 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods used. 

Combined Sewer Overflowdlndustrial Point Sources. 

The Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan presents a variety of 
corrective actions that need to be completed in order for the covc to be 



Region 2: Islais Creek 
PCBs, Chlordane, Dieldrin, Endosulfan sulfate, PAHs, anthropogenically + 

remediated. Responsible parties have been identified. 

RWQCB Recamrnendstlon List: Current application of other regulatory authorities and the effects- 
based nature of the listing would give this listing a low-priority. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendalion After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this Iecommendatioh SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and pollutants contribute to or cause 
the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadcquate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sumcient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply and are spplicable. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret namtive water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 

An adequate number of the water qualily measurements cxceeded the water 
quality standard. The sthff confidence that standards were exceeded is . . 
moderate. Even thou& there is an alternative enforceable  roer ram in - . - 
place, corrcctivs actions to remedy the problem have yet to be 
implcmmtcd. Based on the report provided by SFPUC staffrscommend 
that the extent ofimpairment should include the portion of Lslais Creek 
from the beginning i f  the creek up to and encom~assing study rransect 
sampling stations INIS-. 4NlS. 



Region 2: Lake Memtt 
Trash 

Water Body 

Streror/MedlnlBenetlelal Use 

Data q u d t y  assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requlrementa met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benetleal use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglng I i  
slandard~ or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specltlc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representalion 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potenlial Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Lake Merritt 

TmhlWaterlAquatic Habitat and REC uses 

No quality assurance information was provided. 

Trash linked to Aquatic Habitat and REC usss. 

Pho tomhs  can indicate moss imoacb on beneficial uses and whether 
standGdi have been exce&. ~ksurement s  of the amounts of trash can 
provide a relative measure of the potential for nuisance. 

Photomaohs were submitted that were taken on one occasion. The data for 
trash removed from the Lake was collect by Lake Merrin Institute 
volunteers between 1998 and 2001. 

Lake Menin volunteers have documented trash removal from the Lake. 
Large amounts of trash were collecled in the Lake as follows: 

Year Amount (oounds) 

Six photographs were submined depicting what appeared to be locations in 
the Lake. The trash included accumulations of plastic bottles, styrofoam 
cuos. oawr wraooers. wood debris. aluminum cans. and other . .. . 
unidentifiable debris. '~ photograph was submitted depicting a dead bird in 
the lake wrapped in debris. Another bird death is reported as beingcaused 
by entanglement in a length of rope. 

Unknown. 

Trash removal data collected monthly over 3 I13 years. Cannot tell when 
the bird deaths occurred. 

Both numerical and non-numerical data. 

No methods described 

Urban RunofEIStorm Sewers. 

Possibly the urban storm water permits 

Change in listed water body. Change pollutant from Floating Material to 
Trash. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staRconclude that the 
water body pollutant should be changed in this already listed water body, 
from Floating Material to Trash. 



Region 2: Marina Lagoon (San Mateo Co.) 
High Coliform Count 

Water Body 

StressorlMedi.IBenetlelal Uae 

Data quallty assessment Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met  

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetlehl use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uaea are not attalned 

Water Body-speeltle Information 

Marina Lagoon (Sm Mateo Co.) 

High Colifonn CounVWaterIREC- I 

San Mateo County Envimnmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datanab QAlQC used. Data evaluation was based on USEPA 
guidelines for 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data 
levels. Onlv data of hipher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used tb list a water body. 

High Coliform Counts are linked to REC-I uses. 

Basin Plan objectives and Ocean Plan water contact standards used 

Data = 2 years (98-2000), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water quality 192 samples for tom1 colifom thcre were Basin Plan Objectives violated 
in 1% ofthc sampler. Basin Plan Objectives violatcd in 50% ofsamplcs 
for total coliform median. Basin Plan Objectives violated in 10% of 
samales for fecal coliform aeomean.  asi in Plan Obiectives violated in ~~ ~~ ,~~~~ ~~ ~ - 
33% ofsamplcs for fccsl colifom 90th percentile in dry wcathcr months. 
Basin Plan Objectivcs violated for E. coli data in 31% ofthc samples. 

Spatlal representation Data was spatially collected. 

Temporal representation Data was collected, from 10/7/98-10/3 1/00 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datanab methods, RWQCB. 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant Urban RunoNIStonn Sewers, Nonpoint Source. 

Alternative Enforeeable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation List 

SWRCB StaNRccommcndation ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB stsffconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on the saction 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate ~ualify. . . 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt s~atiaiand temporal covcragc. 
3. Bcncficial usn  apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality objcctivc used is applicable. . . .  
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 



Region 2: Marina Lagoon (San Mateo Co;) 
High Colifonn Count 

7. Other water body- or site-spceific information including the effcck of 
season and age of the data wen considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the watcr 
qualiry standard. The staff confidence that standards wen exceeded is high. 



Region 2: Mission Creek 
Silver, Chromium, Copper, Mercury, Lead, Zinc, Chlordane, Chlorpyrifos + 
Water Body Mission Creek 

Streaor/MedlllBeneiieial Use Silver, Chromium, Copper, Mercury, Lead. Zinc, Chlordane. Chlorpyrifos, 
Dieldrin, Mim,  PCBs, PAHs, anthropogenically enriched Hydrogen 
sulfide and AmmonidSediment/Aquatic Life 

Data aualltv asseameat. Extent to Used BPTCP QAIQC. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines 
whlcb'data~uallty requirements met  for 305@) repoks, chat uses a hierarchy of water quality data i&ls. Only 

data ofhighcr overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) were used to 
list a water body, 

SWRCB received "Sediment Investigations at lslais Creek and Mission 
Creek-1998-1999-2000" provided by SFPUC. Appropriate QA procedures 
were followed. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Sediment toxicity and benthic community effects are linked to aquatic life 
and benetleal use o r  standard beneficial uses. 

UtUlty of measure for jud&n& if Toxicity test results (and ERM quotient) for sediment chemistry used. 
standards or uses are not amlned 

Water Body-speciiie Information Data = 2 years (95-97), Data measured at the site, Environmental 
Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water aualitv BPTCP Data: Elevated sediment chemistlv (ERM auotient) sienificant . . 
amphipod toxicity, 315 tests (60%) signififant urch;n toxicity.jl5 samples 
(60%), relative benthic index = 0.00,0.34, and 0.65 (3 bcnthic gradient 
samples). 

SWRCB received "Sediment Investigations at lslais Crcck and Mission 
Creek-1998-1999-20W provided by SFPUC. Six transects were 
monitored over three yean and at corresponding Nonh and South sampling 
stations for each trans- fi.e. IN. IS). Excludine stations 5 and 6 m o  data 
for 1999 and 2000), the data shows 4i20 sampli& stations ( I N I S ~ N I S )  
indicate xdimcnt toxicity and amphipod survival below the BPTCP 
reference tolerance limit . Lead, mercury, zinc, silver and nickel all 
exceeded the ERM values at several stations in all three vean survevs 
conducted. Levels of PAHs, PCBs. Chlordane. DDT and~icldrin wire at 
the highest detected levels at tranwcr sampling stations IN/MN/S with 
some pollutants in exceedanceofthe EMS in 1998 only. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected, fmm 5/95-4197. 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method BPTCP methods used. 

Potentlal Source(6) of Pollutant Combined Sewer Ovedowsllndustrial Point Sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program The Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan presents a variety of 
corrective actions that need to be completed in order for the w v e  to be 



Region 2: Mission Creek 
Silver, Chromium, Copper, Mercury, Lead, Zinc, Chlordane, Chlorpyrifos + 

remediated. Responsible parties have been identified. 

RWQCB Rerommendalloo Lin: Current application of other regulaloly authorities and the effects- 
based nature of the listing would give this listing a low-priority. 

SWRCB Stan Recommendrtlon ARcr reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documeotation for this rccommmdation, SWRCB staficonclude that the 
water body should be daced on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and pollut&ts contribute to or cause 
the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered t o t e  of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply and are applicable. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality mearuments exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staficonfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. Even though there is an sltemative enforceable program in 
dace. corrective acti;ns.to remedy the 6mblem have vet to b s  
~mplc'mcnted. Based on the reponprov~ded by SFPUC staff recommend 
that the extent of impairment should include the ponion ofMission Creek 
from the b e g i ~ i n g  of the creek up to approximately 4th Street 
(encompassing study transect sampling stations INIS- 4NlS). 



Region 2: Oakland Inner Harbor (Fruitvale site) 
Chlordane, PCBs 

~ 

Water Body Oakland Inner Harbor (FnJiNale site) 

StreworlMedis/Beneflcial Use Chlordane. PCBs/SedimentlAquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to Used BPTCP QAIQC. 
whlch date quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Sediment Toxicity linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judglng if Toxicity test results (ERM quotient) for sediment used. 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-specillc Information Data -2 yean. Data are 5 years old. 

Data used to assess water quallty Slightly elevated sediment chemisuy (ERM quotient), but only I sample, 
significant amphipod toxicity 212 tests, no significant urchin toxicity 2 
tests, no benthic analyses. 

Spatial representation Spatial dislribution of samples is described in the repon: Sediment quality 
and biological effects in San Francisco Bay (Bay Proteclion and Toxic 
Cleanup frogram), dated August 1998. 

Temporal representation Data collected during 4195- 4/97, 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method BPTCP methods used, 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant Not identified. 

Alternative Enforceable Program This site was identified as a moderate priority in the Consolidated Toxic 
Hot Spots Cleanup Plan. Remediation planning has yet to k completed. 

RWQCB Recommendation Monitoring List. 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendatlon ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards sre exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is wnsidcrcd to k ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiaiand &mo&al coverage. 
3. Benelicial uses a n  applicable 'and apply to tiis walcr body. 
4. The evalualion guideline used to interpret nanativc water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 2: Oakland Inner Harbor (Pacific Dry-dock Yard 1 site) 
Copper, Lead, Mercury, Zinc, TBT, ppDDE, PCBs, PAHs, Chlorpyrifos, Chl + 

Water Body Oakland Inner Harbor (Pacific Dry-dock Yard I site) 

Streasor/Medl./Benenelll UH Copper, Lead, Mercury, Zinc, TBT, ppDDE, PCBs, PAHs, Chlorpyrifos, 
Chlordane, Dieldrin, Mirex/Sediment/Aquaric Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Used BPTCP QAIQC. 
whlch data quallly requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Sediment toxicity linked to aquatic life beneficial uses, 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Toxicity test results (and ERM quotient) for sediment chemistly used. 
standards or use6 are not attained 

Water Body-specillc Information Data = 2 years. Data are 5 years old. 

Data used to assess water quaUly Elevated sediment chcmistly (ERh4 quotient), significant amphipod 
toxicity 214 tests, no significant urchin toxicity (4 tests), no benthic 
analyses. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandsrd method 

Potential Source(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatloo 

SWRCB St~RRecomrnendation 

Spatial distribution of samples is described in the repon: Scdimcnt quality 
and biological effects in San Francisco Bay (Bay Protection and Toxic 
Cleanup Program), dated August 1998 

Data collected during 4195- 4/97. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods used. 

Not identified. 

This site was identified as a moderate priority in the Consolidated Toxic 
Hot Spots Cleanup Plan. Remediation planning has yet to be completed. 

Monitoring List. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB naffwnclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindinas that: 
I. Thc data is considered to be of adequate-quality. 
2. The dam exhibited suficient opatial and temporal wvcragc. 
3. Bcnelicial usesarc a~plicablc and apply to this water body. 
4. The evaluation gsideiihe used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 

An adequate amount ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the watet 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were cxcecdcd is 
moderate. 

2-15 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Baker Beach 
High Coliform Count 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Baker Beach 

Strenaor/MedWBene~lcIal Use High Colifom CountlWaterlREC-1 

Data quallty asrosment. Extent to USEPA Storet data. QNQC requirement. Data evaluation was based on 
whlch data quality rcqulremcml~ met. USEPA guidelines for 305@) rcpons, that uses a hierarchy of water quality 

data levels. Only data of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 
4) were,used to list a water body. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt Total and fecal coliform linked to REC-l 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If WQO, Ocean Plan used. 
standards or uses are not attnlned 

Water Body-specific Information Data = I I months (7197-5/98), Data measured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water auaUtv Data = 164 samoles total. Ocean Plan obiectives violated in 9.7% of the - ~ ~ -  ~~ ~~~~~ . , 
aarnplrs for totai colifon in dyweathe;months. Combined sewer 
ovcrilow events are not considered because all CSOs in the vicinity have 
been directed away from Labor Creek drainage onto Baker Beach. 

Spatlsl representation Data was spatially collected. 

Temporal representatton Data was collected, from 711197-5/29/98. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method USEPA methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Urban RunofUStorm Sewers, Combined Sewer Overnows 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendatlon List. 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation Afkr reviewing the available data and informstion and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at China Beach 
Beach Closures 
p~~ - 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at China Beach 

StressorlMedidBeneflclal Use Beach ClosureslWaterlREC-I. 

Data quality awessment. Extent to QAIQC requirement. Data evaluation was bawd on USEPA guidelines for 
which data quallty requirements met. 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy ofwater quality data levels. Only data 

of higher overall level of information (Jmels 3 and 4) were used to list a 
water body. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Beach Closures linked to REC-I. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If USEPA Guidance (1996). 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specl~c Information Data = 2000 Beach closure data. 

Data uaed lo asseas water quaUty The &la show that no bsach closurcs occurred on this beach from 1998- 
2002. The original RWQCB recommendation to list was based on rainfall 
and combined sewer overtlow events. This data must not be considered 
since all CSOs in the citv are treated and therefore do not result in beach 
closures. The recommeddation was also based on NRDC data which lead 
the RWQCB to make recommendations on beach advisories or warnings, 
not actual beach closures. 

SpailaI representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendntian 

Urban RunofVStorm Sewers, Combined Sewer Overilows. 

Unhown. 

The SFRWQCB discovered erroneous available information on which they 
relied to make recommendations to the 303(d) list. Soecificallv. "Testine 
lhe Waters, 200O", authopd by the Natural k;sourcc~ ~ e f c n s i ~ o u n c i l  - 
(NRDC), intermingled posted beach waminp with beach closures, leading 
us to make recommendations for listing for beach closures that were based 
onlv on beach advisories or warnings. The EPA midance used in the 
30j(d) analysis is only pcnincnt co;valuationofisach closurc 
information, where more than one beach closure per year, or one bcach 
closure over one week duration, both constitute adequate basis for 
inclusion in the 303(d) list.  hiref fore, Ule  reexamined the 
original rationale for beach closure-related listings, to verify whether or not 
the recommendations were made on posted warnings or actual closures. 
They recommend to exclude Pacific Ocean at China Beach from listing. 

After renewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB naRconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at China Beach 
Beach Closures 

applicable water quality standards arc not exceeded. This water body 
should be excluded from the 303(d) list because the indicator used did not 
charactnize beach conditions or represent stapdards exceedances. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Fitzgerald Marine Reserve 
High Coliform Count 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Fitzgerald Marine Reserve 

StressorlMedl.IBenellclal Use High Coliform CountlWater/REC-l 

Data qudiQ assessment. Extent to San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring. 
which data qudlty requlremenis met. Surfrider datallah QAlQC used. Data evaluation was based on USEPA 

guidelines for 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data 
levels. Only data ofhigher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Total and Fecal Coliform linked to REC-I. 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of murure  for Judging if WQO Ocean Plan and Basin Plan used. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclllc Information Data = 3 years (5198-10/00), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions wnsidered at site. 

Data used to assess water quality Data = 49 samples total. Ocean Plan Objectives violated in 43% of the 
samples for total coliform in dry-weather months. Basin Plan Objectives 
were violated in 16% of samples for log mean, and in 73% of samples in 
dty weather months. 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected, from 5198-10/98,5/99-10199 and 5/00-10100. 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method San Mateo County Environmental Health DepaRment. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datallab methods, RWQCB. 

Potential Souree(s) ofPollutant Nonpoint Source. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation List 

SWRCB StaliReeommendatlon After reviewing the available data and infomation and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclud; that the 
water body should be placed on thc section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality objective used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Fitzgerald Marine Reserve 
High Coliform Count 

8. Other water body- or site-specific iofomtion including h e  eKccts of 
season, and age ofthe data were consided. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceded the water 
quality standard. Thb staKconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Fitzgerald Marine Reserve 
Beach Closures 

Water Body 

Stressor/hfedl./&nellcl.I Ute 

Data qudlty auessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpolnt 
and benelleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng if 
standards o r  user are mot attalncd 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Pacific Ocean at Fitzgerald Marine Reserve 

Beach ClosuresAVaterlREC-1 

San Mateo CaunN Environmental Health D m .  Beach Monitorinn. ~~~~ ~~ -~ 

surfrider d a t d l a b h ~ l ~ ~  used. ~ a ~ e v a l u a t ~ o n  was bared on U%PA 
guidelinen for 305@) repom, that uses a hierarchy ofwater quality data 
levels. Onlv dam ofhinhcr overall level ofinformation (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used tb list a water body. 

Fecal Coliform linked to REC-I. 

WQO Basin Plan and Ocean Plan used. 

Data = ZOO0 Beach closure data. 

The information used to recommend this listing from the NRDC reoort was 
based on the SWRCB's year2000 beach advi& postings, and no;actual 
closures. A review ofthc SWRCB information on San Mateo County 
beaches shows that the listings were recommended in error. All of tile 
information in the NRDC recart was based on SWRCB's Year 2000 beach 
advisoty 'postings", and not actual closures. 

Spatld representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recomrnendatlon 

SWRCB StaNReeommendatlon 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datailab methods, RWQCB. 

Nonpoint Source. 

Unknown. 

We recommend excluding five San Mateo County beaches from the 303(d) 
list recommendations for beach closures. The RWQCB recommends 
excluding Pacific Ocean at Fitzgerald Marine Reserve from listing. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the At ion 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. This water body 
should be excluded from the 303(d) list because the indicator used did not 
characterize beach conditions or &resent standards exceedances. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Fort Funston Beach 
Beach Closures 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Forl Funston Beach 

S t r e ~ ~ r ~ e d l s l B e n e f l c I d  Use Beach ClosuredWaterlREC-1 

Data auaUtv assessment. Extent to QNQC requirement. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines for 
whlchhata~uallty requirements met. 3056) rep&ls, tha uses a hierarchy of water quality data lev&. Only data 

of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) were uscd to list a 
water body. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Beach Closures linked to REC-I. 
and beneflesl use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng l i  USEPA Guidance (1996). 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-apeclflc Information Data = 2000 Beach closure data. 

Date used to assess waler quality The data show that no beach clorures occurred on this beach fmm 1998- 
2002. The original RWQCB recommendation to list was based on rainfall 
and combined sewer overflow events. This data must not be considered 
since all CSOs in the citv are treated and therefore do not result in beach 
closures. The recommeidation was also based on NRDC data which lead 
the RWQCB to make recommendations on beach advisories or warnings, 
not actual beach closures 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potenlial Source(6) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendatlon 

RWQCB methods. 

Urban RunoffISlorm Sewers, Combined Sewer Overflows. 

Unknown. 

The SFRWOCB discovered erroneous available information on which thev 
relied to make recommendations to the 303(d) list. Specifically, "Testing 
the Waters, 2000", authored by the Natural Resources Defense Council 
MRDC). intermingled wstedbeach warninas with beach closures. leading 
"9 to &e mcon&endations for listing for ieach closures that were based 
only on beach advisories or warnings. The EPA guidance uscd in the 
303(d) analysis is only pcnincnt to evaluation o ikach  closure . . 
information. where mo& than one beach closum ner vear. or one beach 
closure over one m k  duration, both constitute &cq;atcbaois for 
inclusion in the 303(d) list. Therefore, the RWQCB re-examined the 
original rationale for bcach closure-related listings, to verify whether or not 
therrewmmendations were made on oosted warninns or achlal closures. 
They were not made on actual beacdclosures. They recommend to exclude 
Pacific Ocean at Fon Funston Beach from listing. 

Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconcludc that the 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Fort Funston Beach 
Beach Closures 

water bodv should not be  laced on the section 303(d) list bxause 
applieabl;water skdards arc not exceeded: h i s  water body 
should be excluded from the 303(d) list because the indicator used d ~ d  not 
characterize beach conditions or represent standards exceedances. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Ocean Beach 
Beach Closures 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Ocean Beach 

StreuorlMedlaIBeneficld Us6 Beach Closures/Water/REC-l 

Data qudlty ~saeas~~~en t .  Exteat to QNQC requircmenL Data waluation war based on USEPA guidelines for 
whlcb data qusllty requtremenb met. 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data levels. Only data 

of hiphcr overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) were used to lisra 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Beach Closures linked to REC-I. 
and benetleal use or standard 

UtUity of measure forludglng If USEPA Guidance (1996). 
standards or uses are not nttalned 

Water Body-specific Information Data = ZOO0 Beach closure data. 

Data used to assess water qualiw', The data show that no beach closures occurred on this beach from 1998- 
2002. The orieinal RWOCB recommendation to list was based on rainfall - - - . 
and combined sewer overflow events. This data must not be considered 
since all CSOs in the city are treated and therefore do not result in beach 
closures. The recomme"dation was also based on NRDC data which lead 
the RWQCB to make recommendations on beach advisories or warnings, 
not actual beach closures. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal reprerentatlon 

Data type 

Use ofshndard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Pmgnm 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendntlon 

RWQCB methods. 

Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers, Combined Sewer Overllows. 

Unknown 

The SFRWQCB discovered erroneous available information on which they 
relied to make recommendations to the 303(d) list. Soecificallv. "Testinn 
the Waters, 2000". authored by the Natural k;source~ ~efenkcounci l  - 
(NRDC), tntcninglcd posted beach warnings with beach closures, leading 
us to make recorntiendations for listing for beach closures that were based 
only on beach advisories or warnings. -The EPA guidance used in the 
303(d) analysis is only pertinent to evaluation of beach closure 
i n f m t i o n ,  where more than one beach closure per year, m one beach 
closure over one week duration, both wnstimte adequate basis for 
inclus8on in the 303(d) list. Therefore, the R W Q C B . ~ ~ ~  to re-examine the 
original rationale for beach closure-related listings, to verify whether or not 
the recommendations were made on posted warnings or actual closures. 
They were not made on actual closures and they recommend to exclude 
Pacific Ocean at Ocean Beach fmm listing. 

Aiier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Ocean Beach 
Beach Closures 

water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standard3 are not exceeded. ln i s  watsr body 
should be excluded from the 303(d) list because the indicator used did not 
characterize beach conditions or represent standards exceedances. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Pacifica State Beach (Linda Mar or San Ped + 
High Colifonn Count 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Pacifica State Beach (Linda Mar or San Pedro Beach) 

Stressor/MedldBenendd Use High Coliform Count/Water/RECcl 

Data quality assessment. Extent to San Matw County Environmental Health Department. Beach Monitoring, 
whlch data aualih. recrulrementa met. Surfrider datanab QAXX: used. Data evaluation was based on USEPA . . .  

guidelines for 3056) rehns, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data 
levels. Only data ofhigher overall level ofinformation (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt Total and Fecal Coliform linkd to REC-I. 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if WQO Ocean Plan used. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data= 3 years (1198-1/01), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water quality Data = 36 wet weather samples. Ocean Plan Objectives violated in 22% of 
sam~les for total coliform in wet-weather months. This listine is driven bv 
wctbcathcr only. Ocean Plan objectives violated in 19% of kmples for ' 
fecal coliform. No exceedances between May and October. Wet weather 
exceedances. 

Spatlal npresentatlon 

Temporal repredentatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlou 

SWRCB StaflReeommendation 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected from 1198-1/01. 

Numerical data. 

San Matw County Environmental Health Department, Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datdlab methods, RWQCB. 

Urban RunofUStorm Sewers, Nonpoint Source. 

Unknown 

List. 

Atter reviewinn the available data and information a n d . t h e ' ~ ~ 0 ~ B  ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ,-- 
documcntatiodin this recommendation, SWRCB staflconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality objective used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Pacifica State Beach (Linda Mar or San Ped + 
High Colifonn Count 

7. Standard msthods were used. 
8. Other water body- or sitc-specific information including the effects of 
Mason and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality messursments exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Pacifica State Beach (Linda Mar or San Ped + 
Beach Closures 

Water Body 

StrerorMdI.IBeneflela1 Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behvecn measurement endpolnt 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judglng If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speelflc Informatlon 

Pacitic Ocean at Pacifica State Beach (Linda Mar or San Pcdm Beach) 

Beach ClosuresANster/REC-1 

San Mateo County Envimnmental Health Depamncnt, Beach Monitoring. 
SurIrider datdab QAlQC used. Data evaluation was baxd on USEPA 
guidelines for 3056) repom, that uses a hierarchy ofwater qualily data 
levels. Only data of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Fecal Coliform linked to REC-I. 

WQO Ocean Plan used. 

Data = 2000 Beach closure data 

Data  red to assess water qualily The data show that since Spring of 1998 no closures a1 this beach have 
been rcponed. The iniormation used to recommend this listing fmm the 
NRDC rcpon was based on the SWRCB's year 2000 beach advisory 
postings, and not actual closures. 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(6) oiPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRReeommendatlon 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datdlab methods, RWQCB. 

Urban RunofVStorm Sewers, Nonpoint Source. 

uRknom. 

A review of the SWRCB information on San Mateo County beaches shows 
that the listings were recommended in error. All of the information in the 
NRDC rcwn was based on SWRCB's vear 2000 beach advisory 

postings". and not acruai closures. As such, the RWQCB 
rewmmcnds excluding five San Maten County beaches fmm the 303(d) 
list rccornmcndations for beach closwcs. The RWQCB recommends 
excluding Pacific Ocean at Pacifica State Beach fmm listing 

After reviewing the available data and infomtion and h e  RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conolude that the 
water bodv should not be  laced on the section 3031d) list because 
appltcabl;waur quality siandards are not exceeded: h i s  water body 
should be excluded from the 303(d) list because the ind~cator used dld not 
characterize beach conditions or represent standards exceedances. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Pillar Point Beach 
Beach Closures 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Pillar Point Beach 

StreaorIMedldBenefidsl Use Beach ClosuredWatermEC-l 

Data quallty auessment. Extent to San Matw County Environmental Health Depamnent, Beach Monitoring, 
whleh data quallty requirements met. Surfrider datdab QAlQC used. Data evaluation was based on USBPA 

guidelines for 305@) repom. that uses a hierarchy of water quality data 
levels. Only data ofhigher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform linked to REC-I. 
and beneflesl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglnglf WQO, Ocean Plan. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifle Information Data = 2000 Beach closure data. 

Data used to assess water quality The information used to recommend this listing from the NRDC repon was 
based on the SWRCB's year 2000 beach advisory pstings, and not actual 
closures. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datailab methods, RWQCB. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Nonpint Source. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation A review of the SWRCB information on San Mateo County beaches shows 
that the listines were mommended in error. All of the information in the 
NRDC rcpo&as based on SWRCB's ycar20M) beach advisory 
"precaulionarj postings", and not actual closures. As such, the RWQCB 
recommends excluding five San Mateo County beaches from the 303(d) 
list recommendations for beach closures. The RWOCB recommends 
excluding Pacific Ocean at Pillar Point Beach froklisting. 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. This water body 
should be excluded hom the 3031d) list because the indicator used did not 
characterize beach conditions or ;present standards exceedances. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Pillar Point Beach 
High Coliform Count 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Pillar Point Beach 

StreuorlMedl.IBendcIal Use High Coliform CounUWaterREC-l 

Data quality assessment. Extent to San Matea County Environmental Health Department, Beach Monitoring, 
whlch data quallty requlrementa met. Surfrider data~lab QAlQC used. Data evaluation was based on USEPA 

guidelines for 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data 
levels. Only data of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Total and Fecal Coliform linked to REC-I. 
and benencal use or atandard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging If WQO Ocean Plan used. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-rpeclflc Information Data = 3 years(5198-IOIOO), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water qusllty Data = 143 samples total. ,Ocean Plan objectives violated in 40% of 
samoles for total coliform in drv-weather months. Ocean Plan obiectives 
violated in 9% of the samples fbr log mean and 35% of the sampies for 
fecal col~form in dty wcathcr months. 

Spatial repreaentatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected, from 5198-10198,5199-10199 and 5100-10100. 

Numerical data. 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Sumider datdab methods, RWQCB. 

Nonpoint Source. 

Unknown 

List. 

AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docummtation'for this recommendation, SWRCB naff ccnclud; that the 
water body should k placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coverage. 
3. ~cneficial uses apply to the wker body. 

' - 
4. Water quality objective used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation wideline used to intemrct narrative water quality 
standards is admuate. 
6. Data arc numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Pillar Point Beach 
High Coliform Count 

8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The slalCconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Rockaway Beach 
High Coliform Count 

Water Body 

Straaor/MedWBenenel.I Use 

Data quallty aUes$ment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benenul use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judglng If 
standards or. uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendatlon 

Pacific Ocean at Rockaway Beach 

High Coliform CounUWaterREC-1 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datanab QAIQC used. Data evaluation was based on USEPA 
guidelines for 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data 
levels. Only data ofhigher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Total and Fecal Coliform linked to REC-I. 

WQO Ocean Plan used. 

Data = I year (2000), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data = 23 samples total. Ocean Plan objectives violated in 13% of samples 
for total coliform in dry-weather months. 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected, h m  5100-10/00. 

Numerical data. 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider data/lab methods, RWQCB. 

Urban RunoWStorm Sewers, Nonpoint Soum. 

Unknown 

List. 

Aficr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because avolieable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollu&nt contributes;; or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdines that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ~ fade~ua tc~ua l i ty .  
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv obiective used is aoolicable. 
5. The evaluathn bideline used to'interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and agc ofthe data were considered. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Rockaway Beach 
High Coliform Count 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at San Gregorio Beach 
High Coliform Count 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at San Gregorio Beach 

Streaaor/MedlrlBeneneial Use High Coliform CounVWater/REC-l 

Data qumllty muetimrnt. Extent to San Mavo County Environmental Health Dcpt. Beach Monitoring. 
w hlch d s u  sumllh rwulremenb met. Surfrider datdab QAlQC used. Data evaluation was based on USEPA . . .  

widelines for 30%) repons, that uses a h i e m h y  ofwater quality data 
ievels. Only data ofhigher overall level of inforktion (~evels  3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Total and Fecal Coliform linked to REC-L 
and benenesl uae or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng If WQO Ocean Plan used 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information Data= 3 years (98-2M)I), Dala measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to amear walcr quallty Data = 56 samples for lolal coliform, 23 samples for fecal coliform Occan 
Plan obiectivcs violated in 5% of samples for total coliform in combined 
drv- an2 wet-mather months. Ocean Plan obiectives violated in 8% 
samples for fecal coliform, wet-weather only. No exccedances between 
May and October. Listing drrven by wet weather exccedances. 

SpaMsI representation 

Temporal repreaentatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(l) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected, from 9/98-3101, 

Numerical data. 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datdab methods, RWQCB. 

Nonpoint Source. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud;that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards arc exceeded. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Sharp Park Beach 
Beach Closures 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Sharp Park Beach 

Stre~sorMedIdBene~dal Use Beach ClosuresNaterIREC-l 

Dataquallty a r s a r m w t  Ertcnl to QAIQC requirrment. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines for 
whleh data quality requlrcnents met. 305@) repom, that uses a h iemhy  ofwater quality data levels. Only data 

of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) w m  uscd to list a 
water body, 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Beach Closures linked to REC-I 
and beneneal use o r  stnndard 

Utliity of measure for judglng If USEPA Guidance (1996) 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speeYe Information Data = 2000 Beach closure data. 

Data used to aasess water quality The information used to recommend this listing from the NllDC report was 
based on the SWRCB's year 2000 beach advisory postings, and not acNal .. . 
closures. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of atandard method RWQCB methods. 

PotenHal Source(6) of Pollutant Urban RunofVStorm Sewen 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program' Unknown 

RWQCB Recommendation A review ofthe SWRCB information on San Mateo County beaches shows 
that the listings were recommended in error. All of the information in the 
NRDC rcwn was based on SWRCB's year 2000 beach advisorv 
"orecautionaw oostins?~". and not acrual closures. As such. the RWOCB 
rkommends ;hludini ive  San Mateo County beaches f& the 30;(d) 
list rccommendalions for beach closures. The RWQCB recommends 
excluding Pacific Ocean at Sharp Park Beach from listing. 

SWRCB StaNRrcommendation Afler reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staRconclude that the 
water body should not be  laced on the section 303(d) list because 
applieable~watcr quality standards are not exceeded: This water body 
should be excluded from the 303(d) list because the indicator uscd did not 
characterize beach conditions or represent standards exceedances. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Surfer's Beach 
Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Surfer's Beach 

StreaorlMedl~enelicIII UH Total ColiformlWaterlREC-l 

Data quallty aaessmemL Extent to San Mateo County Environmental Health Dcpt. Beach Monitoring, 
which data quallly requlnments meL Surfrider datanab QAIQC uncd. Data evaluation was based on USEPA 

rmidelines for 305(b) repom, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data 
ievels. Only data &fhi(;her overall level of information (Levds 3and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Llnluge behveen measurement endpoint Total and Fecal Coliform linked to REC-I. 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judgioglf WQO Ocean Plan used. 
standards or uses arc not attslned 

Water Body-speclne Informallon Data = 4 yean (97-2001), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water quallty Data = I34 total coliform samples, 126 fecal colifon samples. Ocean Plan 
objectives violated in 5% samples for total coliform in combined dry- 
weather and wet-weather months. Ocean Plan obiatives violated in 9% of 
samples for feral colifon in combined wet-dry heather. No cxccedances 
between May and October. Listing driven by wet weather only. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of stmdard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable P m g n m  

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendatlon 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collated, from 7/97-1101. 

Numerical data. 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datdlab methods, RWQCB. 

Nonpoint Source. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the  oni it or in^ List because the applicable 
water quality standards are not exceeded. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Surfer's Beach 
Beach Closures 

Water Body 

Stre~sor/MdillBeneflcIal Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging If 
standards or usor are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to asseas water quality 

Temporal repreaentatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentfa1 SourceO of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstlon 

Pacific Ocean at Surfn's Beach 

Beach ClosuresiWaterlREC-1 

San Mateo Countv Environmental Health Deot. Beach monitor in^. ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~~ 

Surfrider d a t a n a d ~ l v ~ c  used. Data evaluaion was based on USEPA 
guidelines for 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy ofwater quality data 
Ievcls. Only data of higher overall lcvd of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used list a water body, 

Fefal Coliform linked Io REC-I. 

WOO Ocean Plan used. 

Data = 20L?€1 Beach closure data. 

The information used to recommend this listing from the NRDC report was 
based on the SWRCB's year 2000 beach advisorypostings, and not achlal 
closures. 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datailah methods, RWQCB. 

Nonpint Souree 

Unknown. 

A review of the SWRCB information on San Matco Counh beaches shows 
that the listings were recommended in error. All of the info-mation in the 
NRDC report was based on SWRCB's year ZOO0 beach advisory 
"precautionary psrings", and not actual closures. As such, the RWQCB 
recommends c*eludi& five San Mateo County beaches from the 303(d) 
list recommendations for beach closures. The RWQCB recommends 
excluding Pacific Ocean at Surieh Beach from listing. 

SWRCB Stal(Recommendatlon After reviewina the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB s ta~conc lud~  that the 
water body should no1 be plsccd on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. This water body 
should be excluded from the 303(d) list because the indicator used did not . , 
characterize beach wnditions or represent standards emeedances. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Venice Beach 
High Colifom 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Venice Beach 

Strasor/MedlrlBeneeid Use High ColifodWaterlREC-l 

Data qudlty aueament. Extent to San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
whleb data quality requirements met. Surfrider dateJiab QAIQC used. Data evaluation was based on USEPA 

guidelines for 305(b) reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data 
levels. Only data of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform linked to REGI. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Judglng If WQO Ocean Plan used. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-rpeclnc lnformntlon Data = 2 years (98.2000), Data measured at the site. Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered st site. 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

D a h  type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stall Reeommendatlon 

Data = 30 samples. Ocean Plan violated in 13% of samples for total 
coliform in dry-wcathcr months. 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected from 9128198-10/31/00. 

Numerical data. 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datdab methods, RWQCB. 

Nonpoint Source. 

Unknown. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality objective used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 



Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Venice Beach 
High Coliform 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



, Region 2: Pacific Ocean at Venice Beach 
Beach Closures 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Venice Beach 

StressorlMedldBeoellclal Use Beach ClosurWWateriRJX-I 

Data qunllty a:aeument. Extent to San M a m  County Envimnmmtal Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
whleh data anallty requlremenh met. Surfrider dataflab QNQC used. Data evaluarion was based on USEPA 

guidelines for 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy ofwater quality data 
levels. Onlv data of hieher overall level of in fomion  (Levels 3 and 4)  
were used tb list a watGbody. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt Fecal Coliform linked to REC-I. 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of measure lor judging if WQO Ocean Plan used 
standards or uaes are not attained 

Water Body-:pecillc lnlormatlon Daw = 2000 Bcachclosure dara. Datameasured at the site, Species or 
Indicator present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data n;ed to assess water quality The beach closures were based on high coliform counts. Percent 
exceedances were calculated for the maximum, median, and gwmean 
Basin Plan and Ocean Plan Obiectives. There were exceedances of the 
objectives, and consistent W ~ I ~ U S E P A  guidance (1996), the beach is 
recommended to be listed. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was temporally collected; 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method San Mateo County Environmental Health Department, Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datdab methods, RWQCB. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Urban RunofflStorm Sewen. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon A review ofthe SWRCB information on San Mateo County beaches shows 
that the listings were recommended in mor. All ofthe information in the 
NRDC repon was based on SWRCB'J year 2000 beach advisoty 
"orecautionan, wstinns". and not a c ~ a i  closures. As such. the RWOCB 
r&munends &cludi& five San Matea Counry beaches fmm the 30j(d) 
list rccommmdations for beach closwes. The RWQCB recommends 
excluding Pacific Ocean at Surfer's Beach from listing. 

SWRCB Stan Rccommeodation After renewing the available data and information and lhe RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB alallwnciude that the 
water bodv should not be olaced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicabl;watcr quality skndards are not exceeded. Thia water body 
should be excluded from the 303(d) List, because the indicator used did 
not characterize beach conditions or represent standards exceedances. 



Region 2: Petaluma River 
Diazinon 

Water Body 

StreworMedis/Benellclal Ute 

Data qudlty wseement. Extent to 
which data quality requirement6 met. 

Llnhge between measurement endpolnt 
and benellcal use or standard 

UtUlty ofmcawrr lor Judglmg If 
standnrds or uses are not attalncd 

Water Body-speelllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal repreaentatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StalTRecommendation 

Petaluma River 

DiadnoRIWaterlAquatic life (WARM; MIGR) 

Abelli-Amen, Petaluma Tree Planters data uscd. QNQC requirement. Data 
evaluation was based on VSEPA guidelines for 3W@) reports, that uses a 
himrchv of water aualiw data levels. Only data of higher overall level of 
infomhon ~ e l s ~ 3  a& 4) were used to hst a water body. 

Diazinon linked to Aquatic Life. 

CDFG Acute Criterion, WQO 

Data = 4 months (7198-1 1/98), Data measured at the site, Spccies or 
Indicator prncnt at site, Environmental Conditions considercd at site. 

Data = 36 samples total. CDFG acute criteria for Diazinon was violated in 
33% ofthc samples. The criteria was uscd to determine the excecdance of 
the WQO. 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected, from 7198-1 1/98. 

Numerical data. 

Abelli-Amen, Petaluma Tree Planters, RWQCB methods. 

Urban RunoWStonn Sewers. 

Unknown. 

List. 

AAer reviewina the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentatio~for thic rccommcndation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. l h e  data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatialand &m~oral wvewe.  
3. Beneficial uses have been cstsblishcd. 

- 
4. Water quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. The evaluation wideline used to intcrprel narrative waterquality ~. 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data arc numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body-or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 



Region 2: Petaluma River 
Diazinon 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. 'The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 2: Petaluma River (tidal portion) 
Nickel 

Water Body 

StreuoriMedln/Benefldrl Use 

~ a t a  q u u t y  assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requlrementa met. 

Llnkap behvnn measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for JudgJng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelfle Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Petaluma River (tidal portion) 

NickeVWaterlAquatic Life (WARM, MER) 

Used Regional Monitoring Program W) and Special TMDL study 
QAIQC. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines for 305@) 
&arts, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data levels. Only data of 
hicher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 41 were used to list a ~~~ 

wGer body. 

Nickel linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR WQO Basin Plan. 

Data = 8 years (93-2001), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at sitc, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Using the CTR, there have been 4 exceedances since 1993, two were twice 
the Basin Plan Objective amounfs. 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected from 31934101. 

Numerical data. 

Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) methods. 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant Municipal Point Sources. Urban RunofVStorm Sewers, Ahnospheric 
Deposition. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaNReeommcndatlon ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docmentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff wncludc that the 
water body should bs placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is msidered to bc of adequate qualiiy. 
2. The data exhibiled sufticient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effecm of 
season and age of the data were considered. 



Region 2: Petalma River (tidal portion) 
Nickel 

An adequate number of the water qualiry measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards wers exceeded is 
moderate. List the Pctaluma River (tidal ponion) for nickel. 



Region 2: Petalurna River (tidal portion) 
Copper 

Water Body Petaluma River (tidal portion) 

Stre:sorMedll/BeneflcInl Use CopperlWaterlAquatic Life (WARM, MIGR) 

Data qudlty a o o ~ m e n t  Extent to Used Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) and Special TMDL sNdy 
whlch dalm quality requlrcmcats met. QAIQC. Data evaluation was b a d  on USEPA guidelines for 305@) 

reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data levels. Only data of 
higher overall level of information were used to list a water body. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpofnt Copper linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If WQO Basin Plan used. 
standards or urea are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data = 8 years (93-200L), Data measurrd at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water aualitv There were 15 exceedances since 1993. New information sent to the . . 
SWRCB in a memo on 2/26/02 changes this finding. The modified 
rationale, based on water effect ratio (WER) information, shows that 
copper levels are below applicable thresholds of impairment in Ule 
Petaluma River (tidal nortion). Available water effect ratio (WER) data . , 
suppon the RWQCB iecomkendation to de-list copper. 

Spatial representation Data was spatially collected. 

Temporal representation Data was collected from 3/93-1/01. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) methods. 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant Municipal Point Sources, Urban RunofVStonn Sewers, Atmospheric 
Deposition. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation Exclude from the List. This listing was made in the Drafi Staff report. 
However a memo sent on 2/26/02 made mention that the RB no longer 
wishes to list the mouth of the Petaluma river for copper. This finding to 
withdraw the recommendation is based on the modified rationale to list, 
based on Watet Effect Ratio (WER) information. The new infomation 
shows the copper levels are below the threshold for exceedance, there is no 
need for the river to be listed. 

SWRCB StaNRecornmendatlon Exclude from the List. SWRCB staff agrees with the RWQCB 
recommendation to withdraw this listing for 2002 due to new WER 
information. 



Region 2: Peyton Slough 
Silver, Cadmium, Copper, Selenium, Zinc, PCBs, Chlordane, ppDDE, Pyren + 

Water Body Peyton Slough 

Stre1sorlMedldBenefld.1 UH Silver, Cadmium, Copper, Selenium, Zinc, PCBs, Chlordane, ppDDE, 
Pyrene/SedimenVAquatic Life 

Data qunllty useument  Extent to Used BPTCP QAIQC. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines 
whlcb d s u  qusllty rqulrementr met. for 305@) repom, that uses a hierarchy ofwater quality data levels. Only 

data of higher overall level of information (Lsvels 3 and 4) were uxd  to 
list a water body 

Linkage between messurernemt endpoint Sediment toxicity linked to the aquatic life beneficial use. Benthic 
and beneflcal use or slsodard community cNecla a n  direct measures ofthe aquatic life beneficial use. 

UtUfty of measure for judging If Toxicity test results (and ERM quotient) for sediment chemistly used. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-rpecl~c Information Data = 2 years (95-97), Data measured at the site, Environmental 
Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess wabr  quellty Elevated sediment chemistry (ERM quotient), significant amphipod 
toxicity in 415 samples (SO%), significant urchin toxicity-415 samples 
(SOX), relative benthic index = 0.36,0.51,0.34 (3 benthic gradient 
samples) 

Spatlal representation Data was spatially collected. 

Temporal representation Data was collected, from 5/95-4197. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method BPTCP methods, 

Potential Source(s) of Pollubnt Industrial Point Sourqes. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Peyton Slough is identified as a toxic hot spot in the SWRCB Consolidated 
Toxic Hot Swts Cleanun Plan SWRCB Resolution No. 99-065). This . p l i  is being implementh through a ~leanupind Abatement order. San 
Francisco Bay RWQCB Order No. 01-094 provides direction for the 
remediation of the identified nroblems in pewon Slough. The Order 
establishes requirements for a remedial design repon &d implementation 
schedule, documentation of the remediation of Peyton Slough, and five- 
year status repon on the effectiveness of the implementation of the 
approved clc&up plan. 

RWQCB Recommendation List: Current application of other regulatory authorities and the effects- 
based nature of the listing would give this listing a low-priority. 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Enforceable Program lid because 
applicable water quality standards a n  exceeded and another program is 
addressing the problem. 
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Region 2: Peyton Slough 
Silver, Cadmium, Copper, Selenium, Zinc, PCBs, Chlordane, ppDDE, Pyren + 

The water quality problem is being addressed by implementation of the 
Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan using Cleanup and Abatement 
Ordas. 



Region 2: Pomponino Creek 
High Coliform Count 

Water Body Pomponino Crssk 

GtreuorlMdl.IBeneUcId Ule High Coliform CountlWaterlREC-l 

Data qu8lity asseJsment. Extent to San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
which data quaUly rrqulrements met. Svrfrider datajlab QAlQC used. Data eveluation was based on USEPA 

guidelines for 305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data 
levels. Only data of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt High Coliform Counts are linked to REC-I. 
and benencal useor standard 

Utillty of measure for Judging If WQO Basin Plan used, 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclilc Information Data = 5 months (2000), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess wster quality Data = 44 samples for total colifom, 23 samples for fecal roliform, 21 E. 
coli samples. Basin Plan objcctives violated in 64% samples for total 
coliform median. Basin Plan objectives violated in 3% umplcs for fecal 
colifonn eeomean. Basin Plan ~biectives violated in 17% iamoles for - 
fecal coliform in dry-weather months. E. coli data showcd Basin Plan 
objectives violaled in 5% samples for all the bcach uses in dry wealher 
months 

Spatial representation Data was spatially collected. 

Temporal representation Data was collected horn 6/12/00-10/3L/00. 

Data lype Numerical data. 

Use of standard method San Mateo County Environmental Health Depattment, Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datdlab methods, RWQCB. 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant Nonpoint Source. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendatloa List. 

SWRCB StaRRecomrncndatlon Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffwnclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatiaiand timpo.ml coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the walcr body. 
4. Water quality obicct~ve used is applicable. . . -  . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
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Region 2: Pomponino Creek 
High Coliform Count 

6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were consided. 

An adequate number of the water quality meaourements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 2: San Gregorio Creek 
High Coliform Count 

Water Body San Gregorio Creek 

Strwsor~MedWBenetldd Use High Colifonn CounWater&EC-l 

Data quaUty mseument. Extent to San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
which data quallty requlrementr met. Surfrider dafanab QA/QC used. Data evaluation was based on USEPA 

guidelines for 305@) reports, that uses a b i e m h y  ofwater quality data 
levels. Only data of higher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

Llnkape behveeu measurement endpolnt High Colifonn Counts are linked to REC-I. 
and benetlcal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging If WQO Basin Plan used. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specltlc Iuformation Data = 2 years (98-2000), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to assess water auali* Data = 56 samoles for total wliform 23 samdes for fecal coliform. 22 . . 
samples for ~.;oli. Basin Plan objntivcs vib~ated in 2% samples for total 
colifonn maximum. Objectives violated in 73% samples for total colifonn 
median. Basin Plan objectives violated in 26% samples for fecal colifonn 
geomean. Obiectivcs kolated in 43% samoles for fecal wlifonn in drv- 
weather mon&s. E. coli data show 45% &mplcs for total colifonn 

. 
maximum designated beach violated the Basin Plan Objectives. Basin Plan 
objectives violated in 45% samples for E. coli maximum moderstely-used 
beach. violated in 18% samolesfor maximum liehtlv-used beach and 
violated in 45% samples fo; maximum infteque~ly:used beach, in dry 
weather months. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(6) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recammendatlon 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected from 9128198-IOi3 1/00. 

Numerical data. 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Department, Beach Monitoring, 
Sdrider daWlab methods, RWQCB. 

Nonpoint Source. 

Unknown 

List. 

AAer reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff wncludc that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considmd to be of adequate quality 



Region 2: San Gregorio Creek 
High Coliform Count 

2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply lo the water body. 
4. Water quality objective used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 2: San Leandro Bay 
Mercury, Lead, Selenium, Zinc, PAHs, DDT, Pesticides 

Water Body San Leandm Bay 

Stre8rorMedlslBenetlclal Use Mercury, Lead, Selenium, Zinc. PAHs, DDT, Pesticidcs/Sediment/Aquatic 
Life 

Data quaUty assessment. Extent to BPTCP QNQC. SFEI Smdy dated 2001 used appropriate QNQC. 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Sediment toxicity linked to aquatic life beneficial uses. 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng if Toxicity test results (and ERM quotient) for sediment chemistry used 
standards or uaes are not attslned 

Water Body-specltlc Informatton 

Data used to assess water quaUty Elevated sediment chemistry (ERM quotient), 516 tests, Significant 
amphipod toxicity 3/7 tests, Significant urchin toxicity 3 i l  tests, no 
indication of significant degradation from benthic analyses. 

~ ~ a t l a l  representation Spatial distribution of sam~les is described in the report: Sediment quality 
and biological elfeeu in SA Francisco Bay (Bay hbtcction and TO& 
Cleanup Program), dated August 1998. 

Temporal representation Temporal distribution of samples is described in the report: Sediment 
quality and biological effects in San Francisco Bay (Bay Protection and 
Toxic Cleanup Program), dated August 1998. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method BPTCP methods used. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Not identified. 

Allernntlve Enforceable Program This site was idenlified as a moderate priority in the Consolidated Toxic 
Hot Spots Cleanup Plan. Remediation planning has yet to be complclcd. 

A listine is not Drowsed for PCBs in San Lsandro Bav because such a . . 
proposal is already subsumed in the more general listing for PCBs in 
Central San Francisco Bay. Consequently, it is not necessary to list San 
Leandm Bay for PCBs because the PCBs in sediment will be addressed in 
the development of the TMDL for PCBs in Central San Francisco Bay. 

RWQCB Recommendation Monitoring List. 

SWRCB S1aNRecommendation Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docummtation for this recommendation, SWRCB stalfconclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303[d) list because applicable 
water ouaiiw standardJ are exceeded and a wll&nt conhibutesii or 
causes;hc ioblem. A listing is not pmpo&d for PCBs in the sediments of 
San Leandm Bay b u s s  such a proposal is already subsumed tn the more 
general listing for PCBs in Central San Francisco Bay. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadcquatc quality. 



Region 2: San Leandro Bay 
Mercury, Lead, Selenium, Zinc, PAHs, DDT, Pesticides 

2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses are applicable and apply to this water body. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 

An adequate amount ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. 'lhc staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 2: San Pablo Reservoir 
Mercury 

Water Body San Pablo Reservoir 

Stressor~edlslBeneliclII Use MewmyANaterIFish Consumption 

Data quality asscssmemt. Extrat to Used California Office of Health Hmrd Assessment and Contra Costa 
whkb data quaUty qu i rement r  met. County Health Smiees data. Dam eveluation was based a, USEPA 

guidelines for 305@) rsports, that uses a hierarchy ofwater quality data 
levels. Only data of hibeher overall level of information (Levels 3 and 4) 
were used list a water body. 

Llnkage between measurement endpolnt Mercury linked to fish consumption. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for fudglng if Interim fish advisory issued Feb. 2000, USEPA screening criteria (0.3 
standards or uses ere not attained P P ~ ) ,  WQO. 

Water Body-speclfle lnformatlon Data = I month (1 1/97), Data measuredat the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data used to asrers water quality 5 out of 12 composite fish-tissue samples exceed the USEPA criteria. All 
of the fish were trophic Level 4 samples (large mouth bass). There was also 
a fish advisory issued in February 2000. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation Data was collected during 11/97. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Unknown. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Atmospheric Deposition. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program Unknown. 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StalTRecommendatlon After reviewinz the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud; that the 
water body should be placed on Be section 303(d) list because appltcablc 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant conhibutesti ot 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adcquateiualiiy. 
2. Beneficial uses have been established. 
4. Water quality smdard used is applicable. 
5. Data are n&erieal. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the. 
data were considered. 
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Region 2: San Pablo Reservoir 
Mercury 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 2: San Pedro Creek 
High Colifom Count 

Water Body 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benenenl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not analned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assesa water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatfon 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

San Pedro Creek 

High Colifwm CountlWater/Rljc-1 

San Mateo County Enviro~lental Health Dept. Beach 
MonitorindSurtiider datdab OAlOC used. USEPA Renion IX Laboratory 
dam used.bata evaluation wasbas& on USEPA guidefnea for 305@) 

. 

repow, that uses a hierarchy ofwater quality data levels. Only data of 
highcr overall level of information (Lcvels 3 and 4) were used to list a 
water body. 

High Coliform Counts are linked to REGI. 

WQO Basin Plan used. 

Data = 3 years (98-2000), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at sile, Envim~lental Condiliona considercd at site. 

Data = 99 samoles for total coliform. 6 samoles for fecal coliform. for 
Basin ~landa; set. 41 samples for total coiiform, 23 samples lor fecal 
coliion for Ocean Plan data set. Basin Plan objectives violated in 13% 
sam~lcs for total coliform, 98% samvles for total coliform median, and 
100% violated for samoles of fccal M~iform eeomean and fecal coliform 
in dry weather months: Ocean Plan objectives violated in 90% ofthe 
samples for total coliform, 96% ofsamples for fecal coliform geomean, 
and 100% fecal coliiorm in dry weather months. E. coli data show 67% 
samaies for total coliform m&imum desienated beach violated the Basin - 
Plan Objectives. Basm Plan objectives violated m 63% samples for E. coll 
maximum moderately-used beach, vrolated In 57% samples for maximum 
liphtlv-used beach i d  violated in 57% sam~les for maximum infieauentl9- . . 
uied iench, in dly weather months. 

Data was wliected at 15 sampling sites. 

Data was collected, fmm 5/26/98-8/14/00, and 4/24/00-11/13/00. 

Numerical data. 

California Oflice of Health Hazard Assessment and Contra Costa County 
Heaith Services methods. 

Urban RunofVStorm Sewers, Nonpoint Source. 

unknown. 

List. 

AfIer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this mmmcndetion, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on the sstion 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem, 
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Region 2: San Pedro Creek 
High Coliform Count 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sullicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses a ~ ~ l v  to the water body. 
4. Watw quality oh&iive used is applic~ble. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard mahods w m  u d .  
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence lhat standards were exceeded is.high. 



Region 2: San Vicente Creek 
High Coliform Count 

Water Body 

StrusorlMediPlBeneflclal Use 

Data guallty aaenment. Extent to 
which data quallty requlremenh met. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use o r  stsndsrd 

Utlllty of meaaure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyapeclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

San Vicente Cteek 

High Colifon CounVWater/REC-I, REC-2 

San Matm County Environmental Health Department. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datdlab OlVOC w e d  Data evaluation was bnsed on USEPA 
guidelines for 3056) riPns, that uses s hierarchy of water quality data 
levels. Only data of higher overall level of information (Lcvels 3 and 4) 
were used to list a water body. 

High Coliform Counts linked to REC-I. 

WQO Basin Plan used. 

Data = 2 years (98-2000), Data measured at the site, Species or Indicator 
present at site, Environmental Conditions considered at site. 

Data = 38 samples for total coliform, 22 samples for fecal colifon, and 6 
samales for E. coli. E. wli data show 100% violations of the Basin Plan ~ ~ . ~~ 

~~ ~ - ~~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

Objectives for total coliform maximum at all beaches in dry-weather 
monlhs. Basin Plan violatcd in 3% ofsamples for total colifon maximum, 
100% samoles violated for total colifon median. LOO% samoles violated 
for fecal chiform geomcan and 100% samples violated for iccal colifonn 
(REC-I). Basin Plan objectives violated in 32% of samples for fecal 
colifonn mean, and 23% violatcd samples for fecal coliform (REC-2) in 
dry-weather months. 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected from 1016198-9/26/00. 

Numerical data. 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Dept. Beach Monitoring, 
Surfrider datdab methods. RWQCB. 

Nonpoint Source. 

unknown. 

List. 

Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentalion for this ceconuncndation, SWRCB staRconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable 
wsterquaiity standards are exceded md s poll;&nt contributes;& or 
causes the pmblem. 

This wnclusion is based on the Mfmdings  that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequateguality. 
2. Tho data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal wvcrage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 



Region 2: San Vicente Creek 
High Coliforrn Count 

4. Water quality objective used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 2: Stege Marsh 
Arsenic, Copper, Mercury, Selenium, Zinc, Chlordane, Dieldrin, ppDDE, + 

Water Body Stege Manh 

StressorlMedldBenenelrl Use Arsenic, Copper. Muewy, Selenium, Zinc, Chlordane, Dieldrin, ppDDE, 
Dacthal. Endosulfan I, Endmlfan sulfate, Dichlorobenzo~henone, 
~ e ~ t a c h l o r  cpoxide, &xachlorobenrene, Mircx, 0xidiavah Toxaphene, 
PCBdSedimenUAquatic Life 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to Used BPTCP QAIQC. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines 
whlch data qusllty requlremcnts met. for 305@) repons, that uses a hierarchy ofwater qualiry data levels. Only 

data of higher overall level of in fomion  (Levels 3 and 4) were used to 
list a water body. 

Llnkspe beween mersurement endpolot The observed sedimcnt toxiciry and benthic community effects are linked 
and bcscflcal use or standard to aquatic life beneficial uses. 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Toxicity test results (and ERM quotient) for sediment used. 

Data = 2 months (1997), Data measured at the rite. Environmental 
Conditions considered st site. 

Elevated sedimcnt chemistry (ERM quodent) 0.1% amphipod Survival, 
515 tcsts, significant urchin toxiciry, 313 samples, Relative bcnthbc index = 
0.00 (2 benthic ~mplcs) .  

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was collected from 10197-12/97. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods. 

Industrial Point Sources. 

Stcge Marsh is identified as a toxic hot spot on the SWRCB Consolidated 
Toxic Hot Spots Cleanuo Plan SWRCB Resolution No. 99-065). This 
plan is being implemen&d thmugh Cleanup and Abatement orhers. 

List: Current application of other regulatory authorities and the effects- 
based nahlre ofthe listing would give this listing a low-priority. 

ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that tho 
water bod" should be olaced on the finforceable Proemm list because 
applicabl;water qnal& standards are exceeded andinother program is 
addressing the problem. 

The water quality problem is being addressed by implementation of the 
Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan using Cleanup and Abatement 
Orders. 
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Region 2: Tomales Bay 
Mercury 

Water Body Tomales Bay 

StrescorMedillBeneUcinl Use MercurylWaterlAquatic Life 

Dala quality nssessmcnL Extent to Data evaluation was b a d  on USEPA guidelines for 305@) reporis, that 
whlrh data quality rqulremcntr met. uses a hierarchy ofwatcr quality data icvcls. Only data of higher overall 

level of information (Levels 3 and 4) were used to list a water body. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or atmdard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Ioformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

Mercluy linked to Aquatic life. 

NIA 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was temporally collected 

Numerical data. 

NIA 

Mine Tailings. 

NIA 

Change in listed water body. Change pollutant from Metals to Mercury. 

SWRCB SmK Recommendation After rewewing the avatlablc data and information and the RWQCB 
documentauon for this recommcndltion, SWRCB staRconclude that Be 
water bodv wllutant should be channed in this alreadv listed water bodv. 
Change piliutant from Metals to ~ e L u r y .  



Region 2: Walker Creek 
Mercury 

Water Body 

StressorrmediPlBeneflcid Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benelical use or standard 

Utllity of measire for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source($ of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stdf  Recommendation 

Walker Creek 

QAIQC requirement. Data evaluation was based on USEPA guidelines for 
305@) reports, that uses a hierarchy of water quality data levels. Only data 
of higher overall level of information O v e l s  3 and 4) were uKd to list a 
water body. 

Mercury linked to Aquatic life. 

Data was spatially collected. 

Data was temporally collected 

Numerical data 

N/A 

Surface Mining, Mine Tailings 

NIA 

Change in listed water body. Change pollutant From metals to mercury. 

ARer reviewing the available &!a and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body wllutant should be chanaed in this already listed water body. 
Change poliutant fmm metals to mekry .  



Water Bodies Proposed for the Monitoring 
List in Region 2 

Water Body PollutanUStressor Rationale 

Caquinez Strait 
Capper 

Nickel 

Dam- 466 m p l e s  total collativcly for S.Q. Bay scgmcnkNmh of the Dumbsnon 
Bridge. Since March 1993, there have been 6 cxcadancea, and there have been no 
exceedan- of the objective ssince 1997. 

Dam - 463 samples total collectively for S.F. Bay segments Nonh ofthe Dumbsnon 
Bridge. Using the CTR standard, there have been no excccdances since March of 1993. 

PAHs. PBDEs For PAILS: Did not cxcced Uvcrhold conccntntions f n  advrnc rffeets to fish mSP,os. 
Occasional cxeecdancca of the human health enluia in ambient samples, evidence of 
incrcarine ahellfish conecntratimr. and ~rrmndnancr  of PAHs at toxic rites warrant ~~~~~~ ~ e~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ . , ~~ ~ - -~ ~~ ~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~ 

increased assessment activities for PAHs bv dischamera and cities amund the rehon. 
RMP reaourees wl l  k e m t e d  to k n e r  &ess ~ f i  imacts in the estuarv. I!& the . . 
cutrent spatial and tempral average docs not addrrss areas nearthe shoreline that may 
be greater impacnd by PA& in discharges of urban m f f  md otherawrecs. 

For PBDBs: No available WQ objative or evaluation guideline. PBDEs research 
IiteraNre will be reviewed by the RWQCB to asccrisin any new information on actual 
cff'ts thresholds for these penistmt bioaccumulative substances in the next listing 
cycle. There setions em k conducted regionally through the RMP, the Bay Area 
PolllUion Prevention Group, or other association ofdischargns. During the subsequent 
listing cycle. RWQCB staflevaluation ofcunent research, applicable water quality 
miteris, and local actions to chawterire sources and pollution prevention of PBDEs will 
determine whether s listing is needed. 

Lake Merced 

Low Dissolved Oxygen 5/14 (36%) Dissolved Oxygen violations at East Lake, 64% Dissolved Oxygen 
violations, South Police Range, 57% Dissolved Oxygen vialstionr, South Pump Smtion, 
93% Dirwlved Oxygen vialationr,Nonh Lake, 57% Dissolved Oxygen violations. East 
Lake, 5114 (36%) violations afpH P8.5) at Notlh Lake. 

Because DO and pH are such dynamic paremetem in this water body, the spatial and 
tempraI coverage of this sNdy is not adequate to assess impairment. RWQCB staff 
recommends that DO and pH be monitored ~yatematically by &public agency such as 
the SFWD, the San F m i s e o  Public Utilities Commission, or other stakeholder. This 
monito"q should be conducted m the same sites ss the SFWD program plus additional 
rites within the dmflcrmt poniona ofthc lake, sod marc frequently than before. 
continuously whcnnsourresallaw, toasscar whcthnthc lake is mly  impalrcdduc to 
lack ofDOor rlcvstedpH. Inthc n u t  l i s l i ~ c y c k t h c  RWQCB will rccvalustc w a n d  
pH informarma, oncludhg (Ine 1997.2000 dsra, end will make s doeminatim for DO 
and pH listings. 
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Water Body PoUut.nUStressor R~tlouale 

Lake Memn 
Low Dirrolvcd Oxygm In 1998, the VSEPA lisled LaLcMcrriU as impaired by low disrolvedoxygcn (D.O.) and 

organic mriehment. Theoriginal dm used by USEPA to m m m d  listing d m  not 
m e t a l u l i N d  ouantiN Imuicemme neccasDIv la s u m n  3031d) Iliatine m i t i e d i n  
 use^;\ pu~d&ce:~o akubxnt methodoIonv i o r a & t i c  anrielu;lcnt was followed 
and the 'ganicmaner d i s c w e d  to the lake-Auld p"bably be b&r chanclclizcd as n 
row ofpotential D.O. i m p k t  Stafnvidc the 303(d) list wuplss low D.0, with 
owsnio ewichment. Information submitled to ihs RWQCB duringthcpublio solicitrtion 
provided mecdotal.lcwl infomtion that D.O. levels may be inadequate to nmpon 
beneficial us-. especially vhm the tide pates src closed by the Almcds County 303(d) 
StaffRepon San Francisco Bay Rcsionsl Waler Quality Cootrol B a d  Flwd Control 
District (ACFCD), but the sNdy dcs ip  did not document surfsee D.O. I-Is, 
panicularly predawn levels. which pmvidc the nc-ry estimator of D.O. lo svppon 
bmcficial l u c a  No evidcnccofbcnefici~l we  imoairment such 8s number and ~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ 

fmucnevof fish kills. has been submitted. A iuiikrevie& of 1997-98 surface D.O. data ~~~. . -~ ~~~~~ ~ ~~~~, 

fmm the county indicates that the Basin Plan akdard  is met, but specific tim-of-day 
infomtion for this data is not available, and therefore this minv is inwnclwivc. 

Because ofwmmunity consem and anecdotal evidence of continued impairment, 
RWQCB standoes not c e a ~ n m d  de-listiting at this time, but recommends that D.O. be 
monitored systematically by s publicagency such as the ACFCD, City ofOsklsnd. 
Alameda County Public W o h  Agency, or other stokcholder. This monitoring should be 
condvcted at s minimum at the m e  sites as studies submitted by the Lake Merrin 
Institute, but mare frequently than before, cantinuoluly where resources allow, lo assess 
whether lhc lake is Wly impaeted due to lack of D.O. 

Lakes and Shorelines of San 
Francisco Bay Region 

T w h  Volvnt~ers have documented trash removal fmm the Lake Memitt but other lakes and 
shoreline conditions are unknown. More data and infomtion arc needed daumenting 
in space and lime *e abundance a d  amount oftrash and debris in lakes andalong the 
shoreline. 

Novato Creek below Stafford Dam 

Sedimentafian and Siltation The two sediment repons have mulled fmm wnditions of 401 cenilications granted by 
the RWQCB far dredging permils in lower Novato CRFL Because there is a sedimmt 
management planning piacss underway required by regvlatoty action, RWQCB staff 
believes that the water quality swdard may be implemented within the next Iiiting 
303(d) Staff Repon San Ftanciro Bay Regional Water Quality Conml Boardcycle. 
Also, the sediment conhol plan rrcommends identifying.- of polential and existing 
salmonid spawning habitat and will better link the c N a e  of Mdiment inputfmm in- 
at- (the major source) and hillslope sources on beneficial uses. % RWQCB 
reeom&nda &at sediment threatask impair water quality inNovato creek; In the next 
listing cycle, the RWQCB will evaluate the planned sediment management and salmonid 
habirat identification eNoN and an impsiment listing will be determined If the 
aediment w n m l  plan is not implrmented, then the impaimnt listing may be higgered. 

Pacific Ocean at Baker Beach 

High ColiformCovnt Data - 164 samples total. Occan Plan objectives violated in 9.7% ofthe samples for 
total califom in dry-weathermonthr. Combined sewer overflow events arc not 
wnridered beesweall CSOa in the vicinity have been directed away fmm Lobos Creek 
drainage onto Baker Beach. 

Pacific Ocean at San Gregorio 
Beach 

High ColifomCount Data - 36 samples for total colifom 23 samples fa fecal califom. Ocm Plan 
objectives violated in $%of -lea for total wliform in wmbined dry- and wet- 
weather mnths. Ocean Plan objatives violaled in 8% m p l o s  for f s a l  coliform, wet- 
weather only. No excccdaneca beovecn May and Oetoba. Listing drivsn by wet weather 
exsccdancea. 
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Water Body PollutanUStressor Rationale 

Pacifro Ocean at Surfer's Beach 

Totsl Colifnm Dam - 134 total coliform mplcs .  126 f s a l  mliform umplu.  Ocean Plan objectives 
violated in 5% m p l e s  for total mliform in combiddry-weathuudwt-weather 
mmlhs. O w  Plan objectives violated in 9% oframplcs for fccal ml i fam in combined 
wetdry wea(hcr. No ex&ccs W e e n  May and October. Listing driven by M 
walberonly. 

Pilarcitos Creek below Pilarcitos 
Reservoir 

Scdimmution and Sillation Twbidity monitoring has not heenmndumd in Pilarcitm Crick so it ia notpossible, at 
this t im,  10 dele&ne whcthua pmblm exisa in Pilarciciloa Cmk. Pilarcitos Creek 
should be plsccd on the Monitoring Lilt because: (I) them is clear linkage krwscn 
srdimcnl and dcpdalion of habits1 for rtcclhcad in this watershed; (2) it remains to be 
determined whether human activities are an immrtant factor. and (31 there is an active -~ ~~~ ~ - - ~ ~  ~~~~. .~. 
walmhed restotstian pm- the Pllarcitoa mek Walershed Advisory C o r n n e e  
(PCWAC), that has bmad stakeholder panicnparion m d  suppan. Thc aovrces of fine 
sediment are not adequately chanrlcmcd la svppan s 303(d) listing at this time. 

Redwood Creek, tidal portion (San 
Mateo County) 

Hlgh Colifarm Count The data was fmm one year h m  one srason with only 12 sampler. The data showed 4 
of 12 samples rreced the ob~cctivc. The available data and informtion are inadequate 
to d n v  s mnclurion. Mon manitonng is nceded to determine if listing is ncccssq. 

Richardson Bay 

PAHs. PBDEr Far PAHs Dld not exceed Uvcrhold conccnm~ionr for adverse effsls to fish embryos. 
Far PBDEs. No avatlable WQ cntenodob,st~vc Oceasnonal cxcccdances of the human 
health cntcna m amblcnt m o l c r  rvndmec of nocmlnn shellfish conecnmuons. and ~~~ ~~~~~~ ~~ ~~ . . - 
prcpanderanse of PAHs at toxic sites wanant incwssed a s ~ s s m n t  activities for PAHs 
by dischargers andcities amund the region. RMP resources will be expected to better 
assess PAH impacts in the erNary, since the c m n t  spatial and temporal coverage docs 
not addnrr swss near the showline that may be p a l e r  impacted by PAHs in discharges 
of urban runoffand other sources. 

PBDEs research IiteraNn will be reviewed by the RWQCB B ascertain any new 
iofamtion on actual cNms t b h o l d r  for thuc pcrsirtmt bioaecumulstive s u b r m c r  
in the next li~ling cycle. Thew actions can bc conducted regionally through the RMP. 
the Bav ArcaPollutian Pnvcntion Omuo. or other ruoeialtanofdisehamcrs. Durin. the ~~~-~~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ .. . .......... ~ ~ ~~ -~ ~ ~ .. 0 ~ 

subsequent Insting cycle, RWQCB staff evaluation ofcurrmt mearch applicable water 
o d r v  mtcna. and local actions torhsnclmrc sources and ~ollution ~rrventioo of 

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 

COPW 

Nickel 

+ED& will determine whether a listing is needed. 

Data - 466 samplu total mlleetively for S.F. Bay segments North ofths Dumbanan 
Bridge. Since March 1993, lhm have been 6 excadances, and there have been no 
cxeadanecr of the objective since 1997. 

Data - 463 m p l c s  tots1 mlleclcd for SF. Bay scgmmu North of the Dumbanon 
Bridpc. Using the CTR swdard. there have bcto no cxeccdanscs since Much of 1993. 
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Water Body PollutanUStnssor Rationale 

PAHs, PBDlh For PAW Did n~ e x d  threshold c o n m m t i m  for adverse effects La fish embryos. 
F a  PBDEs: No available WQ critcrirmlobjective. Ocwional u d c e a  afthe h m  
hulth criteria in ambient l a n n l r ~  widace  of increasing shellfish mnmastions, and 
p o p n d m s c  of PAHa at toiio sit* w m t  i-ed Less-tactivities for PAHs 
by dilchargcrs andcities amund (bs hcgion. RMP reaomw will beexpected La bcun 
urcss PAH impacts in lhe csluuy. sinso (bs cumnt rpr1i.l and lempnl sovcrsgcdma 
not address m a s  near theshamline 6xI may be w t e r  impacted by PAHs in discharges 
ofurban runoffand oUler sources. 

~an~rancisco Bay, Central 

Copper 

Sun Francisco Bay, Lower 
Copper 

Nickel 

PAHa. PBDEs 

PBDEI research literaturn will be reviewed by the RWQCB to wcrtain any new 
infomatian on actual effects ~ l d s  for the% praistmt bioacoumulative substances 
in thc next listing cycle. These actions canbe mnducted regionally thmugh the RMP, 
the Bay ArereaPollutim M m t i o n  Gmup, or other assmiation of dischargers. During lhe 
a v b s w n t  listing cycle, RWQCB staff evaluation of cunent research, applicable water 
quality nitrris,and local actions tocharactetim sources and pollution prevention of 
PBDEs will determine whether s listing is needed. 

Data-466 samples toM collectively for S.F. Bay segmnta North of the Dumbartan 
Bridge. Since March 1993, there have been 6 exceedances, and there have been no 
cxeecdanses of the objective rince 1997. 

For PAHs: Did not exceed threshold mncenualions for adverse effects to fish embtyos. 
For PBDEa: No available WQ criteriadobjective. Occasional eicsedances of the human 
health criteria in ambient sampler, evidence of increasing shellfish consenualions, and 
prepondance of PAHs at m i c  sites wanant inc-ed assessment activities for PAHr 
by dischargers and cities around the region. RMP resources will be expected to better 
asses PAH impacts in the esNary, since the cunrnt s p i a l  and temporal coverage does 
not address areas near the shoreline that may be greater impacted by PAHs in discharges 
ofurban runoffand athersources. 

PBDEs research literature will be reviewed by the RWQCB to asccnain any new 
information on aeNal effect. thresholds for these panistent bioaccumulative substances 
in the next listing cycle. These actions can be conducted regionally thmugh the RMP, 
the Bav A m  Pollution Prwention Gmuo. or other assmiation of dirshar~ers. During the , ~~~~ ~ 

lubL&uent listing cycle, RWQCB staff;~aluation ofcurrent research, a&icablc water 
quality criteria, and loss1 actions lo characterize soumes and pollution prevention of 
PBDEa will determine whether s listing is needed. 

Data = 466 samples total collected for S.F. Bay segments North of the Dumbartan 
Bridge. Since March 1993. there have been 6 exceedances, and there have been no 
ereeedsnces afthe objective rince 1997. 

Data - 463 samples total collected for S.F. Bay segmata North of the Dumbarton 
Bridge. Using the CTR standard, there have k e n  no ereeedances since March of 1993. 

For PAHr: Did na exceed threshold mnfcnuations for adverse effecta ta fish embryos. 
For PBDm No available WQ critcriodobjstive. Occasional cxcadancea of the human 
health cntcns in ambient sunplcs, evidence of inncasing shclllish canccnastions, and 
pmpondmrc of PAHs at toxic sites warrant inneared Msessmcnt activities for PAHs 
bv diuharners and cnin amund the m i o n  RMP reeoumr will be cx~cstcd to bcnn ., ..... ~.~ -...- ~~-~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~ 

assess PAH impads in the estuary, since the cuncnt spatial and tnnporal wveragc does 
not sddrcss areas neat the shoreline thatmav be meat- itnoacted bv PAHs in dischar~es . - 
ofurban runoff and other sou-. 

PBDEI research literature will be reviewed by the RWQCB to ascertain any new 
infamation on actual effects (hresholds for these pmirtent bioammulative substances 
io the n u t  listing cycle. These .elions canbe mnducted regionally Uvovgh the RMP, 
the Bay Area Pollution Pwmtion Omup, or other association ofdiachargers. During the 
subsequent listing cycle, RWQCB staff evaluation o f ~ m n t  research, applicable water 
quality criteria, and local actions toehmte t im sources and pollution prevention of 
PBDEs will determine whether a listing is needed. 
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Water Body PoUutanUStresror Rationale 

San Francisco Bay, South 

CoPPCr D m -  690 rsmplu total c o l l d  far S.F. Bay wuth ofthe hunbarton Bridge. 
Available ambient dissolved c o m r  conccnaations in the esN.ly never exceed the m s t  
W ~ W D ~ ~ V C  WR-bsscdabjre&es. Fnuunp lo ,  out of50 W f R s m n t i y  generated 

on USEPA g u i h  ifthe l a x u t  Slhpaantilc W R  d 1.7 were wed, the CTR 
marins chmnicobjcciive fm dissolved copper would bc 5.3 ugIl, whichbsa not ban 
ex& in466 sampler in the San Fmcisw Estusry since the Regional Monitoring 

Niokcl 

PAHa, PBDEa 

San Pablo Bay 

Capper 

Nickel 

PAHa, PBDEa 

P r o g m  began in 1993. 

Data- 644 samplcs tots1 collected for S.F. Bay seuth of the DumbaMn Bridge. Using 
the CTR rtsndsrd, 1% (6) of the samples exceed it. 

For PAHI: Did not exceed threshold mnffintrations for adverse effects to fish embryos. 
Fa P B D k  No available WQ eriterionlabjectivc. Occasional excecdanccs of the human 
health criteria in ambient samples, evidence of inomsing shellfish cancenmtionn, and 
pnpndnsnce of PAHs at toxic sites w m t  i n c r e d  assessment activities for PAHs 
by dischargers and cities amund the region. RMP rewwer  will bc expected to better 
assess PAH impacts in the estuary, since the c m t  spatial and temporal coverage docs 
not address m a r  near the shoreline Ulat may be gwlerimpasted by PAHs in discharges 
of urban mnoffand other sources. 

PBDEa research literature will bc reviewed by the RWQCB to asccnain any new 
information on scrval effects thresholds for these p n i s t a t  bioaccumulatikc subrtaoecs 
in the ncn listing v l c .  Thee actions can bc conducted regionally through the RMP, 
the Bsv Aces Pollulion PIevation Grouo. or other assmiation ofdischarccrr. Durinc thc ...-., . . ~ . ~ ~ ~  ~~~~~~~~ -~~ -, ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ " 
subseauent listins cvcle. RWOCB alaffevllustian ofcumnt research. s~olicable water ~-~~~~ . - ~ ~ ~  ~~ V ~ ,  . .~ . .. 
aualiw criteria. and local actions tochsrasterire sources and oollutian orevention of 
PBD& will deiermine whether a listing is needed. 

Dab = 466 samples total eolleaiuely for S.F. Bay segments North of the Dumbanon 
Bridge. Since March 1993, thcre havc been 6 excadsnses, and there have been no 
cxcccdances of the objective since 1997. 

Data - 463 sampler lots1 collccled for SF. Bay segments North of the Dumbanon 
Bridge. Usong the CTR slandard, them have bccn no cxeccdanccs sin- March of 1993. 

Far PAHr Did not exceed threshold conccnlmliona for advrrae rffwu to fish embryos 
Far PBDb: No arailable WQ ctitcrioolobjlctivc. Oceariansl cxcecdanccs ofthe human 
health criteria in ambient samples, rvidaec of i n s w i n g  shellfish conscnwtions, and 
prepondnancc of PAHr at toxic sites wanant h e w e d  assenmen1 activities for PAHs 
by diaehargcrs and c~licr amund the region. RMP resources will be cxpslcd lo bcncr 
assess PAH impem in the crruary, rinec the cumnt spatial and temporal coveage does 
not address arcas near the shoreline that mav bc m t r r  i m e t e d  bv PAHs in dircharecs . - - 
of urban maoff and other sources. 

PBDEs research literamre will be reviewed by the RWQCB to axemin any new 
information on actual effects thresholds for them persistent bioaccumulative aubslanffis 
in the next listing cycle. These actions can be co&lucted regionnlly through the RMP, , 
the Bay Area Pollution Prevention Gmup, or other sssaciation of dischargm. During the 
rubsequent listing cycle, RWQCB stsnevsluation o f c v m t  research, spplicsble waler 
quality criteria, and local actisxis to charafterire sou- and pollution prevention of 
PBDEs will determine whethn s list* is needed. 

Suisun Bay 

coppa 

Nickel 

Darn- 466 samples tots1 collectively for S.F. Bay segmnls North ofthe Dumbanan 
Bridge. Since March 1993, there havc been 6 cxcccdansul, and there have been no 
cxsccdanser of the objective sinso 1997. 

Dsts- 463 sample tolal collectively for S.F. Bay segments North of the Dumbanon 
Bridge. Using the CTR standard, there havc b a n  no exceedan- since March of 1993 
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Water Body PoUutanUStressor Rationale 

P M ,  PBDB For PAHI: Did not exceed Unasbold ~ o n c u ~ m i o n r  for d v m s  &ccD to fiah embryas. 
Fn PBDh: No available WQccilcrionlobjstivc. OEuriolul s x r d m m a o f  the human 
hulIh u i b t i a  in ambient mica Nid- of inneasioc shcllfinh mcenmtioos. ud ~ .~~~ -..... ~ ~ -...,- ~-~~~~~ ~~.~~ ~~~ 

nmmnda~nce dPAHs at Wxis s i teawmnt inneased asewmcntrtivities for PAHs 
iy hilchargns and citiea wound ths region. R M P m a w c a  will k upectod W l W m  
msm PAH impscfs io ths eslupry, since l h c ~ l  spatial and t c m p d  mvasge docs 
not address ara  near Ihc shoreline th.1 may bc p w r  impacled by PAHs in discharges 
ofurban runoffand other SWCII. 

PBDes rcmrch lilcraturc will bc r e v i d  by the RWQCB to anecMia m y  nnv 
iafonstion on actual rffecta ~hnrholds for lhesc pcnirtat biosccmulstive suhstaoecr 
in lhc next listing cycle. T h e  actioos can k wnducled mgiotlllly through Ihc RMP, 
h a  Bay Awa Pollution Prrvmtion %up, oralher m i b a n  of discharFn. During Ihc 
subscqvent listing cycle, RWQCB staficvaluation ofcumnl mreareh, applicable water 
d i m  matia. and 1-1 action. la characterbe sou- md ~al lut im aravcntion of ..-~~, ~~~ , - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~~~ ~ ~ . 
PBDEs will dNmnim whethers listing is needed. 

Urban Creeks of San Francisco Bay 
Region 

Trash Mare data and information am needed documenting in spscc and time lhe abundaace 
and amount of mash and debris in wban creeks of the Ssn Francisco Bay Region. 

Guadclup Ritcr. Thorry-four photographs were submitted depicting what appeared to 
be bcationr along Ihc River. The t m h  included phstic bonks, styrafaam cups, paper 
wrspprs. uood debris, and othcr unidentifiable debris. 

San Leandm Cmk: Sir photograpb were submitted depicting what appeared to he 
locations along the Creek. me mash included accumulations of plastic bottles, 
atyrofaamcupr, paper wappers, woad debris, shopping cam, aluminum cana, and o k  
unidentifiable debrir. 

Damon Slough. SIX photagzaphr were rubmined dcpieung what sppcarcd to bc locattans 
along Ihc Slough. Thc tnsh ~nrluded sccumulat~ans ofplssuc banlcs, styofoam cups, 
ppcr  wrappers, woad dcbna, shoppmp carts, s l w u n m  cans, and oIher un~dannfiablc 
debris. 

Glen Echo Creek: Two photographs were submitted depicting what appeared to bc 
locations along the Creek. The muh included accumulations ofplastic, styrofaam cups, 
paper wrappers, wood debrir, shopping Cam, and other unidentifiable debris. 
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Region 3: Alamo Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StreworlMediaIBenencld Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quaUty requlrements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure lor judging If 
nandards or uses are not atisined 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Stall Reeommendatlon 

Alamo Creek 

Fecal ColiformlWaterlREC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QA/QC 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

Water Quality Objective are applicable to REC-I 

Data age = 1-2 years old. 

14 bacterial samples, 8 samples exceeding (57%) WQO. 

1 site. 

Monthly sampling events 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Natural sources, AgriculNre, Range Land. 

List 

Afier ro,icwlng the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documcntation for this recommendation, SWRCB staNconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water aualiw standards are exceeded and a oollutant contributes to or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate. 
2. The data exhibited adequate spatial'and sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualiw standard used is a~plicable. 
5. The evaluatibn guideline used to interpret nanative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards wae  exceeded is 
high. 



Region 3: Alisal Creek (Salinas) 
Nitrate 

Water Body Alisal Creek (Salinas) 

Stressor/Medil/Beneflcial Use NitrateAVaterlDrinking Water 

Data quality asseument. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 
whlch d a h  quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt Nitrate WQO is linked to MUN. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for Judging P Exceedences of Basin Plan Water quality objectives in place for the 
standards or uaes are not attained protection of Municipal Drinking Water is applicable. 

Water Body-speclfic Information Samples taken from 7/28/99 - U10/00. 

Data used to assess water quality 6 samples with 5 exceedences. 

Spatial representation 1 sampling site. 

Temporal representstlon Monthly sampling. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown 

Alternative Enforceable Program N/A 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to'or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply co che wtc r  body. 
4. Water qualify standard used is a~~l icablc .  . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methads were used. 
7. Other water body age of the data were considered 

Most of lhc water quality mcaruremencs cxcccdcd the water quality 
slandard. Thc suff confidcncc chat srandards ucrc c~cccded is moderate. 



Region 3: Alisal Creek (Salinas) 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StreuorlMedlslBenellfI.I Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlfh data quallty requlrementa met. 

Llnluge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benelleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speellle Informatloo 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spstlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Alisal Creek (Salinas) 

Dissolved OxygetVWater/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring hogram (CCAMP) QflQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses 

Water quality objective is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Samples taken from 7/28/3999 to 2/30/2000 over 6 sampling dates. 

Dissolved oxygen'; 6 samples with I exceedence. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Cennal Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or mthmpogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None. 

After reviewin. the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docuntmtat~on-for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludcthatthe 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list for dissolved 
oxygen because applicable water quality standard is not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited nrfficient temooil covera~e. 
3. ~cneficial uses apply to the waa; body. 

- 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the age ofthe data were 
considered. 

An inadeauate number of the water aualih, measurements exceeded the . . 
water quaiity standard for dissolved oxygen. The staff confidence that 
standards were not cxcccded is moderate. 



Region 3: Alisal Creek (Salinas) 
Fecal Coliform 
-- 

Water Body 

StrusorlMedldBeneficlal Use 

Datn qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whlcb data qudlly requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Judglng If 
standards or uses are not nitmined 

Water Bodyapecific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representatlon 

Tempprnl representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendation 

Alisal Creek (Salinas) 

Fecal ColifonnWaterlREC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

Water Quality Objntive are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 2-3 years old. 

6 bacteria samples, 5 samples exceeding (83%) WQO. 

1 site. 

Summer, fall, winter sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC methods. 

Urban Runo& Nahlral Sources, Nonpoint sources, AgriculNre 

N/A 

List. 

Ancr rev~cwing the available data and infomtion and the RWQCB 
documcnlation for this recommendation, SWRCB Mffconclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll&at conhibutesi~ or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate.- 
2. Thc data exhibited suflicienl temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality stanndard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Arroyo Seco River 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StreaaorlMed1llBenefid.l Use 

Data quallty aresament. Extent to 
wbleh data quallty rcqulrements met. 

Arroyo Seco River 

Dissolved OxygenlWaterlCOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Llnbge betweeu measurement endpolmt 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalued 

Water Body-speelfie Iuformatlon 

Data used to asseas water quaUty 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofrtmdard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Dissolved Oxygen WQOs are linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses, 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Samples taken from 2/1/99 to 4/24/2000 over 17 sampling dates. 

Dissolved Oxygen: 20 samples with 3 exceedences. 

2 sampling sites, 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgram (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during d j seasons, or anthropogenically inducsd, 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None 

Atter reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB slam conclude that the 
watcr body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicabli water quality s&ndards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the aaff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatidand tunooral coveraae. 
3. Bcnelicial u x s  have apply to ihe water body. 

- 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standards. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded moderate. 



Region 3: Arroyo Seco River 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Amyo Seco River 

Stress0rKHedWBenefleI.I Use Fecal ColifoimNaterlREC-1 

Data q u d t y  auessment. Extent to Central Coast Ambicnt Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC. 
which data qunlity requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Fecal Colifom is linked to REC-I. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If WQO exceedences a n  applicable. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information Samples taken from U994100, LO sampling dates (some sampling dates 
have multiple samples). 

Data used to assess water quality 18 samples, 3 exceeding WQO. 

Spatlal representation 2 stations. 

Temporal represenhtlon Monthly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofsbndard method Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant Unknown 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon None. 

SWRCB St8n Recommendation Aftcr rcvlcwing lhc avatlablc data and inlomation and the RWQCB 
dacumcnration for this recornmcndation, SU'RCB rcaffconcludc that thc 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards a n  not exceeded: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient matial and temooral wveraee 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the wirer body. 

' - 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific infomation including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is moderate 



Region 3: Atascadero Creek (San Luis Obispo County) 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StreasorlMedislBenellclal Use 

Data quallty aueament. Extent to 
whlcb data quality rquirements met. 

Llnkrge between measurement endpoint 
and benelleal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
stsndardr or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specillc lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stafl Recommendatlon 

Atascadero Creek (Sm Luis Obispo County) 

Dissolved OxygenlWaterlAquatic Life 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicableto Aquatic Life. 

Samples taken from 4/7/99 to 5/15/2000 over 18 sampling dates. 

Dissolved Oxygen: 21 samples with I4 exceedences. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. renioval of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None. 

AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB .-- 
documcntation~for this rccommcndat8on, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
warcr bddy should bc placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably conhibutes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is basedon the stafffindings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeouate oualitv. . . 
2. The dala cxhibitcd suflicicnt spatisiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uscs apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is apdicable. . . 
5. Data ari numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of thc water quality messurcmmts exceeded the watcr quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards wcrc cxcccdcd is high. 



Region 3: Atascadero Creek (San Luis Obispo County) 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Atascadero Creek (San Luis Obispo County) 

StressorlMedla!BenefleId Use Fecal ColiformfWaterCiEC-I 

Data quallty usearment. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 
whlch data quality requirementr met. 

Linkage between measurement eodpolnt Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to E C - I .  
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judglng If WQO is applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specine Information Samples taken fmm 4/99-5100, 16 sampling dates (some sampling dates 
have multiple samples). 

Data used to assess water quallty 22 samples, 8 samples exceeding WQO. 

Spatial representation 1 station. 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB StnfiRecammendatlon Afrcr reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - ~~~~-~~~~~~~~ ~~~ 

documcntation?or this recommendation, SWRCB staiiconclud; that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes toor 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temooral coveraee. 
3. ~encficial uses apply to the wale; body. 

" 

4. Water quality standard used is spplicablc. 
~ ~ 

5. Data a n  numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Bean Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Wakr  Body 

StreuorMedlaiBeneIleIal Use 

Data q u d t y  assessment Extent to 
whleh data qusllty requlremenh met. 

Llmksge between meacurcment cmdpolnt 
and bemeflcal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speellle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stat7 Recommendation 

Bean Creek 

SedimentatiobSiltationlWaterIAquatic Life 

Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made of the 
consistency of methods used. 

Oeomorphological data is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Sedimentation can directly affect Aquatic Life. 

Data 1-3 years old, samples collected from site, one time sample event. 

RiffleRun Embeddedness = 50% samples exceed at site 14a, 60% 
samples exceed at site 14b, 52% samples exceed at Site B-I, 50% samples 
exceeded at Site B-2. W ?  semolcs exceeded at Site 8-3 and 49% samoles . 
exceeded at 0.4. fo; fine ~cdjment in Rimes 45% exceeded at Site 14a, 
42% salnples exceeded at Site 8-2 and 55% samples exceeded at Site B-3. 
for DSO. 37mm (minimum for a reach) 24mm for site B-I. 25mm for site 
8-2 and 6mm foi~i te8-3.  Data showid impacts on fish&wlation due to 
scdimentation/siltation in 1998 and 1999. 

Zig-Zag sample design, 10 samples. 

Late spring-early summer 

Numerical data. 

Standard methods were used. 

Improperlillegal grading of private roads and home sites, lack of vegetation 
around home sites, residential use, roads, quarry. 

List. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the sect;on 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and s pollorant connibutcs to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinp that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited adequate spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the water bodv. 
4. Water quality sta;;dkd used is applicaile. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 



Region 3: Bean Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

8. Other water body- information including riftledrun embeddedness and 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate numbeiof the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate, uncertain on how interpret rifflelrun embeddcdness. 



Region 3: Bear Creek (Santa Cruz County) 
Sedimentation-Siltation 
- 

Water Body 

Stre~sorlMedlslBeneficlal Use 

Data qudlty assessment Extent to 
whlch data quality requlremeats met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not amlned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRccomrnendation 

Bear Creek (Santa Cruz County) 

Sedimentation-SiltatioNater/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made of the 
consistency of methods used. 

Geomorphological data linked to Aquatic Life, 

Sedimentation can directly affect Aquatic Life. 

Data 1-3 years old, Samples collected fmm site, one time sample event. 

RimeRun Embeddedness = 40% samples exceed at Site 17a, 37.5% 
samoles exceed at Site 17b and 45% samples exceed at Site 17c. Data 
showed impacts on fish population due t i  sedimentstionlsiltation in 1998 
and 1999. 

Zig-Zag sample design, 10 samples. 

Late spring-early summer. 

Numerical data. 

Standard methods were used. 

Impropcdillegal grading of private mads and home sites, lack of vegetation 
around home sites, teridential use, recreation and timber. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . . . . 
water standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  Thedata is consideid to be ~fade~uateiuality.  
2. The data exhibited adequate spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the water body, 
4. Water quality sta'ndard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- information including rifildmn embeddedness and 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 3: Bear Creek (Santa Cruz County) 
~edimehtion-siltation 

quality standard. me staRconfidence that smdardo were exceeded is 
moderate, uncertain on how interpret riflldnm embcddedncss. 



Region 3: Blosser Channel 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedI1IBeneflcM Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnluge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standarda or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Blosser Channel 

Fecal ColifomWater/REC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I 

WQO is applicable to REC-I 

Data age = 1-2 yean old. 

10 Bacteria samples, 5 samples exceeding (50%) WQO 

I site. 

Monthly sampling events, excluding the dry season. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP). 

AgriculNre, PasNre Lands, Urban Runo& Storm water, Natural Sources. 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant cantnbutcs to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the statTfindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate. 
2. The data exhibited sufiicient trmporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the watei body. 

- 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watcr body information considered includes age of the data. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 3: Blosser Channel 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Strw~or/MedWBene~elrI Use 

Data quallty aucnmeot. Eltent to 
whleh data qudlty rquircmcnts met. 

Linkage behveen measurement eodpolnt 
and benetleal use or dmdard  

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attahed 

Water Body-apedne Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal repreaentatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alteroatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNReeomrnendatlon 

Blosser C h a ~ e l  

Dissolved Oxygen/Water/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Samples taken from 5/3/2000 to 2/28/2001 over 12 sampling dates 

Dissolved Oxygen; 14 samples with 2 exceedences. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. low dissolved oxvnen can be a natural ohenomenon. e.a. 
induced by low-flow durinigty seasons, or anthripogenically ind;ced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require firther analysis. 

None. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should not be olaced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards a n  not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate numkr of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not 
exceeded ismoderate. 

3-14 



Region 3: ~oulder  Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Water Body 

Streror/Medll/Beneficial Use 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
whleh data quality requirement8 met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
md benefical use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendation 

Boulder Creek 

Sedimentation-SiltationANater/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made of the 
consistency ofmethods used. 

Oeomorphological data linked to Aquatic Life. 

Sedimentation can directly affect Aquatic Life. 

Data 1-3 years old, Samples collected from site, one time sample event. 

RitlleIRun Embcddcdness = 40% samples exceed at site 17% and 37.5% 
samplcs excnd at site 18b. Data showed impacts on fish population due to 
sedimentation/siltation in 1998 and 1999. 

Zig-Zag sample design, 10 samples. 

Late spring-early summer. 

Numerical data. 

Standard methods were used. 

Impropedillegal grading of private mads and home sites, lack of vegetation 
around home sites, residential use, vineyards and timber. 

List. 

Atler reviewin= the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntatio~for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud; that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water sualitv standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributesto or 

This conclusion is bascd on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is wnsidered to be of adeauate aualitv. . , 
2. The data exhibited adequate spatial'and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. The evaluatibn guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water bcdy- information including rimelrun embeddedness and 
age of the data were considered. 



Region 3: Boulder Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

An adequate number ofthe water qualiw murourrmenrs exceeded the warn 
quality standard. The staRconfidence that standards were exceeded ir 
moderate, uncertain on how to interpret riffldmn embeddedness. 



Region 3: Bradley Canyon Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Stnsror/htedldBenefidd Use 

Data quaUty assesrment Extent to 
whkh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
ana beneflenl use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not nttalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assesa water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Uae of standard method 

Potential Source(#) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Bradley Canyon Creek 

Dissolved OxygeniWaterICOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Low oxygen levels linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

Excccdcnccs of Basin Plan water quality objectivc in place for the 
protection of aquatic life is applicnble. 

Sampler taken from lll2/2000 to 1/29/2001 over I9 sampling dates. 

Dissolved Oxygen: 9 samples with 2 exceedences. 

3 sampling sites 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation and/or nutrient loading. Determination 
will require funher analysis. 

None 

ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentstion for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on rhc section 3031d) lisl because 
applicablc~ water quality standards are not exceeded: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suilicient SDatiaI and temnoral coverage. 
3. Beneficial u x s  apply to the wirer body. 

. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 

~ ~ 

5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence fhat standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Bradley Canyon Creek 
Fecal colifonn 

Water Body 

StressorlMedldBonenelal Use 

Data quality asuwmeat. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requlrementr met. 

Linkage behween measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

UWty of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Informatloa 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StalTRecommendation 

Bradley Canyon Creek 

Fecal colifondwater/REC-I 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 1-2 yean old. 

25 Bacteria samples, 15 samples exceeding (60% WQO violations), 

3 Stations. 

Monthly sampling events, excluding the dry season. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

AgriculNre, PasNre Lands, Urban Runo& Storm water, NaNral Sources. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) lisr because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to 01 

causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate. 
2. The data exhibited sullicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bencfieial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are nu&erical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

Adequate number of the water qualiiy measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidencc that standards were exceeded is 
high 



Region 3: Bradley Canyon Creek 
Nitrate 

Water Body Bradley Canyon Creek 

Stressor/MedlaAeneflciaI Use NitrateANater/MUN 

Data quality aweasmeat. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 
which data quality requlrementa met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Nitrate WQO is linked to MUN. 
and benefical use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if WQOs are applicable to MUN. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information Samples taken from 3/12/00 to 32/07/00. There were 8 sampling dates. 

Data used to assess water quality 8 samples, 4 samples exceeding. 

Impacts on dissolved oxygen were not observed and it is likely that the 
nitrate concentrations are not impacting beneficial uses. 

Spatlal repreaeutation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown 

None. 

ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommmdation, SWRCB stafTconclude that the 
water body should not k placed on the section 303(d) list because it 
cannot bedetennined if the applicable water qualit; skdards are 
exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data exhibited insufficient temporal coverage. 
2. Data are numerical. 
3. Standard methods were used. 
4. Other water body information including age of the data were 
considered. 

An inadequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Bradley Channel 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StreuorMedls/Benelicid Use 

Data qu8Uty useament. Extent to 
whkh data quality requlremeah met. 

Llnkspe between measurement endpoint 
and beaeflcd use or standard 

Utllity ofmemure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attrlned 

Water Body-speeiflc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal repruenbtlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(#) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recammendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendatlon 

Bradley Channel 

Fecal ColiformlWater/REC-I 

Cenhal Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal coliform WQO is linked to Rec-I. 

WQO are applicable to REC-I. 

Samples taken from 1100-2/01; 14 sampling dates. 

14 samples, 7 samples exceeding WQO. 

I sample site. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient  oht to ring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown 

None, 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes toor 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate-quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standad used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded tho water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 3: Bradley Channel 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StreuorlMedWBenendd Use 

Data quallty awessment. Extent to 
whieh data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt 
and benenesl use or standard 

Utility or measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are no1 attalned 

Water Body-apeelfie Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spstial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

Bradley Channel 

Dissolved OxygenlWaterlCOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) Q W .  

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Samples taken from Ill In000 to Zi28R001; over 17 sampling dates. 

Dissolved Oxygen: 17 samples with 4 exceedences. 

1 sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. low dissolved oxveen can be a natural ohenomenon ex.  . - . - 
induced by low-flow during dty scarons, or anlhropogcnically induced; 
c.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor numen1 loading. Determinarion 
will require further analysis, 

None. 

After reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinm that: 
I. The data is considered to be o~sdquale~ual i ry .  
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water uualiw standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 



Region 3: Bradley Channel 
Nitrate 

Water Body 

Stre~sor/Medil/Benelld.l Use 

Data quality asmameat. Extent to 
whlch data quality roqulrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UHllty of measure for judging if 
~tandarda or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specl~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal reprerentatton 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StalTRecommendatlon 

Bradley Channel 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Nitrate WQO is linked to MUN. 

WQO is applicable to MUN. 

Samples taken from 111 1/00 to 2/28/01. 

15 samples with 3 exceedences. 

I sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown 

None. 

Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the ;sction 303(d) list because 
applcable water quality standards are not ehcceded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adcquatequality. 
2. The data exhibited insuficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water M y .  
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were wnsidered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements collected. The 
staff confidence that standards were not exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Branciforte Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Water Body 

Data q u d t y  assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requlremenb met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal uae or snndsrd 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not amlned 

Water Body-apeclflc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representstlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofrtandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Waif Recommendation 

Brancifoltc Creek 

Sedimentation-Siltation!WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made ofthe 
consistency of methods used. 

Geomorphological data linked to Aquatic Life. 

Sedimentation can directly affect Aquatic Life. 

Data = 3-4 years d d  (1998 and 1999), samples collected from site. 

RimeIRun Embeddedness = 60% samples exceed at Site 21a and 37.5% 
samples exceed at Site 2lb. Data showed Impacts on fish population due 
to sedin~entadonfsilcation in 1998 and 1999. 

Zig-Zag sample design, 10 samples. 

Late spring-early summer. 

Numerical data. 

Standard methods were used. 

Logging in upper watershed, improperlfilegal. 

List. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntstionDfor this rccommcnderion, SWRCB slatrconclude'that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited adequate spatialand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial u x s  apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The eviluation mideline used t i  intemret narrative water aualitv . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods weie used. 
8. Other water body- information including riflelrun embeddedness and 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 3: Branciforte Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

qualily standard. The sraff confidencc that standards were exceeded is  
moderate, uncertain on how to interpret rilildrun embeddedness. 



Region 3: Carpinteria Creek 
Virus 

Water Body 

StrersorlModldBenelldnl Ule 

Data quallty awessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requlrernents met. 

Linkage behveen meaaurernmt endpoint 
and benellcnl use or itandard 

Utilitj of measure for judglng if 
rlandsrda or uses .re not sltslned 

Water Body-speel~e Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Poteniial Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaNReeommendatlon 

Carpinteria Creek 

Unknown 

Vims with Bacteria WQO are linked to REC-I. 

Virus detection methodologv not conclusive enouxh to indicate a virus -. - 
problem, 30%ofthc samples has positive results for presence of a virus. 
There arc too few virus data points during the most sensitive period 
(typically winter for pathogens). These water bodies are already covered 
bv the existina 303(d) list. Bacteria reductions recommended through 
I%~DLS for thZse w&n will also result in virus reductions. 

- 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Approved methodologies were not used 

Unknown. 

DO not list. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be included on the 303(d) list because the water 
body is on an existing list for bacteria and pathogens which will address 
viruses. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1.The data is considered to be insdeauate aualiw. . . .  
2. The evaluation guideline used to interpret namtive water quality 
standards is inadequate. 
3. Non-standard methods wem used. 
4. Other water body information considered is unknown 

It is unknown whether any of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is extremely low. 



Region 3: Cholame Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StreasorlMedia/Benenelal Use 

Data quality asressment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benelicd use or B n d a r d  

UtUlty of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceqble Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB StaNReeommendntion 

Cholame Creek 

Fecal C o l i f o ~ a t e r / R E C - l  

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring hogram (CCAMP) QNQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 2-3 years old. 

10 bacterial samples, 8 samples exceeding (80%) WQO. 

I site. 

Monthly sampling events, excluding the dry season. 

Numerical. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Pasture lands, nonpoint sources, natural sources. 

List. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should 
be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable water quality 
standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to bs of adeauatc. 
2. The data exhibited sutlicicnt temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial wcs apply tothc watcr body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The ev&at<on rmideline used to intemret narrative water aualiw - . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Cholame Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Stru8orlMedldBenellei.I Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benellesl use or standard , 

Utlllty ofmessure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Cholame Creek 

Dissolved Oxygen/Watcr/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to COLD and WARM beneficial use protection. 

Data: 2-3 yean old (212199 to 2/8/2000); over 10 sampling dates. 

Dissolved Oxygen: 13 samples with 2 exceedences. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require funher analysis. 

None. 

After reviewin= the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation. SWRCB staff eonclud; that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. Thc data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient t e m ~ o k l  wvera~e. 
3. Beneficial uses apply tothe wat& body. 

- 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other waier body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadeauate number of the water aualitv measurements exceeded the 
water quaiity standard. The staffcon'fidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Cholame Creek 
Boron 

Water Body 

StreaorlMedis/Benencld Uw 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qudlty requirements met. 

L l n l y p  between measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure forjudglng If 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommendation 

Cholame C E C ~  

BoronlWater/Agticultursl Water Supply 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring hogram (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Boron WQO is linked to ~ g r i c u i ~ r a l  Water Supply. 

WQO is applicable to AgriculNral Water Supply. 

Samples taken from 5/99-2100; 6 sampling dates. 

7 samples, 7 samples exceeding WQO. 

1 station. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgram (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown; may be nalural condition. 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list becaurc applicable 
watcr quality standardr are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is bared on the statTfindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequatc quality. 
2. The data exhibited sullicient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aDDb to the watei bodv 
4. Water quality stan&d used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Chorro Creek 
Fecal Colifom 

Water Body 

StressorlMedinlBeneffcIsl Uae 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whieb data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure lor judging I1 
stsndardr or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(%) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enloreeable Program 

RWQCB Recommemdstlon 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon 

Chono Creek 

Fecal Colifodater/REC-I 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal Colifom WQO is linked to =I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I 

Data: 3-9 years old (6193 to 5/99). 

869 samples, 193 samples exceeding WQO. 

6 stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methodology. 

Unknown 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
dacumcnlation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud~ that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably conhiiutes 
to or causesthe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraEe. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 

' - 
4. Water qualiiy standard used is applicable. 
5. Data ari numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered, 

An adequate number ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the water 
qualily standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Chorro Creek 
Metals 

Water Body 

StrorsorlModidBene~clal Use 

Data quality asseumenl. Exteat to 
whlch dam qusllty rqulremeatr met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Informstion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Chorro Creek 

~etals/Sedimentl~~uatic Life (Habitat Uses) 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQ. 

Metal WQOs are linked to Aquatic Life. 

Recently collected data show that standards appear to be met. The original 
assessment was based on two sample locations outside of Chom Creek. 

The data originally used to support this listing decision was not wllected 
in the water body. 

New data was not presented. 

Data not collected in Chom Creek &d does not represent conditions in 
the creek. 

Unknown 

N/A 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

unknown 

Siltation TMDL is expected to reduce metal loads. 

Delist because data was obtain from outside the waterbody. 

Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
watcr body should be rrmovcd fmm thiserrion 303(d) list because data 
used in listing is insuflicient. Data were not wllcctcd in Chorm Creek and 
do not represent the conditions in the creek. 



Region 3: Chumash Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Stressor1MedWBenefld.I Use 

Data quallty asseament. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requlrementl met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for jndglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedflc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representalion 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecomrnendation 

Chumash Creek 

Dissolved OxygenlWaterlCOLD and WARM 

M o m  Bay National Monitoring Progrsm (MBNMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

Exceedances of Basin Plan water quality objective in place for the . 
protection of aquatic life. 

Samples taken from 6/8/93 to 5110199 with over 62 sampling dates. 

Dissolved Oxygen: 230 samples with 35 exceedances. 

Nutrients are not considered to be a problem in this water body. Only four 
samples of 198 measurements exceeded the water quality objective for 
nitrate. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.a. removal of riparian veietation andlor nutrient loading. Determination - - 
will require further analysis. 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the iist for dtsrolvcd oxygen because 
the applicable water qualtty standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the wte; bodv. 
4. Water quality stshhird used is app~icab~e. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 



Region 3: Chumash Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

water quality standards for dissolved oxygen. The staff confidence that 
standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Chumash Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StreasorlMedi.IBenenclal Uae 

Data quallty naseasment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met  

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benenenl use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging C 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Chumash Creek 

Fecal ColiformlWaterlREC-l 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) QAIQC methodology. 

Fecal Colifonn WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-l 

Data: 3-9 years old (6193-5199). 

246 samples, 70 samples exceeding WQO. 

1 station. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methodology. 

Unknown 

None 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the sectjon 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sullicicnt spattal and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water M y .  
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specifie information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Corralitos Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

SireaorMedldBenefldaI Use 

Data quallty asscamcnt. Eatcat to 
whlch data quallty rqulrcmcnts met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(8) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeeble Progrnm 

RWQCB Recommendallon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Corralitos Creek 

Fecal ColiiomNateriREC-I 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring hogram (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal Coliform is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I 

Data: 4-5 yean old (Samples taken from 12/97 to 12/98). 

13 samples, 4 samples exceeding WQO. 

I station. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentatian'ior this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the ~. ~ 

~ ~~~~~~ ~~~ 

water body should be placed on the seetion 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is b a d  on the stafftindings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient svatiaiand fsm~oral coveraee. - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 3: Corralitos Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StreuorlMediPlBeneflclal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utlllty of measure forjudglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(r) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Comlitos Creek 

Dissolved OxygetMater/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring hogram (CCAMP) QAIQC, 

Dissolved Oxygen is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQOs is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data: 3-5 years old (Samples were taken from 8/18/1997 to 12/16/1998; 
over 15 sampling dates). 

DissoivedOxygen: 16 samples with 4 exceedences. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, c.g. 
induccd by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogcnically induccd. 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the iection 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findin~s that: 
I .  The d m  is considered to be of adequate-quality. 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatial and temporal covcrage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualiw standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff wnfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Cuyama River 
Boron 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedislBeneIIclaI Use 

Data quality asseasmeat. Extent to 
which data quality rqulrcmcats met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and henelical use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if 
stsndards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclile Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StslTRecommendation 

- 
Cuyama River 

BoroNWater/Agricultural Water Supply 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Boron is linked to Basin Plan Agricultural Water Supply 

WQO are applicable to Agricultural Water Supply. 

Data: 2 year old (Samples taken fmm 4/00 to 12/00; 5 simpling dates). 

43 samples, 3 samples exceeding WQO 

4 sample sites. 

Monthly sampling events, 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown; may be natural condition 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conilus~on is based on the staff findings that: 
1. 1 he d3ta is considered to be ofadequate qualrty. 
2. Thc data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and amporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceedcd is moderate. 



Region 3: Dairy Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedin/Beneliclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

L l n h g e  between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specllic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlnl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type, 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Dairy Creek 

Fecal Col i fodater lREC-l  

Mono Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) QNQC 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO are applicable to REC-I. 

Data: 3-9 years old (Samples taken from 6193 to 5/99) 

635 samples, 156 samples exceeding WQO. 

3 stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Morra Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methodology. 

Unknown 

None 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docu~ncntation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffwnclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
watcr quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: - 
I 1 he d m  Is canrtdcred to be ofadequate qualiry. 
2 The dsta cxhnbitcd sutlicicnt spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the weter body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methodnwere used. 
8. Other waterbody- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 3: Dairy Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorMedlllBenend.1 Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or  standard 

Utility of measure tor judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Dairy Crcek 

Dissolved Oxygeflater/COLD and WARM 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) QA/Q 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to C O D  and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

Data: 3-7 yean old (Samples taken from 6/8/1993 to 5/10/1999 over 291 
sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen; 602 samples with i I0 exceedences. 

3 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Marro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methodology. 

Unklt~lvn,  low dtssolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, s.g. 
ind rc:d by low-flow dunng dry bedsons, or anthropugcnically induced; 
e.g, reliioval of riparian vegetation andfor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

Nanc. 

After reviewing the available data 4nd information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watrr bady bhould bc placed on thc section 303(d) list for dissolved 
oxygw br.:aure applicable water qual~ty standard is exceeded and it is 
probable that a pollutant contributes to or causes the problem 

This coorlusion is based on the StaNfindings that: 
I .  The data IS  considered to bc ofadcquate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Uencficinl uses have been apply to the water body. 
4. \Vxcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wereused. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific informatioion including the age of the 
data wcrc considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard for dissolved oxygen. The staff confidence that standards 
were excccded is high. 



Region 3: Elkhorn Slough 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlllBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirement= met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
m d  benefical use or  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific lnformatlon 

Data used to assess wnter quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Elkhorn Slough 

Dissolved OxygewWater/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAlQC 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data: 2-3 yean old (Samples taken from 3/1/l999 to 3/7/2000; over 14 
sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: IS samples with 4 exceedences. 

L sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, idw dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
ind~c2d by IJW-flow during dry seasons, or anthmpogenically induced; 
e g rcn,ovd of riparian vegetation andlor nutricnt loading. Deermination 

None 

After rcviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docutncntatian for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable wnter quality standards a n  not exceeded. 

This co!iclusion is based on the staff findines that: - 
I .  Tlx d..ta is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. Tile ddla cxhtbited suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Othcr water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Fall Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Water Body 

StressorlMedidBenenei.l Use 

Fall Creek 

Sedimentation-SiltationlWaterIAqustie Life 

Data quPLlty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benetleal uae or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representntlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made of the 
consistency of methods used. 

Geo~liorphological data linked to Aquatic Life. 

Sedimentation can directly affect Aquatic Life. 

Data = 1-2 years old (1998 and 1999), samples collected from site. 

RiffleIRun Embeddedness =47.5% samoles exceed at Site 15. For Fine 
Sedilnen~ In 1~1nlr.s = 40% sampler excced at Site15 (Sample size 
unknoa,~~ in all crses). Data showed impacts on fish population due to 
srd~~~~e~r3tionh~ltarion in 1998 and 1999. 

Zig-Zas sample design, 10 samples. 

Latc spring-early summer. 

Numerical data. 

Standard ~n?cthods were used. 

Trail system in Fall State Park (stream mile 1 and above), bank 
erosion!slumping, Residential use, road, mils. 

List. 

After rcvicwine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
ddcum.'t~lltionior this recommendation, SWRCB staffconc1ud;that the 
watcr bod) should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
watcr quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributest6 or . ~ 

causes the problem. 

This co~~clusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. 
2. The data exhibited adequate spatialand &mpo*l coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to tho water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation rmideline used to intemret narrative water aualiN . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Stnndsrd ,methods were used. 
8. Other water body- information including rime/mn embeddedness and 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 3: Fall Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

qultiry sundard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate, uncenain on how to interpret rimelrun embeddedness. 



Region 3: Gabilan Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorMedidBenenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaffRecommendatlon 

Gabilan Creek 

Fecai ColifomVWaterlREC-1 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 2-3 years old. 

6 bacteria samples, 6 samples exceeding (100%) WQO. 

l site 

Spring and winter sampling events during 1999 - 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Cclltrel Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgram (CCAMP) methods. 

Urban Runoff, NaNral Sources, Nonpoint sources. 

List. 

Aher ruvlr.u,tng the available data and informallon and the RWQCB 
docum:ht~t~on for t h ~ s  recommendatton, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on Bc secuon 303(d) list bccause appl~cablc 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutlnt contributesfo or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of admuate. 
2. The d m  exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Bcnrficisl uses apply to the water body. 
4. \Yalur quaiiw standard used is appticable. . . . . 
5 .  Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

All of the w~ lc r  qua lq  measurements exceeded the water quality standard 
The s~aff  confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Kings Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 
- - 

Water Body 

StressorlMedialBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefieal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

~ b t e n t i a ~  Source(s) o f ~ o ~ u t n n t  

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon 

Kings Creek 

Sedimentation-Siltation/WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made of the 
consistency of methods used. 

Geomorphologieal data linked to Aquatic Life. 

Sedimentation can directly affect Aquatic Life. 

Data = 2 years (1998 and 1999), samples were collected from site 

RiffleiRun Embeddedness = 52.5% sample exceed at site 19b. Data 
showed ililpacts on fish population due to sedimentatiodsiltatian in 1998 
and 1999. 

Zig-Zag sample design, 10 samples 

Late spring-early summer. 

Numerical data. 

Standard methods were used. 

Improperlillegal grading of private mads and home sites, lack of vegetation 
around home sites, residential use, roads and timber. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
doclimcntatian for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
wster body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
wlter quality standards arc cxcecded and a pollurant cantributcs ro or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited adeauate soatial and temooral coveraee. . . - 
3. Ucnefiual uses apply to the water body. 
4. Walcr qual~ty standard used IS applicable. 
5 The etslusuon guldcl~ne used to ~ n ~ m r e t  narrative water qwlrfy . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- information including rimelrun embeddedness and 
age of the data were considered. 



Region 3 : Kings Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
qual~ty standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate, uncertain on how to interpret rifnellun embeddedness. 



Region 3: La Brea Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedillBeneficiaI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneficsl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stall Recommendation 

La Brea Creek 

Fecal Coliform/Water/REC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC 

Fecal coliform WQO is linked to REC-I, 

WQO are applicable to REC-I. 

Data: 1-2 years old (samples taken from 1/12/00 to 2/28/01). 

143 samples, 3 samples exceeding WQO. 

I sampling site 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methodology. 

Unknown 

None. 

Alier rcv~ewing thc available data and information and the RWQCB 
ducumentxion fur thus recommendation, SWRCB staff wncludc that the 
water b ~ d y  should not be placed on the section 303(d) lint because 
applicable~water quality standards are not exceeded: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufiicient soatial and twnooral coveraee. 
3 ~lcncfirtsl uses apply to the wjvr  body. 

. - 
4 Watcr qual~ty standard used is applicable. 

~ ~ 

5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An in~Jcquate number ofthe water quality mcasuremenrs excecdcd the 
water quality standard. The staNconfidencc that standards wcre not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: LaBrea Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlllBene~dll Use 

Data quslity assessment. Extent to 
which data qusllly requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

UtUity ofmeasure lor judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representntlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentld Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiReeommendation 

LaBrea Creek 

Dissolved OxygeNaterlCOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QA/QC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Data: 1-2 years old (samples taken from 1/12/2000 to 2/28/2001; over I8 
sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 19 samples with 3 exceedmces. 

1 sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methodology. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a nahmral phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documclll~tlonjor this recommendat#on, SWRCB staffmnclud;that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality skndards are not exceeded. 

This canciudan is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufftcient s~at ia i  and t;m~iral coverage. 
3. ~cnclicial uses apply to the witcr body. 

. - 
4. Water qualily standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 

346 



Region 3: Llagas Creek 
TDS 

Wster Body 

Stressor/MedldBeneflcld Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data qusllty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not sttalned 

Water Body-spednc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Frogram 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Llagas Creek 

TDS~WaterlAquatic Life and AgriculNre 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) QAlQC 

TDS WQO is linked to Aquatic Life and Agriculture. 

WQOs are applicable to Aquatic Life and AgriculNre. 

Data age = 2-4 yean old. 

90 water samples, 90 sample exceeding (100%) WQO, 

4 Stations. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) methods. 

Nonpoint and point sources. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
duculncntstion for this recommcnda~ion, SWRCB stsflconclude thal the 
u.itr.r body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesihe problem. 

This cru~clusion is based on the s t a f f f m d i i  that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. 
2. The data cxh~bitsd sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to thc water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is aDplicablc. ~. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Llagas Creek 
Sodium 

Water Body 

StressorlMed1alBenefld.l Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requlrementr met. 

Linkage behvlen measurement endpoint 
and beneflwl use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speelflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Tempqrsl representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

Llagas Cnek 

SodiudWater/AgriculNre, Aquatic Life and Drinking Water 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) QAIQC 

Sodium is linked to AgriculNn, Aquatic Life and Drinking Water. 

WQO is applicable to AgriculNn, Aquatic Life and Drinking Water. 

Data age = 2-10 years old. 

78 water samples, 60 sample exceeding (77%) WQO. 

4 Stations. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) methods. 

Nanpoint and unknown sources. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and infomation and the RWOCB ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

docuntcntation for this recommendation, SWRCB staiTconclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the rcction 303(d) lin bccausc applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributesio or 
causer the problem. 

This conclusion is basedon the staff fmdings that: 
1. The data is considwed to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. O ~ h c r  water bady tnformatian includ~ng age of Ule data wen considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards wen exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Llagas Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMed1llBenefid.l Use 

Data quaUty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkspc behvccn messuremcmt endpoint 
m d  benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses nre not attained 

Water Body-specific Inform~tion 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Llagas Creek 

Dissolved Oxygeflater/Aquatic Life 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) QAIQC 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 2-4 years old. Samples taken between 12/l8/97 and 1/7/99 
aver 30 sampling dates. 

Dissolved Oxygen: 90 samples with 16 exceeding the WQO. 

7 Stations. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) methods. 

Nonpaint and point source. 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docurnsn!ntionior this rcrommcndation. SWRCB staffconc1ud;that the 
water body should not bc placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is basedon the staff findings that: 
I The data IS considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2 The data exhibited suficienl spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including season and age of the data were 
considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Llagas Creek 

pH 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedldBenend.l Use 

Data quality o l~ssmrn t .  Extent to 
wbirh data quality rtquiremcnts met. 

Wnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefieal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNReeommendation 

Llagas Creek 

pHNaterlAquatic Life and MUN 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) QAIQC 

pH WQO is linked to Aquatic Life and MUN. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life and MUN 

Data age = 2-4 yean old. 

128 samples, 42 samples exceeding. 

4 stations. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) methodology. 

Unknown. 

None. 

Atler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

l l ~ i s  conclusion is bascd on the staff findings that: 
I .  The Jala is considered to be ofadcquatc quality 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and &mooral coveraee. 
3. ~cnefirial uses apply to the water body. 

. - 
4. \Vstcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Llagas Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedil/Benenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behvecn measurement endpoint 
and bcnencal use or rlsndard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Llagas Creek 

Fecal ColifonnNaterlREC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked l o  REC-I. 

WQO applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 3-4 years old. 

41 bacteria samples, 26 samples exceeding (63%) WQO. 

3 Stations 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Pasture lands, nonpoint sources, nahlrai sources 

List. 

Ancr rer icwing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dorunlentation for this recommendation, SWRCB suffconclude that the 
wnter body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
wnter aualihr standards are exceeded and s wliutant contributes to or . , 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considcrcd to be of adequate: 
2. The data exhibited sufic~ent spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply tothe water body. 
4. Water aualihr standard used is aoolicabie. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information considered includes age of the data, 

An ~Jcquute number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
q~aliry st~ndard. The sulTconfidcncc that standards were exceeded is 



Region 3: Llagas Creek 
Chloride 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedislBenencial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Date type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Llagas Creek 

ChloridelWater/Agriculture and Drinking Water 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) QNQC. 

Chloride WQO is linked to Agriculture and Drinking Water. 

Site-specific WQO applicable to Agriculture and Drinking Water, 

Data age = 2-10 years old. 

78 water samples, 78 samples exceeding (100%) WQO. 

4 Stations. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA) methodology. 

Nonpoint and point sources. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenlationlfor this recommendation, SWRCB naffconclud; &at the 
wltcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a ~ollutant contributesto or 

This conclusion is basedon the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is apvlicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body information including age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Los Osos Creek 
Fecal Colifonn 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlslBenenelnl Use 

Data qudlty assessmeat. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnknge hehveen measurement endpoint 
and benefieal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNReeommendstlon 

Lo8 Osos Creek 

Fecal ColifonnWater/REGI 

M o m  Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REGI. 

WQO are applicable to REC-I 

Data age = 3-6 yean old (samples taken from 3/96 to 5/99). 

242 samples, 63 samples exceeding WQO. 

2 stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methodology. 

Unknown, 

None 

Attcr reviewing the available data and ~nformation and the RWQCB 
docu~ncnldrion for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
u:ter body ,hould be placed on the section 303(d) list because ao~licable 
water quaiily standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably confributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of ade~zuste aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Benclicial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualify standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adcquate number of the water qualify measurements exceeded the water 
qualiry stmdard. The staffconfidence that standards were excccded is high. 



Region 3: Los Osos Creek 
Priority organics 

Water Body 

StreuorlMedlllBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRReeommendation 

Los Osos Creek 

Priority organics~Water--SedimenVAquatic Life 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC 

Priority Organic WQO is linked to Aquatic life 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

The data are one year old. Samples were collected in the Spring and 
Summer of 2001. Two sampling events at most of the 5 sites for both 
water and sediment. The total number of sam~les collected durine the 2 
sampling events wen 9 water and 8 ~edimentsam~les. 

9 water samde/O samoles exceedine and 8 sediment samoled0 samoles 
exceeding. ?he result; indicate chekical in concentrations below NOAA 
and E m s .  

Five sites 

Two sampling events in 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. 

Dclist because new data points towards no impairment. Most current data 
indicates WQO per CIR and BP are met. 

After reviewinr! the available data and information and the RWOCB 
dncumentationfor this recommendation, SWRCB staffconc1ud;that the 
uater body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded in sediment or water. 

1111s conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I The data is considered to be of adequate qualtty. 
2 The data cxhlbited suficicnt spattal and tcmporal eovcra~e. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 

- 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water bcdy information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were notexceeded is high. 



Region 3: Los Osos Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Los Osos Creek 

StreuorMedialBenelicId Use Dissolved OxygenlWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) QAJQC 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencd use o r  standard 

Utillty ofmeasure for judging If 
standards or uses are  not attained 

Water Body-apecilic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

WQO is applicable to aquatic life protection. 

Data age = 3-7 years old. Samples taken from1126194 to 5110199 with over 
147 sampling dates. 

25 1 water samples, 44 samples exceeding WQO. 

2 Stations. 

Sampled monthly during all seasons. 

Numerical data. 

Mono Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methodology. 

Agriculture, Urban Run06 Pasture Lands, Unknown Sources. 

None. 

Afler reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
~oc~mr.n ld l~on-for lh~~ rccommcndatlon, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
n ~ l e r  b ~ J y  should nor be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality skdards  are not exceeded 

Tlus conclusion is based on the slafffindings that: 
I 1 he d ~ t a  is consldcred to be of adequslc qualtty. 
2 The d3la cxhtb~tcd sutlir~cnl spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the witer bodv. 

. - 
.. . -, 

4 Water qual~ty standard used is applicable. 
5 The cvaluatlon gu~dcllne used to interpret naniltivc water qualtty . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including age of the data were considered. 

An inadequate number of thc water quality measurements excccdcd thc 
brdtcr quality slandard. The staffconfidcnce that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 

3-55 



Region 3: Love Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Water Body 

StnssorlMedlslBeneficlal Use 

Love Creek 

Sedimentation-Siltltion/Water/Aquafic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Lloluge behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are  not attained 

Water Body-speel~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflReeommendation 

Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made of the 
consistency of  methods used. 

~eomo~ho log i ca l  data linked to Aquatic Life. 

Sedimentation can directly affect Aquatic Life. 

Data = 2 years old (samples taken in 1998 and 1999), Samples collected 
from site. 

RimeIRun Embeddedness = 44% samoles exceed at Site L I .  For D50: 37 ~~ ~ . ~~ ~ 

= 3tJmnl sample at Site 2.8. Data showed impacts on fish population due 
lo sr.d~rncnta~ian/siltat~on in 1998 and 1999. 

Zig-Zag sample design, 10 samples. 

Late spring-early summer. 

Numerical data. 

Standard methods were used. 

Improperlillegal grading of private roads and home sites, lack of vegetation 
around home sites, agriculhlre, residential use, roads and timber. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
d~.'~mentatianfor this momrnmdation, SWRCB sulfconcludc ha t  the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe problem. 

Tltis :onclusion is bascd on lhc slamfindings that: 
I .  'The data is considered lo be of adequatc quality. . . 
2. The data exhibited adeauate soatial'snd temooral coveraee. . . - 
3. Bcncficial uses apply to thc water body. 
4. Water qudity standard uscd is applicable. 
5. The evaluation puidelinc uscd to invmret narrative water qualitv . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- information including rifWrun embeddedness and 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 3: Love Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

quality standard. The staKconfidcnce that smdardn were cxcceded is 
modcratc, uncemin on how lo interpret rifflclrun ernbcddedness. 



Region 3: Main Street Canal 
Nitrate 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlr/BeneliciaI Use 

Data qusilty msessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflenl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specllie ~nformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial represent~tion 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendatlon 

Main Street Canal 

NitrateIWatedDrinkrng Water 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgrarn (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Nitrate WQO is linked to Drinking Water. 

WQO is applicable to Drinking Water, 

Data age = 1-2 yean old. 

10 water samples, 6 samples exceeding (60%) WQO. 

I site. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Agriculture, Nonpoint Sources and Urban Runoff, 

List. 

After reviewina the available data and information and the RWOCB 
ducurnunl3tionior this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclud;that the 
water body should be placed on the scction 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesfhe problem. 

This conclusian is based on the staff findings that: 
1. Tlie data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temooral coveram. " 
3 Beneficial uses apply to the water body 
4. Watcr quality standard used IS appltcable. . . 
5. Data are nut&-ical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards wen exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Majors Creek 
Turbidity 

Water Body 

StressorMedinlBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are  not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Majors Creek 

TurbiditylWaterlMUN and Aquatic life (WARM, COLD, SPWN) 

City of Santa Cruz data, QAPP unknown. 

Heavy sedimenlalion affects drinking water quality and habitat functions. 

Narrative objective: Waters shall be free of changes in turbidity that cause 
nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. 

The Citv of Santa CNZ staff have s u e d  this watershed is exoeriencine 
increasiilgly frequent periods of high turbidity associated with the h e a h  
sedimentation attributed to natural background erosion sources, the large 
nehvork of unmaintained seasonal rads.ioa iam related stream bank -. 
erosions. f e r~ l  pig actis it) and other facton. In addition to drinking water 
qu3l;ty and production challenges posed by these conditions, the channel 
tt,;lf(cspcci3lly the East Llranch) is choked with sediment, thereby 
limiting habitatfunctions. 

Thc City describes high turbidity associated with heavy sedimentation due 
to erosion, seasonal roads, log jam-related erosion, feral pigs, and other 
factors. Photographs and some turbidity data were submitted. 

It is difficult to interpret the photographs submitted for sediment 
imoainnent. In  addition. it is difficult to cornoared the turbiditv 
1nionn.ltu81 to mcasur: impact, because turbidity measured used in 
r.unplci (KTU) JlNer from th~. Basin Plan's turbidity units ( J N ) .  There is 
not a convers:on from NTUs to JTUs. The data cannot bc compared to the 
watcr quality objective. 

In addition, written comments and recommendations of the Gray Whale 
Ranch Investors' Timber Harvest Plan (THP) in the Majors Creek 
Watershed from a certified Fisheries Scientist was submitted and 
re! ~cu.L.J Thc document describes the clYcca of sedimentation on 
str~imbank crdston and degradation on condition of creek. The biolog~st 
reconin~ends that independ&, post-harvest monitoring should be 
conducted to verifv that the THP has reduced erosion and stream 
scjimenl3tion atler logging. This rcpon is a swnmary, narrative rcpon 
noling 111: biologists opinions of the watershed. No actual quantitative 
data &c presented 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Both numerical and non-numerical data. 

Unknown. 

Natural sources, erosion, unmaintained roads, log jams, stream bank 
erosion, feral pig activity 



Region 3: Majors Creek 
Turbidity 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationffor this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud~that the 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The dsto is considered to be of unknown quality. Turbidity 
mensurements do not correspond to turbidity units used in the basin plan. 
Photographs submitted are difficult to 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal wverage. 

An inadequate amount ofthe water quality data and information exceeded 
the water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were 
exceeded is extremely low. 



Region 3: Monterey Bay at Aquarium 
Dissolved Oxygen, temperature, total coliform, fecal coliform, enteroc + 
Water Body Monterey Bay at Aquarium 

StressorlModillBencficial Use D~srolvcd Oxygen, temperature, total wliform, fecal colifom 
cntrrocoscus, total ammonia, n~nite, nitmtc, phosphate, plVWatcdAll 
Ocean-Bay Uses 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Monterey Bay Aquarium QAIQC 
whieh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Measurements related to all Ocean Beneficial Uses. 
and benefieal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging C Occac~ Plan Objectives are applicable Ocean uses. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific lnforlnation Data age =I - 5 years old. 

Dala used to assess water qualily Nucnber ais3mples unknown, queslion about qualily of 13.0. 
nwa.iurcmcnls aRer parrtng through pump and sump house. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potenlid Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNReeornmendation 

Only represents one point at 50 foot depth in all of Monterey Bay. 

D.O. data only covered one year; Only one summer (June-Aug 2000) of 
poor D.O. results; Other stressors sampled for five years. 

Numerical Data; Dissolved Oxygen datajudged to be insufficient for this 
listing cycle due to questions of temporal, spatial, and Dissolved Oxygen 
data quality 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
daeumentation far this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the list based on the inadequate spatial 
and temporal coverage. 

The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is extremely low. 



Region 3: Moro Cojo Slough 
Fecal Colifonn 

Water Body Moro Cojo Slough 

Stresgor/MedlllBenenei.l Use Fecal CoiifondWaterlREC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Colifonn WQO is linked to E G I .  
and benefleal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if WQO is applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelfle Information Data age = 2-3 years old (samples taken from 411999 to 2J2000). 

Data used to assess water quality 7 samples, I samples exceeding WQO. 

Spatial representation l station 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Ccntral Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation Alicr rcvlcwlng the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dacuoicnt~t~on for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate qualitv. . . .  
2 The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficla1 uses apply to the water body. 
4. Wat:r qualily standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Stnndard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An I I I ~ ~ C ~ U J I C  number of the waer quality measurements exceeded the 
iratcr quality standard. The stafTconfidence that standards were exceeded 
is low 



Region 3: Moro Cojo Slough 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedillBene11ciaI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements m e t  

Moro Cojo Slough 

Dissolved Oxygen/Water/Aquatic Life 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

L l n h g e  beween measurement endpoint 
m d  beneficnl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are  not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaffRecom~nendatlon 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 2-3 years old (samples taken From 3/1/1999 to 3/7/2000 over 13 
sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen; 14 samples with 9 exceedences. 

1 sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. low dissolved oxvxen can be a natural  heno omen on. e.e. 
induc:d by low-flow duringdry seasons, or anthropogcnically ind;ccd; 
c g. rcmoval of riparian vcgctation andlor nuhicnt loading. Determination 
will require futiher analysis 

None, 

Ancr rcviwing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
d.xumcntation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . , . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  lhe data is considered to be of adequatcqualiV. 
2. 1 he data cxhibitcd sulficicnt spatial and temporal covcragc. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the waterbody. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered, 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 3: Moss Landing Harbor 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMedis/Beneficlal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behueen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

Utility ofmeasure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Informstion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard metl~od 

Potential Saurce(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommcndation 

Moss Landing Harbor 

Dissolved OxygenlWaterlCOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) Q W .  

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Dnta age = 2-3 years old (samples taken from 3/1/1999 to 3/1/2000 over 14 
sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 15 samples with 0 exceedences. 

1 sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a nahlrsl phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None 

Aflcr reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docLn,el,t=tion-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude' Ulat thc 
water bod) should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This cuitclusion is bascd on the staff findings that: 
I .  Thc d a t ~  is considcrcd to bc of adequatc quality, 
2. The data exhibited suficient suatiaiand temuoral covcraKe. 
3. Benrficial uscs apply to the water body. 

. . 

4. Wrtcr quaibty standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that the standard was not exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Mountain Charlie Gulch 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Water Body Mountain Charlie Gulch 

StredsorlMedia/Beneficiai Use Sedimentation-Siltatioflater/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made of the 
which data quality requirements met. consistency of methods used. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not sthined 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatiu~~ 

Temporal representiltion 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of  Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Gcomarphological data linked to Aquatic Life. 

Sedimentation can directly affect aquatic life. 

Data age = 2 yean old (1998 and 1999), Samples collected from site. 

RiflleRun embeddedness = 40% samples exceed at S i a  16b, 35% samples 
exceed at Site 16c. For Fine Sediments in Rimes = 38% samples exceed at 
Site 2-3. For D5O: 37mm (minimum for a reach) = l lmm at Site 2-3. 
Data showed impacts on fish population due to sedimentationlsiltation in 
1998 and 1999. 

Zig-Zag sample design, 10 samples, 

Late spring-early summer 

Nunierical data. 

Standard methods were used 

Residential use, timber, roads 

List 

Ancr rcvicuring the avatlable data and information and the RWQCB 
do:unlunt.l~dn for this rccommcndation. SWRCB stalfconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is basedon the stafffmdinas that: - 
I. Thc dsts is considered to bc of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited adequate spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcnelic~~I uses amlv to the water bodv. 
4. \Vater quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline uscd to interpret narratave water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- information including rif~lelrun embeddedness and 
age oftlie data were considered. 

An ndequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 3: Mountain Charlie Gulch 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

quality standard. The staff contidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate, uncertain on how to interpret riffldrun embeddedness. 



Region 3: Newel1 Creek (Upper) 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Water Body 

StressorlMedl./Benelicial Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
wblch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benelienl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representntlon 

Temporal represenldtion 

Data type 

Use ofstandard metl~od 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommcndatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeus~~mendation 

Newell Creek Wpper) 

Sedimentation-SiltationNaterIAquatic Life 

Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made of the 
consistency of methods used. 

Geamorphological data linked to Aquatic Life. 

Sedimentation can directly affect aquatic life 

Data = 2 years old (1998 and 1999), Samples collected from site 

RiflleIRun embeddedness = 40% samples exceed at Site 16b, 35% samples 
excced at Site 16c. Data showed impacts on fish population due to 
sedimcntatio~l/siltalion in 1998 and 1999. 

Zig-Zag sample design, 10 samples. 

Late spring-early summer. 

Numerical data. 

Standard methods were used. 

Improperlillegal grading of private roads and home sites, lack of vegetation 
around home sites, agriculture, residential use, roads and timber. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable 
water standards are exceeded and a poll;&nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. Thc data is considered to be of adequate qualify. . . 
2. The data exhibited adeauate soatialand temooral coveraee. . . - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water qulliry standard used is applicable. 
5 .  The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water qualify . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- information including rifflelmn embeddedness and 
age ofthe data were considered. 



Region 3: Newel1 Creek (Upper) 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

An adequate nwnbcr of the water quality measuments exceeded the w s e  
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate, uncemin on how to interpret riffldmn embeddedness. 



Region 3: Nipomo Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Nipomo Creek 

StressorlMedl.IBene~cla1 Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlcb data quDUty requirements met  

Mnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstsndsrd method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Altern~ltlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reco~nmendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Dissolved OxygenMraterlCOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

Exceedances of Basin Plan water quality objective in place for the 
protection of aquatic life. 

Samples taken from 6/29/00 to 3/1/01 with over 18 sampling dates. 

Dissolved Oxygen: 31 samples with 4 exceedances. 

2 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

Nonc. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the iist for dissolved oxygen because 
the applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: - 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standards for dissolved oxygen. The staff confidence that 
standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Nipomo Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedidBenefid.l Use 

Data quaUty assessment. Extent to 
whieh data quality rsquirementa met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

Utility ofmeasure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Nipomo Creek 

Fecal ColifordVater/REGl 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgram (CCAMP) QA/QC 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 1-2 years old. 

25 bacteria samples, 18 exceeding samples (72% ) WQO 

2 sites. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Nutnerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgram (CCAMP) methods. 

Urban Runoff, Agriculture, Natural Sources. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docuincntation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
wltcr body dauld be placed on the section 303(d) list becauss applicable 
water q~nlity standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

Thi, conclusion is bascdon the stafffindings that: 
I .  Tltc data is considered to bc of adequate. 
2. The hts exhtbited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

Adcquate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high 



Region 3: Old Salinas River Estuary 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMedidBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are no1 attpined 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rreu~nmendatlon 

S*CB Staff Recommendation 

Old Salinas River Estuary 

Dissolved OxygenMTaterlCOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 2-3 years old (samples taken from 3/1/1999 to 3/7/2000 over 14 
sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 28 samples with 11 exceedences. 

2 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a nahlral phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dly seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. rcrnoval of riparian vegetation andlor nuhient loading. Determination 
will requirc further analysis. 

None 

Aitcr revleu ing the ava~lablc data and lnformatlon and the RWQCB 
docun~cnt~t~on for this rccommcndatlon, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body sllould be placed on thc section 303(d) list because appl~cable 
water auaiihi standards are exceeded sad s ooll"&t orobablv c&tributes . . 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffmdings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . .  
2. T l ~ c  d m  cxhtbitcd sumcicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Dtneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is a~olicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Olher water body- or site-specific information including the ageof the . . 
data wcre consideid. 

An adequnte number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that the standard was exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 3: Old Salinas River Estuary 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StrossorlMedillBene~e1.I Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnluge between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial represenlotion 

Tempqrsl representation 

Data type 

Use of stsl~dartl inethod 

Potentid Snuree(s) of Pollutant 

Altern~tive Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Old Salinas River Eshlary 

Fecal ColifomwWater/REC-1 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal coliform WOO is linked to REC-1. 

WQO are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 2-3 years old (samples taken from 4/99 to 2/00). 

19 samples, 6 samples exceeding WQO. 

2 stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown 

None 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
doculncntation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
uatcr b ~ d y  sllould bc placed on the section 303(dJ list because applicable 
aatcr quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

T l t ~ r  conclus~on 1s based on the stafffind~ngs that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. 1 IIC data cxhlb~led suflic~cnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the water bodv. 
4. Water quality st&&;d used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Othcr water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered, 

An ndequatc number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 3: Orcutt Solomon Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Orcutt Solomon Creek 

Stressor/MedldBenenei.l Use Dissolved OxygeniWater/COLD and WARM 

Data quality assessment. Extent to  Central Coast Ambient Monitoring h o g m  (CCAMP) QNQ. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 
and benelical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data age = 1-2 year old (samples taken from 1/12/2000 to 2i28ROOl over 
18 ssmpling dates). 

Data used to assess water quality Dissolved Oxygen: 42 samples with 2 cxceedences. 

Spatla1 representation 4 sampling sites. 

Temporal rcl,rrrcntatlon Monthly sampling. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of s1andal.d n~uthod Centml Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Potential Suurce(s) of Pollutant U O ~ ~ : O N I L  lo>(, dissolved OX)~CII can be a natu~al phenomenon, e.g. 
I". (:a1 b) I.ra-tlaw durtng dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will rcquirc tLrll>er analysis. 

Alternative Enlorceable Program 

RWQCB Recomtnendation Nonc. 

SWRCB Staff R~ccommendation Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
U X : ~  body ~bould not be placed on the scct~on 303(d) list because 
ap,,l :nbic \% ?ler qualtty standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindines that: 
I. Tlw d . ~  i j  ransidered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. l ' lx  data e~hibiled suliicient spatial and temporal covcrage. 
3. Beneficial uses a v ~ l y  to the water body 
4. Water quality sfanndard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An inadcquatc number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staffconfidence that the standard was not 
exceeded is lhigh. 



Region 3: Orcutt Solomon Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Orcutt Solomon Creek 

StressorMedin/Benefieial Use Fecal ColifonniWatermEC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring hogram (CCAMP) QNQC. 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-1. 
and benelicsl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if WQO is applicable REC-I. 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-speeilic Information Data age = 1-2 years old. 

Data used to assess water quaULy 50 bacteria silmpies, 31 samples exceeding (62%) WQO 

Spatial rcpresentntion 3 sites 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling events 

Data type Nil~nerical. 

Use of stantlard inrthod Ccnll-ni Canat Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Potenlisl Snuree(s) of Pollutant Pasture lands, nonpoint sources, nahlral sources and Agriculhtre. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff ILerommendstion Aitcr rcviening the available data and information and the RWQCB 
do;.1ll1;ntati311 ior this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
wotcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
watcr standards are exceeded and a poli"t&t contributesib or 
cnuses the problem. 

This conclusion is basedon the stafffindings that: 
1. Thc data is considered to be of adequate. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Ucneticial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard ntetliods were used. 
7. Other watcr body information considered includes age of the data. 

A 1 :l.lc.l~t.11: number of the watcr quality mcasurernents exceeded the watcr 
qtl:tl~ly stl(~>tl. xi. The staffconfidence that standards were acceded is high. 



Region 3: Orcutt Solomon Creek 
Boron 

Water Body Orcutt Solomon Creek 

Stressor/MedidBeneficlnl Use Boron/Water/Agriculh~rnI Water Supply 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage hetween measurement endpoint Boron WQO is linked to Agricultural Water Supply. 
and henrliri~l use o r  standard 

Utlllty ofmeasure for judging If WQO are applicable to Agriculhlre Wsfer Supply. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data age = 2 yean old (samples taken from 412000 to 1212000). 

Data used to assess water quaUty 34 samples, 5 samples exceeding WQO. 

Spatial rrlwesentation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

3 stations. 

Monthly sampling events 

Nutncrical data. 

Use ofst;bnd:trd method Ccntral Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Potentinl Souree(s) ofPallutant Unknown: moy be nahlral condition. 

Alternative l?nforcenble Program 

RWQCB Rrrammend~tlon None. 

SWRCB Slrlff Recommendation Afler reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
d ~ r u m e t ~ h t i ~ ~ ~ ~ l o r  this recommendation, SWRCB staffconc1ud;that the 
$6; t:r b ~ J y  sluuld not be placcd on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

1 Ihs : o .~c l~ rw~>  is based on the staKfindings that: 
I .  The data is considered to bc ofadequate quality. 
2 The d m  ~kbibitcd suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the w~terbody. 

- 
4. Wntcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An illadequatc number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staffmnfidence that standards were not 
exceedcd is moderate. 



Region 3: Orcutt Solomon Creek 
Nitrate 

Water Body Orcutt Solomon Creek 

StressorhledialBeneficial Use NitratdWatedDrinking Water 

Data quslity assessmemt. Extent to 
which data quality requirements m e t  

Llnkage hrtween measurement endpolnt 
and benri:rial use o r  standard 

UtUty of anteasure for judging If 
standsrds or uses are  not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used lo assess water quality 

Spntlsl rrl,rescntation 

Temporal representation 

Data tylw 

Use ofrt;mcl:~rd method 

Potenti;nl 'sarce(s) of Pollutant 

A1ternat;~e Enforceable Program 

RWQCn Ilccommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgram (CCAMP) QA/QC. 

Nitrate WQO is linked to MUN. 

WQO is applicable to MUN. 

Data age = 1-2 years old (samples taken from 1/12/00 to 2/28/01). 

45 samples, 3 1 samples exceeding. 

3 satupling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Ccntral Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docu~ncntation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~at ia l  and temooral coveraec. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 

. - 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other wstcr body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data wcre considered. 

An ntl:,l112te eumbcr ofthc watcr quality measurements cxcccded the water 
qual:ty S U I I J ~ ~ J .  The smifcontidcncc that standards were cxcecded is high. 



Region 3: Oso Flaco Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorfiledidBeneneisl Use 

Data quslity assessment. Exlemt to 
which data guslily requlremenlr met. 

Linkage hetween measurement endpoint 
and bencl-::,I use o r  standard 

Utility of switsure for judging If 
standards ur uses are  not attained 

Water Bully-speelfie Information 

Data used m assess water quality 

Spatial reprrsentation 

Tempor:~l ~-cpl.usentatlon 

Data typu 

Use of st211tl;tl.d method 

Potential Suuree(s) ofPollutsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB I?ccommendation 

SWRCB Sl:!ff Recomrnendatlon 

Oso Flaco Creek 

Fecal Colifon/WaterlREC-1 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC. 

Fecal Colifonn WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I 

Data age = 1-2 yean old (samples taken from 10000 to 112001; 13 
sampling dates). 

14 samples, 6 samples exceeding WQO. 

1 sampling site. 

~ o n t h i y  sa~upling events. 

Numerical data. 

Ccaral Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. 

Nanc 

Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
d~c.ln:nl~tl~.~ for t h ~ s  recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
U.311~ b x l y  s110~ld be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably confributes 
to or causcs the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Wntcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard niethods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adcquntc number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Oso Flaco Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMedia/Beneflcial Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage hetween measurement endpoint 
and bene1iu;tl usc or standard 

Utility ofn~c;bsure for judgingif 
standards 08. uses are not attained 

Water Body-specillc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal ~rvl~rerentatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstil,nl;trd method 

Potential Se#lrcr(s) of Pollutant 

Alternati!.~ F~~forceable Program 

RWQCR I~~~c.a,~~~mendation 

SWRCB Slnl'f Recommendation 

Oso Fiaco Creek 

Dissolved OxygeniWaterICOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked COLD and WARM beneficid uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 1-2 years old (samples taken from 1/12/2000 to 3/1/2001 over 
19 sampling dates). 

Dissol\,ed Oxygen: 15 samples, 0 samples exceeding. 

4 san~pling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Cctltral Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

UIII.I:J\. 11. Ir)w dissolved oqgen can be a nanvdl phcnomcnon, c.g. 
i n J ,  c;. ~y low-flow durlng d ~ y  seasons, or anlhropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation and/or nutrient loading. Determination 
will rcquirc further analysis. 

Aficr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the iection 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

T111,10 >clr,lon is based on the staff findtngs that 
I '1 11: t1113 IS  cons~dcrcd to bc of adequate quallty. 
2 1 Ihe d3o exhtb~ied sufliclcnt spatlal and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the water bodv. 
4. Water quality sta'idard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Othcr water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data wcrc considered. 

Nanc of the water qualify measurements exceeded the water quality 
stondnrd. The staffconfidence that standards were not exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Oso Flaco Creek 
Nitrate 

Water Body 

Stressorfiledla/Benelicisl Use 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
which data quality requirements m e t  

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benrtic;nl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards 01. uses are not atlalned 

Water Bwlg-speei~c Information 

Data used lo ssscss water quality 

Spatial rrl!rcsrntatIon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use o f s t i ~ o t t i ~ ~ ~ d  method 

P0tenti:sl S~~trrce(s) 0fPoUutsnt 

Alternslivc 1:nforeeable Program 

RWQCB If~ro~nmendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Oso Flaco Creek 

Nitrate/Water/MUN 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Progiam (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Nitrate WQO is linked to MUN. 

WQO is applicable to hEJN. 

Data age = 1-2 years old (samples taken from 1/12/00 to 1/3l/Ol). 

15 satnplcs with 15 samples exceeding. 

2 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Ancr relieu .ng the ava~lablc data and information and the RWQCB 
docunlcn\t3tion for this recommendation, SWRCB suNconclude that the 
water body should be daced on the section 303(d) list because a~dicable  
water standartis are exceeded and a poll;tant probably cdntributes 
to or causes tlic problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
1. Tlv J.ru r s  considrred to be of adequate-qualiry. 
2. The da15 exhibited suficient spatial and tcmporal coverage. 
3. B:n;ft;:vl uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data arc numerical. 
6. Standard !ncthods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific i n f o m i o n  including the age of the 
data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Oso Flaco Lake 
Nitrate 

Water Body 

Strersor/h~edia/Beneflcid Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage hetween measurement endpoint 
and henrlie:d use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Budy-specific Information 

Data used to ;tssess water quality 

Spatial r r p r e s r ~ ~ t ~ t l o n  

Temporal rellrrsentation 

Data typr 

Potential Sssree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative E!!forceable Program 

RWQCB Recontmendation 

SWRCB Stsff llecommendatlon 

Oso Flaco Lake 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAQC 

Nitrate WQO is linked to MUN. 

WQOs are applicabk to MUN. 

Data age = 1-2 yean old. 

55 water samples, 55 samples exceeding (100%) WQO. 

3 Stations 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Agriculnlre and nonpoint sources. 

List 

Ancr reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
docull~cnr~t~un tbr this rrcommcndation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: - 
1 The d3w I\ ronsldcred to bc ofadcquatc qual~ty. 
2. The Jnta cxhtbbted suffictcnt spaual and tcmporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5.  Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watcr body information including age of the data were considered. 

All of til: w..tcr quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The stan'ronfidencc that standards were cxcccdcd is high. 



Region 3: Oso Flaco Lake 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorMedlalBenefldnl Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Oso Flaco Lake 

Dissolved OxygenWater/Aquatie Life 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC 

Linkage beheen measurement endpoint 
and benrlical use or standard 

UtUlty of meitsure for judging if 
standards ur uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifre Information 

Data used lo assess water quality 

Spatial represuntation 

Temporal relrl.csentat1on 

Data type 

Useofstib~>cli~~.d method 

Potential Soarce(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enrorceable Program 

RWQCR Rrron~mendatlon 

SWRCD Stall Recommendation 

Dissolved Oxygen is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 2 years old (samples taken from 9/7/2000 to 9/8/2000 over 2 
sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen; I2 samples, 0 samples exceeding, 

6 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgram (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a nahlral phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthmpogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will rcquire further analysis. 

Afler rct~cutnd the ava~lable data and tnformat~on and the RWQCB 
docunicntst~o~~ for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staff wncludc that the 
water body should not be ulaced on the section 303(d) list for dissolved . , 
oxygen becnusc applicable water quality standard is not exceeded. 

This conclurion is based on the staff f indin~s that: - 
I. Thc 11111 is :onsidercd to bc of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient snatial and temporal wvcragc. 
3. Bcncfici31 uses havc bccn apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5 .  Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information Including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An in~Jcq.~;rlc number of the water quality measurcmcnta exceeded the 
water qua11ty stand3cd for dissolved oxygen. The staffconfidencc that 
standards wcie not exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Pacheco Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedin/Benelicld Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and ber~clicill use o r  standard 

Utlllty of nlcilsure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used lo assess water quality 

Temporal representation 

Data t)l'C 

Use of sl;#!~cl;tl-d tnefhod 

Potenti:#l Ssaree(s) of PoUutant 

Alternialivc Enforceable Program 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pacheco Creek 

Fecal ColiformlWaterlREC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Fecal Colifonn WQO is linked to REC-1. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I 

Data age = 2-3 years old (samples taken from 1211997 to 1211998). 

13 samplcs, 3 samples exceeding WQO. 

I station. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical dnta. 

Central Coost Anlbient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown 

None 

Aftcr rcviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
doru rncn t~ t~d~~  Idr thts recommendation, SWRCB staNconclude that the 
,,atcr baly , I ~ d ~ l d  not be plsced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

Thi, ;unclusion is based on the ~ t a f f  findings that: 
I. Th., J ~ t s  is considered to be ofadcquarc quality. 
2. The dnta exhibited sufficient s~a t i a i  and temooml coverage. 
3 Uenefic~al u.;esapply tothe water body. 

. - 
4. Wat:r qunl.ty sondard used is aipplicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Olher water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data werc considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate 



Region 3: Pacheco Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorIMedla/BeneTr*rl Use 

Data qunhty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and be~~ulical  use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Tempor;nl rel,rcrentation 

Data type 

Use of slandartl method 

Potentiul Source(s) of Pollutant 

Altern:nlive Enforceable Program 

RWQC1l Rrren~lniendation 

SWRCll Staff Recommendation 

Pacheco Creek 

Dissolved Oxygen/Water/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAlQC 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 4-5 years old (samples taken from 12/18/1997 to 12/16/1998 
over 15 sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 16 samples, 3 samples exceeding. 

1 sampling site 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Const Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. relnoval of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will rcquirc further analysis. 

None, 

After r<vlu\rlllg llle available data and information and the RWQCB 
documcntotion for lhis recommendation. SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This canclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considcred to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considcred. 

An inn.lqu:~; number of the water quality mcasuremcnrs exceeded the 
watcr quallty s1anddrJ. Tile rtaffconfidsncs that standards were not 
exceeded is in~odrrate. 

3-83 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean (various sites) 
Total colifom, e. coli, enterococcus, nitrate, phosphate, sulfate, tu + 
Water Body Pacific Ocean (various sites) 

Stressor~MediP/Beneliei.l Use Total coliform, E. coli, Enteroeoecus, nitrate, phosphate, sulfate, NIbidity, 
Dissolved Oxygen, temperahlre, conductivity, pWwatcrlall ocean-bay uses 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa Barbara Channel Keeper, QAIQC is unknown 
whlcb data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Measurements are linked to REG1 
and benelical use o r  standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if Unknown. 
rtandanls or uses are not attained 

Water Rody-specilic Iniormatlon Unknown 

Data used to assess water quality Data indicates suddenly elevated bacteria concentrations but standards are 
not exceeded. Data supplemented with data from Santa Barbara County 
Public I-lcalth Dcpt., leading to three beaches to be listed 

Spstinl r~presentnfion Unknown. 

Temporid representation Unknown. 

Data type Unknown. 

Use oist ;~ndard method Standard methods were not used. 

Potential Saurce(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCIi Staff Recommendation AfIer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documcntalion for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This co~lcluiion is bared on the staRfmdings that: 
I. The d m  is considered to be of ~nadequatc quality. 
2. The Jdu e~h tb~ led  s~flicient spatial and temporal coverage is unknown. 

Uncerwit~ wl,ethcr water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
stanJ3rd. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is extremely 
low. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Arroyo Burro (Santa Barbara County) 
Total Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorIMedidBeneneial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Pacific Ocean at A m y o  Burm (Santa Bslbara County) 

Total ColiformIWaterlTEC-l 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC. 

Linkage hetrveen measurement endpoint 
and be8lrlical use o r  standard 

Utility ul'naeasure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Uudy-speeilic Information 

Data used lo assess water quality 

Spatial rq~rrrentation 

Tempontl representation 

Data tyl,e 

Use of st:#ndal.d method 

Potentiid Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeenble Progrsm 

RWQCI9 Rueummendation 

Fecal and Total Coliform Ocean standards are linked to the REC-l 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable. 

Data age = 815196-4/25/01 

Fecal Coiifonn Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed400per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: 313-4/14/97: 1112-3/2/98: 311-4/26/99. Total 
~ i l i f o r ~ n  Obiective 1>20% ofsamoles in 30 davs exceed 1.000 oer 100 mD 
excsed:d f o ; ~  least. 515 6 2/97; i2129197-1/2i,98; 212-3/2198,>/2-30.98.' 
514.6 1 98, 7 6-29 98; 813-8 31/98; 1125-1127/99,4/5-513199, 5110.611199, 

I site. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Santa Uarbarn County Environmental Health Dept. methods. 

Unknown 

None. 

Afler reviewinc the available data and information and the RWOCB 
d o c u ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ t ~ t . s ~ ~ ~ i o r  this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud;that the 
water body ,h>uld be pl:-cd on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standard for total colifom are exceeded and a pollutant 
probably contribitter to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temooral coveraee. 
3. Bcnc1i;iaI urcs apply to the water body. 
4. Water qu3l1ty standard ussd is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standord methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofwater quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard for total coliform. The staffconfidence that standards were 
exceedcd is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Arroyo Burro Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Virus 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Arroyo B u m  Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

Strersor/hledia/Beneficial Use VimdWnter/REC-I 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Unknown 
which drta quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and be~wlieal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging iI  
standards ur uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data usrcl to assess water quality 

Tempul-;~i rcpresentatlon 

Data t y ~ w  

Useofsl:t~,dsrd method 

Potentlxl Ss!rrce(s) orPoUutant 

Alternnl;vu Enforceable Program 

RWQCU Ilreommendation 

Virus indicators-Bacteria WQOs are linked to REC-I. 

These water bodies are already covered by the existing 303(d) list 
Bacteria reductions recommended through TMDLs for these waters will 
also result in virus reductions. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Unknown 

Data wns no1 prcsented. 

An app~ovcd methodology was not used 

Data w;a not presented. 

Do not list 

After I :\ I;. lug the avadabie data and informahon and the RWQCB 
d~;~tn .n l~r ton for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water bod" should not be included on the 303(d) list because the water 
body is on an existing list for bacteria and paiogens which will address 
V ~ N S C S .  

This conclusion is basedon the staff findings that: 

1. Thc data is considered to be inadequate quality. 
2. Data types are unknown. 
3. Othcr water body information considered is unknown. 

It is unknown whether any of the water quality measuremen@ exceeded the 
watcr quality standard. The staff confidence Ulat standards were exceeded 
is extrulnely low. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Arroyo Quemado Beach (Santa Barbara County + 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedinlBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefic81 use o r  standard 

UHlity ofmcasure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specYc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofrtsndsrd method 

Potential Source(s) ofPoUvtant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recornmendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pacific Ocean at Arroyo Quemado Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

Fecal ColifodWater/REC-l 

Santa Barbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) QAIQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

Ocean Plan WQO is applicable to REGI.  AB 41 I standards are 
applicable. 

Data age = 0-5 years old. 

Recent dnta collected betwecn April 15, 2002 and December 2,2002. 

250 bacteria samples, 143 samples exceeding (57%) WQO. 

Recent data collected between April and December, 2002: 34 samples, 0% 
excecdina the AB 411 standards. A DNA studv was conducted to 
detcrlnir>f lllc source of the previously high baftena densities. The results 
of lit; s uuy i luued hat  avian sources accounted for795: of the elevated 
bacl~r.:.. 5?O0 *.us atu~butcd to gulls alone. The balance of DNA was from 
wildlife (18%) and domestic (3% sources. Bacteria densities on the beach 
have br ;n rcduisd ~ ince  thc implementation o fa  bird management plan to 
deter 2. I., f~uln ~ s t n g  the surrounding areas. 

l site 

Monthly sampling events. 

Recent data eollccted behvccn April and December, 2002: approximately 
wcckly. 

Numcl.~cal data. 

Santa Llolbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) methads. 

Pasture Lands, Agriculture, Nonpoint and natural sources. 

List 

Aftcr .ct ::n~t~g l l~e  available data and information and the RWQCB 
doc-~l>:ntat:on for this recommendalion, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water bddy should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable rvatcr quality standards are currently not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. Thc ciato is considered to be of adequate. 
2. Thc data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Arroyo Quemado Beach (Santa Barbara County + 
Fecal Colifonn 

4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Otller water body information considered includes age of the data. 

In recently collected data, none o f  the water quality measurements 
exceeded the water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards 
were not exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Arroyo Quemado Beach (Santa Barbara County + 
Total Colifonn 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Arroyo Quemado Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

Streasor/Medla/Beneficlal Use Total ColifonnNater/Ocean Plan Shellfish Harvest and REC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa Barbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) QAIQC, 
which data quality reqnlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Total coliform Ocean Plan standards are linked to Shellfish Harvest and 
m d  benencd use o r  standard REC- I. 

Utility of measure for judging If Ocean Plan WQO are applicable to Ocean Plan Shellfish Harvest and REC- 
standards or uses are not attained 1. 

Water Body-specinc Information Data age = 1-5 years old. 

Recent data collected between April 15,2002 and December 2,2002. 

Data used to assess water quaUty 250 bacteria samples, 213 samples exceeding (85%) WQO. 

Rcccnl Jx.1 ~ o l l c ~ t e d  between April and December, 2002: 34 samples, 0% 
cxccc.1 nd the AB 41 1 svrndards. A DNA sNdy was conducted to 
detertnine the source of the previously high bacteria densities. The results 
of the study showed that avian sources aciounted for 79% ofthe elevated 
bactcri;,, 5ilo uds alIrtbuvJ to gulls alone. The balance of DNA was from 
wildllf: (I a?:) and domestic (3%) sources. Bacteria densities on the beach 
have been rcduccd since the implementation of a bird management plan to 
deter gi~lls from using the surrounding areas. 

Spatial representation 1 site. 

Temporal representation Montlily sampling events. 

Data type Numcl ic3i data. 

Use of standard metbod Santa Barbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Pastu~.c Lands, Agriculture, Nonpoint and natural sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List 

SWRCR Stnff Recommendation After rcviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB . - 
dacutn:nt.mm?or thtr recommendation, SWRCB slaNconclude that the 
water lu.ly ,llo~ld not be phced on the sectlon 303(d) llst because 
applicable water quality standards arr not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadequate. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient tem~oral coveraee - 
3. Bcj:?fi:iaI Lrrs apply to the water body. 
4. Wl:r qu~lity standard used is applicable. 
5. Data arc numerical. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Arroyo Quemado Beach (Santa Barbara County + 
Total Coliform 

6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Otlicr water body information considend includes age ofthe data. 

In recently collected data, none of the water quality measurements 
exceeded the water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards 
were not exceeded is high 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Butterfly Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Total Coliform 
-- 

Water Body 

Data quslity assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are  not attained 

Water Body-specifie Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Pacific Ocean at Butterfly Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

Total ColifonnlWaterIREC-l 

Used Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. Data, QAIQC . 

Total Coliform Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I. 

Ocean Plan standards arc applicable. AB 41 1 standards are applicable, 

Data age = 1-2 years old (1/3/004/23/01). 

Recent data collected behveen April 15,2002 and December 2,2002. 

Fecal Colilonn Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for: None. Total Coliform Objective (>20% of samples in 30 
days exceed 1,000 per 100 ml) exceeded for at least: 217-3/1/00; 215- 
31610 1. 

Recent data collected between A ~ r i l  and December. 2002: 34 samoles. 0% . . 
cxccu~luld 111; A11 41 1 standards. A DNA study war conducted to 
detcrlluclc tllr source ofthc previourly high bactena densities. The results 
of thr study ,Ildwed lhat avian sources accounted for 79% of the elevated 
bacteria. 5 i% was attributed to eulls alone. The balance of DNA was from - 
wildlife (I 8%) and domestic (3%) sources. Bacteria densities on the beach 
have been reduced since the implementation of a bird management plan to 
deter gulls from using the surrounding areas. 

Spatlal representation L site 

Temporal representation Weekly sampling. Recent data collected behveen April and December, 
2002: approximately weekly sampling. 

Data type Numericnl data. 

Use of standard method Used Snnta Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. Data methods. 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant Unknown 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reearnmendation None 

SWRCU S ~ a i f  Herommendstion Aner ~ ;v ic r  :I)$ the available data and information and the RWQCB 
~ O C U I I I ; I I ~ : ~ I ~ ~ > ~  lor this recommendation, S W C B  staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicabl;watcr quality standards are not exceeded: 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited suficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been apply to the water body. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Butterfly Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
~ o t a l  Coliform 

4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data ore numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

In recent sumpling, none of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence lhat standards were not 
excecded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Capitola Beach (Santa Cruz County) 
Fecal and Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Capitola Beach (Santa Cruz County) 

Stres~or/MedidBene~c1al Use Fecal and Total Coliform/Water/ REC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa CNZ County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC . 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Llnbge behveen measurement endpolnt Fecal and Total Coliform Ocean Plan Standards are linked to REC- I. 
and benelical use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If Ocean Plan Standards are applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelfie Information Data age = 1-3 years old (4129199 - 5130101) 

Data used tu assess water quaUly Capltola 1l:acl~ (0240): Fccal ColiformObjeclivc (>lo% of samples in 60 
davs excccd 400 per 100 ml) exceeded for: 2114-4/15,00. Total Coliform 
~biective (>20%~ofsam~les in 30 davs exceed 1.000 per 100 ml) exceeded 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofsr;mdard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reco~n~nendatlon 

SWRCU Staff R~cornmendntion 

14 sites. 

For Capitola Beach; weekly sampling (with a few weeks missing). For 
remaining sites: Highly variable. 

Numerical data. 

Santa Cruz County Environmental Health Dept. methodology. 

None. 

After I ;wcw .A); the available data and information and Ute RWQCB 
docu.n;~llrlion for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bod" should not be olaced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable watcr quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdinas that: . 
1. Th: Jlta is considcred to be of adequate quality. 
2. The Java c~hibitcd sumcicnt spatial and tcmporal coverage. 
3. Brl,cficial uses have been apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard usedis applicable. 
5. Dala are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data werc considcred. 

A relatively small number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water qualitv standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Carpinteria City Beach (Santa Barbara Coun t 
Fecal and Total Colifonn 

Water Body Pacific Occan at Carpinteria City Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

StressorlMed1dBeneTrd.l Use Fecal and Total ColifondWaterREJ2-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal and Total Coliform Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I. 
and beneficsl use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I.. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data age = 1-4 years old (6/22/98-4/23/01). 

Data used to assess water auallhl Fecal Colifonn Obiective (>lo% sam~les in 60 days exceed400 ver 100 . - 
ml) cxcreded for ai least: i/2/01-2-26:01. Total cbltform objective 
(>20:. o i s ~ ~ ~ ~ p l e $  in 30 days exceed 1.000 per 100 ml) excccdcd for at 
lcasr. 113- I / ]  1 00. t7-3/6/00, 1/2/01-1,29/01; 2RO-3/12/01. 

Spatial reprcsent:btlon 

Temporal reprercntatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRerammendation 

I sitc. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numclical data. 

Santu Barbern County Environmental Health Dept. Methodology. 

Unknown. 

None. 

Afier rcvicwing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docu~ncst~~lion for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water h.ly sliould not be placed on the ;ection 303(d) list because 
applic.lblc walr'r quality standards arc not exceeded. 

This r o ~ > r l u s ~ ~ n  is based on the staff findings that: 
1. 7th: J.11i is coniidcrcd to be ofadequate quality. 
2. T l ~ c  J l l ~  cxl!.bited suficieot spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses have been apply to the water-body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Olhcr walcr body- or site-specific infomtion including the age ofthe 
data considered. 

A rclali\,cly sniall number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
excccdcd is inodcnte. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Carpinteria State Beach- Carpinteria Creek + 
Fecal and Total Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorMedinlBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or  standard 

Utility ofmeaaur8 far judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial represuzntntlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pacific Occan at Carpinteria State Beach- Carpinteria Creek Moutb (Santa 
Barbarn County) 

Fecal and Total ColifomWaler/REC-I 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. data, QAIQC 
methodology. 

Fecal and Total Colifarm are linked to REC-I. 

Ocean Plan standards arc applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = I - 5 years old (3110197-4/23/01). 

Fecal Coliform Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed400 per 100 
ml) crccedcd for at least: 12l1197-1/27/98; 716-8/31/98; 918-11/2/98; 
11419'1-2122199: 1116-2126101. Total Coliform Obiective i>20% of samoles 
in 30 .l.>)s c~;zed 1,000 per 100 mi) cxcccdcd foial lcarc 1211-12129167; 
1/5-27 I S ;  2 9.3.9 98; 3130-4127198: 5126-6122198; 716-7127~98; 813-31198; 
9 8.2, J ,  I I 2-1 1 30198; 1/4-25 99; 3115-4114 99: 513-611199: 2/17. 

I site. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numel-icai data. 

Sant;! U:~ibnm County Environmental Health Dept. methodology 

Unknown. 

After rcviewinc the available data and information and the RWOCB - ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~~~ ~~ .-- 
doc~.:ti;l)l.ll.~~~ 101 this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude that thc 
watcl bddy illduld be placed on thc scction 303(d) list because applicable 
water oualiw standards are exceeded and a oollu& orobablv c&lributes . . 
to or c:tases tile problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafftindings that: 
1. T i~c  data is considered to be of adeouate oualiw. . . .  
2. 7.1: Jala crl~~bttcd sumcient spatial and tcmporai coverap. 
3. B:.~cliciai LS:S apply lo thc watcr body. 
4. \\':alcr qu-lily standard used is ap~licable. . . 
5. Data arb nuni~erical. 
6. Standard mcthods were used. 
7. Olhcr water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were cossidrrcd. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Carpinkria State Beach- Carpinteria Creek + 
Fecal and Total Colifonn 

Many the wnter quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff contdence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at City College Beach (Leadbetter Beach) 
Virus 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at City College Beach (Leadbetfer Beach) 

StressorlMedinlBeneficIal Use Virus/Water/REC-l 

Data quality assessment. Extent to No QAPP 
which data quality requirements met: 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Virus with Bacteria WQOs are linked to REC-I. 
and benefical use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If Thesc water bodies arc alrcsdy covered by the existing 303(d) list. 
rtandmrds or uses arc nut attained Bactcr.~ and palhogen irnprovcmentr recommcndcd through TMD1.s for 

these waten will also result in virus improvement 

Water Body-specilic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatiun 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(r) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCR Staff Recot~~n~v~ldation 

Data was not presented 

Data \\,as not presented 

Data was not prcscnted. 

Data !\.as not presented. 

Data wns not presented. 

An npprovcd incthod was not used. 

Unknown. 

Do not list. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docun~untation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be included on the 303(d) list because the water 
body is on an existing list for bacteria and pathogens. 

This conclus.on is based on the staff findmgs that 
I Tlw cval~nl~on gu~delinc used to interpret narrative uater q u a l q  
standards is inadequate. 
2. Non-standard methods were used. 
3. Other water body information considered is unknown. 

It is unknown whether any of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence lhat standards were exceeded 
is ex11 umely low. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Cowell Beach (Santa Cruz County) 
Fecal coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Cowell Beach (Santa CIUZ County) 

Stressor/MedidBenelicial UIe Fecal ColifodWater/REGI 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa CNZ County Environmental Health Dept. data, QAIQC. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Fecal and Total Coliform WQOs are linked to REGI. 
and benelieal use or sC.~ndard 

Utility of measure fur judgingif Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Budy-specilie Information Data age = 1-4 years old (10/2/98 - 5/30/01). 

Data used to assess water quality Cowcll @ Stairs (0494): Fecal Coliform Objective (Geometric mean 
exceed 200 per 100 ml in 30 days) exceeded for: 813-8130199; 917-1015199; 
Fecal Coiifornl Objective (>lo% of samples in 60 days exceed 400per 100 
ml) exceeded for: 4114-6/13/00. Cowcll Beach (0490): Fecal Coliform 
Objeetivc (Gcometric mean exceed200 per 100 ml in 30 days) exceeded 
for: 8130-9/27/99, Fecal ColiformObjective (>LO% of samples in 60 days 
excccd 400 pcr 100 ml) exceeded for: 4117-6/13/00. 

For Cowell @ Stairs and Cowell Beach; weekly sampling (with a few 
weeks missing). For remaining sites: highly variable. 

Spatial representation I sitc. 

Temporal representation Weekly sa~npling. 

Data type Nurne~.ical dibta. 

Use of standard metltod Santn Cruz County Health Department. 

Potentlsl Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforcenble Program 

RWQCB Recommend;ttlon None. 

SWRCn Staff Reron~~nrndation Aftcr rcv;c$r ills: the available data and information and thc RWQCB 
d o c u n a ~ t ~ t i o ~ ~  far this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
wat:r body r lm~ ld  not bt placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable watcr quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. Tiic data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraee. 
3. B1.nefi~v~1 UICS have been apply to the watcr body. 
4. W.wr qu:,l~ty standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. St;tndard methods were used. 
7. Otllcr wotcr body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
da1.1 acre considered. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Cowell Beach (Santa Cruz County) 
Fecal coliform 

A relatively small number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of Mission Creek, Santa + 
Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of Mission Creek, Santa Barbara 
County) 

StressorlMedis/Benenclal Use Total Coliform/Water/Ocean Plan Shellfish Harvest REC-1 

Datn quallty assessment. Extent to Santa Barbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) QAlQC. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Total Colifonn linked to Shellfish Harvest and REGI. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Assetnbly Bill 41 IBeach Posting is applicable to Shellfish Harvest and 
standards or uses are not attained REC-I. 

Water Body-specific Information Data aye = l -  6 yean. 

Data used to assess water quallty 262 bacteria samples, 181 samples exceeding (69%) WQO. 

Spatial representation l site 

Temporal representatlon Monthly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Santa Oerbnra County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Urban Runoff, Non point sources, Unknown sources, Agriculhlre. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCll Staff Rero~nmendstion Aflcr r:\i:wi#ig the available data and information and the RWQCB 
doc-t..:ttt~t.~.> ror this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
watcr body should be ulaced on the section 3031d) list because molicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and apoll"&tconnibutesi~ or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinas that: - 
I. TII: 4113 is cons~dcred to bc ofadcquatc. 
2 . 1  he 4a3 cxlt~btted suflictcnt tcmporal coverage. 
3. BCII:I~CIJI uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality sta&rd used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Otltcr nratcr body information considered includes age ofthe data. 

An  o I .,:IIII: !number ofthe water qusllly mcasuremcnto exceeded thc watcr 
qua1 11 \ t 1 0 . ~  r4 The staff confidcncc that standards w m  excccded ts 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of Mission Creek, Santa + 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of Mission Creek, Santa Barbara 
County) 

Stressor/MedidBenefld.I Use Fecal Coliform/Water/Ocean Plan REC-I 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa Barbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) QAIQC. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Califonn Ocean Plan standard is linked to REC-I. 
and b e ~ ~ ~ f i c l t l  use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If Asscmbly Bill Beach 41 1 Posting is applicable to REC-I. 
stsndnrds or uses are  not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data age = 1-6 years old. 

Data used to assess water quality 262 bnclcrio samples, 160 samples exceeding (61%) WQO, 

Spatial representation I site. 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling events. 

Data t! 11e Numerical data. 

Useafstandnrd melhod Salito Darbnro County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Urban Runoff, Agriculture, Nahlral Source, Non point sources and 
unknoivn sources. 

Alterlaislive Esforce~ble Program 

RWQCR Recornmr.ndation List. 

SWRCll Staff Rucon~n~unrlation Aftrr icviewi13 the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dacu~~~cnt.itlon for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the ~~~~~~~. ~~ ~ ~~~ 

water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water q~~nlity stnndards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causcs the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The d:lta is considered to be of adequate. 
2. The dala cahibited sufticient temooral coveraxe. 
3. Bcncficial uses apply to the wale; body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. SI;tnd;wil methods were used. 
7. Othcl. w tc r  body information considered includes age of the data. 

An ndcqc~:ltc number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
qu:~lity h~:i~ldilrd. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of Mission Creek, Santa + 
Virus 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of Mission Creek, Santa Barbara 
County) 

StressorMedia/Benefieial Use VintsIWatedREC-l 

Data quality assessment. Extent to QAPP was not used. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkilgr behveen nteasurentent endpoint Vinls corrclotcd to bacteria indicators are iinked to REC-1. 
and bcnellcd use o r  standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if Thcsc water bodies are already covered by the existing 303(d) list. 
stanclxrds o r  uses are not attained Bactcrio and pathogen improvements recommended through TMDLs for 

these \\r:ttcrs will also result in v h s  improvement. 

Water Body-spccilic lnfur~nation Unknown 

Data nrrd to asscss rvilter quality Unknoi~n 

Spsti:ll represcvttiati#,a Unli~town. 

Tenq,,.vrl represenlvtiun Unknowll. 

Data Ivpe Unknusm. 

Use of standard method An ;~pirrovcd inetbodology was not used. 

Potea1i:ol Saurc~(r)  e l  Pollt~tnnt Unknown 

Alterru8tive Enforrenhle Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Do not list, 

SWPc'lI S t an  Rccn~tnonrt~drtion Aflcr rcvicwlng the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docsn~c~~l;~tion for this recommendation. SWRCB sfaffconclude that the 
u x c r  l.olly rhduld no1 be included an the 303(d) list bccaux Ule water 
bo.1~ ..; J I ;n cx.s!ing list for bacteria and pathogens. 

This co~tclusion is based on the stafffindinas that: - 
1. 1 11: d11.1 I S  cons~dclcd 10 be of madequate quality. 
2 1 11: :v.~lu3l#on guidel~ne used to !nterpret narrative water qualnty 
standards is inadequate. 
3. Non-skmdnrd methods were used. 
4. Otiicr water body information considered is unknown. 

It is of,l;~,o\va whether any of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
wilter </!~:ility standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is rst~.vn,cly low. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of Sycamore Creek, Santa + 
Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of Sycamore Creek, Santa Barbara 
County) 

StressoriMedinlBeneficial Use Total CaliFonlllWaterREC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Sant.1 Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QA/QC 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen tneasurement endpoint Fecal Coliforln Ocean Plan standards are linkedto REC-I. 
and henefical nse or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Ocean Pl;ln standards are applicable to REC-I. 
standnrds o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specilic lnformatlon Datu nxc = 1-5 years old (417197 - 4/23/01). 

Data used to assess water quality Fec:ll Coliform Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed400 per 100 
ml) crccrilud For at least: 115-3/2/90; 514-6/29/98; 311-4/26/99. 

Totil Colifolrn Obiective 0 2 0 %  of samoles in 30 davs exceed 1.000 oer . . 
100 in.) c\cr.:.!cd tor nt le;,l: 12/1-29 9;; 1~5-27/98;2 2-3 2198; 319- 
4,6 ;,. 4 1;-i I I Y8;611-29 A; 813-31198; 10 12.11/9198; 3 15-4/12/99; 
212-3 I I . ; ?  5.2601.36-2601. 

Spatial represcnt:llion 

Tensporal reprcsrrli~lion 

Data type 

Use of standard mctlnud 

Potential Sourcc(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforcc:rblr P#u&,ram 

RWQCB Recon~rnrndnllon 

SWRCB Staff Recn~~~e~cnda t ion  

Sanl;, Il:~~b:lr:l County Environmental Health Dept. methods. 

None. 

After rcvicwine the availeblc data and information and the RWOCB 
do, . : :1,1 I 2 i;br thes rccommcndation, SWRCB staff conclud;that the 
w..~: JO. ). 5lould be p1aur.J on the scction 303(d) lust because applicable 
water qaalily standard for total coliform are exceededand a ~ollufant 
prolvbiy cn;ilributes to or cnuses the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The d:ct:) is considered to be ofadsquate quality. . . .  
2. 1 : c... 1.1 ;\l>ibilcd suil;ct;nl spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. 11; ~cl'.ci.~l a,es apply to thc water body. 
4. \c'.ll;r .lo.ll:ty standard used is applicable. 
5. Dntl are nu1"erical. 
6. St:li~rlard tsclhods were used. 
7. Olher w:tter body- or sitc-specific information including the age ofthe 
dat:~ wt rc  co~~sidered. 

An ;~di.qk~:~le number of \vatcr quality measurements exceeded the water 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at East Beach (mouth of Sycamore Creek, Santa + 
Total Coliform 

quality standard for total coliform. The staff confidence that standards were 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at El Capitan Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Fecal and Total Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medir/Bene~cial Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qudlty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility ofmeasure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stnll Recommendation 

Pacific Ocean at El Capitan Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

Fecal and Total ColiformlWaterlREC-l 

Used Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC. 

Fecal and Total Colifonn Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I. 

Ocean Plan smdards are applicable to REC-I 

Data age = 1-6 yean old (914196 - 4/23/01). 

Fecal Collform Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days cxcccd 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: none. 

Total Colifonn Obiective I>ZO% of sam~les in 30 days exceed 1.000 oer 
100 ml) exceeded ;or at least: 1211-29/57: 212-3/2/98; 8117-9/16/98;' 1/24. 
2/22/00; I/29-u26/0 1; 3/6-2610 1. 

I site. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Used Santa Barbara County Environmental Health methodology. 

Unknown. 

None 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the Eection 303(d) list because 
appltcable water quality standards arc not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data s constdered to be of adequate-qualrty. 
2. The data exhibited su%cient spat181 and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been a o ~ l y  to the water body 
4. Water quality standard used;; applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data wen considered. 

A relatively small number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Gaviota Beach (Mouth of Canada de la Gavio + 
Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Gaviota Beach (Mouth of Canada de la Gaviota Creek) 

StressorlMedinlBeneGeInl Use Total ColiformlWater~REC-L 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QMQC. 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform Ocean Plan standards is linked to REC-I 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If Ocean Plan standards are applicable. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information Data age= 1-5 years old (3/10/97 - 4/23/01). 

Data used to assess water quality Fecal Coliform Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: 515-6130197; 318-5/3/99; 1131-3/27/00; 7131- 
9/28/00. 

Total Coliform Objective (>20% of samples in 30 days exceed 1,000 per 
LOO ml) exceeded for at least: 4RI-5/19/97: 612-30197: 1 1/3-12/1/97: 115. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

I site. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. methodology. 

Unknown. 

None. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntaiionior this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludf that the 
water body should be placed on rhc section 303(d) list be:ausc applicable 
water auaiitv standardfor total coliform are exceeded and a pollutant 
probably cohhibutes to or causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand timpoial coverage 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualiiy standard used is applicable . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- orsitbspecific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Gaviota Beach (Mouth of Canada de la Gavio + 
Total Coliform 

An adequate number of water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard for total colifonn. The staff confidence that standards were 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Goleta Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Fecal and Total Colifonn 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Goleta Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

StressorlMedlllBenefrd.l Use Fecal and Total Co l i fonWWate r~- I  

Data quality assessment. Extent to Used Santa Barbara County Envimnmental Health Dept. QAIQC 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal and Total Colifonn is linked to REC-I. 
and henefrcal use or standard 

UtUity ofmeasure for judging if Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifre Information Data age = 1-5 years old (1127197 - 4/23/01). 

Data used to assess water quality Fecal Colifonn Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: 918-1 1/2/98; 2/54/2101. 

Total Colifarm Objective (>20% of samples in 30 days exceed 1,000 per 
100 ml) exceeded for at least: 212-3/2/98; 3115-4114199; 217-318100; 114- 
29/01; 215-28101; 3/6-8101. 

Spatial representation I site. 

Temporal representation Weekly sampling. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. methodology. 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate qualiry 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiaiand & ~ D o ~ U I  coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been appiy to the wateibody. 

- 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

A relatively small number of the water quality mcasuremenls exceeded the 
water qualiry standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate 

3-108 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Guadalupe Dunes (Santa Barbara County) 
Total coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medi./BeneUclnl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyspeclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pacific Ocean at Guadalupe Dunes (Santa Barbara County) 

Fecal and Total ColifomVWaterlREC-I 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC 

Fecal and Total Coliform Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I. 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 1-5 years old (1127197- 412310). 

Fecal Coliform Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: none. 

Total Coltform Objective (>20% of samples in 30 days exceed 1,000 per 
100 ml) excccdcd for at least. 6 9-717 97.6 29-7 27 9 8 . 8  2-30 99. 7 5 -  

I site. 

Weekly sampling 

Numerical data. 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. methodology 

Unknown 

None 

ARcr reviewing the available data and information and thc RWQCB 
documentalion for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water bodv should not be olaced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate sualitv. 
2. The data exhibited sufticicnt spatiaiand tirnpoial coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have bccn apply la the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data a; numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

A relatively small number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Hammonds Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Fecal Coliform 

-- - 

Water Body 

StressorMed1llBenefid.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty ofmeasure for judging If 
standards or uses are not nttalned 

Water Bodyapeelfie Iniormatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Pacific Ocean at Hammonds Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

Fecal Coliform/WateriREC-1 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC. 

Fecal Coliform Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I. 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 1-5 years old (116197 - 4/23/01) 

Fecal Coliform Objective (z  10% samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: 1127-3/23/98; 2R2-4/19/00. 

Total Coliform Objective (>20% of samples in 30 days exceed 1,000 per 
100 ml) cxeceded for at lcast: 116-2/3/97; 313-31197; 1211-29197; 2 2- 
312 98; 3/94/6198; 10112-1 1.9198; 1 0  1.2128 00; 215-3/6/01. 

Spatial representation 1 site. 

Temporal representation Weekly sampling. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. methods 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB StalTReeammendatlan After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentation forthis ~ecommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the senion 303(d) 11st becausc appl~cable 
water quality standard for fecal coliform are exceeded and a pollutant 
probabiy co&ibutes to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff fmdings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeuuate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufiicient spathiand t;mp&l coverage. 
3. Beneficial uscs apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard urcd is applicable. ~. ~. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofwatcr quality measurements cxcceded the natrr 
quality standard for fccal colifam. The staffconfidence that standards 
were exceeded is moderate. 

3-110 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Hope Ranch Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at H o p  Ranch Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

StressorlMedis/BeneflcIal Use Fecal ColifonnWaterlREC-l 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa Barbarn County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Colifonn Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I. 
and benefical use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judginglf Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data age = 1-5 years old (116197- 4/23/01) 

Data used to asseds water quality Fecal Colifonn Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: 212-3130198; 1118-3/13/00. 

Towl Coliform Objective (s2O% of samples in 30 days cxcced 1,000 per 
100 ml) cxccedcd for at least: 213-313197; 1211-29/97; 212-312198; 11130- 
12/28/98 3115-4/14/99: 10111-1118 99: 1/3-31 00: In l -2  28100: 3 6/00: 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

I site. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept, methodology. 

Unknown. 

None. 

Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docuntentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the scction 303(d) lia because applicable 
watcr quality standard for fecal coliform are exceeded and a pollutant 
probably contributes to or causes thc problem. 

Thi, conclusion is based on the naff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate qu3lity. 
2. The dam cxhib~ted suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses apply to the witcr body. 
4. Watcr quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Hope Ranch Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Fecal Coliform 

An adequate number of water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard for fecal colifotm. The staff confidence that standards 
were exceeded is mndnate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Jalama Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Jalama Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

StressorlMedialBeneflclal Use Fecal Coliform/WaterlOcean Plan Shellfish Hawcst and REG1 

Data quallv assessment Extent to Santa Barbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) QNQC 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Colifotm Ocean Plan standard is linked to Shellfish Harvest and 
and beneflcal use or standard REC-I. 

Utllity of measure for judging If Assembly Bill Beach 41 1 Pasting is applicable to Shellfish Harvest and 
standards or uses are not attained REC-I . 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data age = 1-5 years old. 

Dsts used to assess water quality 222 bacteria samples, 1 l l samples exceeding (50%) WQO. 

Spstlsi representation I site. 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Santa Barbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) methods 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant PasNre Lands, Agriculture, Nonpoint and nahlral sources 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaR Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the seetion 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinas that: - 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

An adequate number ofthc water quality measurements exceeded thc wstcr 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceedcd is 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Jalama Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Total Coliform 
-- 

Water Body 

StressorlMedis/Benellei.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnksge between measurement endpoint 
and bcnellcal use or  standard 

UUlity of measure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speellle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pacific O m  at Jalama Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

Total ColiformlWatcr/Ocean Plan Shellfish Harvest and I(EC-I 

Santa Barbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) QAIQC. 

Total Coiifonn Ocean Plan WQO is linked to Shellfish Harvest and REC-I. 

Ocean Plan WQO is applicable to Shellfish Harvest and REC-I. 

Data age= 1-5 years old. 

222 bacteria samples, 118 samples exceeding (53%) WQO. 

I site. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Santa Barbara County Public Health Dept. (SBCPHD) methods. 

Pasture Lands, Agriculture, Nonpoint and natural sources. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and i n f o m i o n  and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
watcr quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant cantnbutcs to or 
causes the problem 

This conclus~on is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses awiv to the water bodv. 
4. Water quality sta'nhkd used is applicable. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watcr body information eonsidcrcd includes age ofthe data. 

An adequate number ofthc watcr quality measurements exceeded the water 
qualiry slandard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Leadbetter Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Fecal and Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Leadbetter Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

StressorlMedldBenefidal Use Fecal and Total ColiformlWaterIREC-l 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QNQC 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal and Total Coliform Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judglng If Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data age = 1-5 years old (116197 - 4/23/01). 

Data used to assess water quality Fecal Coliform Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at lean: 12/2/96. 1/27/97; 1113-12/29/97; 212-3/30/98. 

Total Coliform Objective (>20% of samples in 30 days exceed 1,000 per 
100 ml) exceeded for at least: 116-1/27/97; 1113-12/1/97; 212-312198; 1111- 
29/99; 217-3/8/00; 2112-3/12/01. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

l site, 

Weekly sampling (with the exception of a few weeks). 

Numerical data. 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. methodology. 

Unknown. 

None. 

ARcr reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be olaced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicablewater quality siandards are not exceeded: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeouate aualiw. . , 
2. The data exhibited sufficient ~ ~ a t i a i a n d  tempoml coverage. 
3. Bencficxal uses have been apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualily standard used;; aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

A relatively small number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded ismoderate. 
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Region 3: Pacific Ocean at New Brighton Beach (Santa Cruz County) 
Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at New Brighton Beach (Santa Cmz County) 

Stressor/Medl./Benelleial Use Total ColiformAVater/REC-L 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa Cmr County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal and Total Coliform Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I. 
and benellenl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 
8tandnrds or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Iniormation Data age = 1-3 years old (5126199 - 10131101). 

Data used to rrress water quaUty Fecal Colifurm Objective (>lo% of samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for: None. Total Coliform Objective (>20% ofsamples in 
30 days exceed 1.000 per 100 ml) exceeded for: 1012-10/31100. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

I site. 

Weekly sampling (with a few weeks missing). 

Numerical data. 

Santa C N ~  County Environmental Health Dept. methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconc~udE that the 
waler body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient rpatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality nandard used 1s applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

A relatively small number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Ocean Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Total and Fecal Colifonn 

Water Body 

StressorlMedls/Benenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencnl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pacific Ocean at Ocean Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

Total and Fecal ColiformANater/REC-l 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC. 

Total and Fecal Coliform Ocean Plan standard is linked to REC-1. 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable. 

Data age = 1-5 years old (417197- 4/16/01). 

Fecal Colifonn Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: 10112-12/7/98; 3115-5/10/99. 

Total Coliform Objective (>20% of samples in 30 days exceed 1,000 per 
100 ml) exceeded for at least: 115-2/2/98: 1127-2/23/98: 514-6/1/98: 6/15 

I site. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. methods. 

Unknown. 

None 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placcd on the scction 303(d) lin because applicable 
water qualiry standard are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes lo 
or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient S~atisl and temnoral coverage 
3. Bcnefic~al uses apply to thc water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Ocean Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Total and Fecal Coliform 

An adequate number of water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard for rota1 colifonn. The staffeonfidcnce that standards were 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Pajaro Dunes Beach (Santa Cruz County) 
Fecal Coliform 

wmr ~ o d y  

Stressor~edls/Beneficlnl Use 

Dnts quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quslity requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recammdndation 

Pacific Ocean at Pajaro Dunes Beach (Santa Cnu. County) 

Fecal ColiformAVater/REC-l 

Santa CNZ County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC methodology 

Fecal and Total Coliform are linked to REC-I. 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 1-3 years old (515199 - 5130101). 

Fecal Coliform Objective (>lo% of samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for: 2/23-4/26/00. Total Coliform Objective (>20% of 
samples in 30 days exceed 1,000 per 100 ml) exceeded for: Insufficient 
data. 

I site. 

Weekly sampling (with a few weeks missing). 

Numerical data. 

Santa Cmz County Environmental Health Dept. methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff wnclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the iection 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: - 
I .  The data 1s considered to bc ofadcquatc qual~ty. 
2. The data exhibited sufficlcnt spatlal and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been apply to the waterbody. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data arc numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

A relatively small number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Point Rincon (Mouth of Rincon Creek, Santa + 
Fecal and Total Coliform 

Water Body 

StrersorlMedislBeneflclal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linbge between measurement endpolnt 
m d  beneflenl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pacific Ocean at Point Rincon (Mouth of Rincon Creek, Santa Barbara 
County) 

Fecal and Total ColiformANaterIREC-I 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QAIQC methodology. 

Fecal and Total Colifonn Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I. 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 1-5 years old (515197- 4/23/01). 

Fccal Coliform Objcctivc (>lo% ssmples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) cxcccdcd for at lcast: 6123-8/18/97, 11/3-12 29/97, 5118.8 17198; 1119- 

Total Coliform Ob~ectivc (>20% ofsamplri in 30 days exceed 1,000 per 
100 mi) exccedcd for at least: 5113.97- 8,11.97; 1007- 11117 97; 1211- 
29197: 1/5/98. 10126198 (all): 114-211.99: 3 154112 99.7 19-8116199: 

I site. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. methods. 

Unknown 

unknown. 

None. 

ARer re\,!ewlng the ava~lablc data and tnforn)auan and the RWQCB 
documentat~on for this recommendat~on, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water bodv should be daced on the section 303id) list because aoolicable . . . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadcquat&uality. 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aooly to the water body. 
4. Water quality stan&;d used is applicable 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered, 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Point Rincon (Mouth of Rincon Creek, Santa + 
Fecal and Total Colifom 

An adequate number ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
~ ~ 

moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Refugio Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Refugio Beach (Santa Barbara County) 

Stressor/MedinlBenefleiaI Use Total ColiformlWaterlREC-l 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. QNQC methodology. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Fecal and Total Coliform are linked to REC-I 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeiflc Information . Data age = 1-5 years old (3/10/97- 4/23/01) 

Data used to assess water quality Fecal Coliform Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: 1014-1 1/29/99; 215-3/26/01. 

Tom1 Coltform Objective (>20% ofsamples in 30 days cxcccd 1,000 per 
100 ml) exceeded for at least: 612-30197; 1211-29197; 115.98-5/4/98; 611- 
29198. 813 98-1 1130198: 311-29199: 415-513199.6128-8130199: 10125- 

Spntlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) oiPoUutant 

Alternative Enforcesble Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

I site. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Santa ~arbara  County Environmental Health Dept. methods. 

Unknown, 

None. 

Aflcr reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable 
water quaiity standardfor total coliform are exceeded and a polkant 
probably contributes to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiaiand temooral coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualtiy slandard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Rehgio Beach (Santa Barbara County) 
Total Coliform 

An adequate number of water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard for total colifom. The staff confidence that standards were 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Rio Del Mar (Santa Cruz County) 
Fecal and Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Rio Del Mar (Santa C N Z  County) 

Stressor/MedinlBenenclal Use Fecal and Total C o l i f o ~ a t e r l O c e a n  Plan Water Contact Standards and 
REC-1 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to Santa CNZ County Environmental Health Dept. QNQC methodology. 
whieh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Fecal and Total Colifom Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I . 
and benenenl use or.stnudard 

Utllity of measure for judging If Ocean Plan standards are applicable the REC-1 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data age = 1-4 years old (115198 ; 5130/01). 

Data used to assess water quality Rio Del Mar Beach at Aptos Creek Mouth: Fecal Coliform Objective 
(>I 0% of samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 ml) exceeded for: 917- 
11118199; 11/18199-1/10100. Total Califom Objective (>20% of samples 
in 30 days exceed 1,000 per 100 ml) exceeded for: 1211 1100-118101; 
1129101-2/26/01. 

Spatial representation 7 sites. 

Temporal representation For Rio Del Mar Beach @ Aptos Creek Mouth; weekly sampling (with a 
few weeks missing). For remaining sites: Highly variable. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Santa CNZ County Environmental Health Dept 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB StsR Recommendstion Aner reviewing the ava~lable data and informalaon and thc RWQCB 
documcntarion for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeouate oualitv. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand tLmpokl coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have ken apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualiw standard used is aoolicable. . - 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered 

A relatively rm311 numbcr ofthe water qualiry measurements exceeded the 
water qualify standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not 
exceeded i s d e r a t e .  
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Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Sands Beach - Coal Oil Point (Santa Barbar + 
Total Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medis/Beneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pacific Ocean at Sands Beach - Coal Oil Point (Santa Barbara County) 

Total ColiformlWater/REC-l 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. data, QAIQC. 

Fecal and Total ColifonnOcean Plan standards are linked to REC-1. 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 1-8 years old (10/21/96- 4/25/01). 

Fecal Coiifonn Objective (>lo% samples in 60 days exceed 400 per 100 
ml) exceeded for at least: none. 

Toui Coliform Objective (>20% ofsamples in 30 days excecd 1.000 per 
100ml) cxcecdcd for at Icaat: 11118-12116 96; 12129197-1127.98; 212- 
3/2/98; 2,7-3 6100; 215-3/6/01, 

I site. 

Weekly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Dept. methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

After review in^ the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntationior this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud; that the 
watcr body should not be plsced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

A relatively small number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Pacific Ocean at Twin Lakes Beach (Santa Cruz County) 
Fecal and Total Coliform 

Water Body Pacific Ocean at Twin Lakes Beach (Santa CIW County) 

StressorMedlllBeneficial Use Fecal and Total C o l ~ f o ~ a t e r I R E C - l  

Data quality assusment. Extent to 
whieh data quality requlrementr met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representallon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

Santa CIW County Envimnmental Health Dept. QAIQC 

Fecal and Total Coliform Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-1. 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 1-3 years old (4126199 - M0101). 

Fecal Col~form Objective (Geometric mean exceed 200 per I00 ml in 30 
days) exceeded for 1120-2/27/00 (>lo% of samples in 60 days exceeded 
4 0 0 ~ e r  100 ml)cxcccdcd for: 917-1 l r  18199; 1 1  18199-1s 10 00. Total 
Colikmn ~biective P2O% of samoles in 30 davs exceed 1.000 oer 100 ml) 
exceeded foc 1129-2/26/01. 

l site 

Weekly sampling (with a few weeks missing). 

Numerical data. 

Santa Cmz County Envimnmental Health Dcpt. methods. 

Unknown. . 

None 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Alier reviewing lhc available data and information and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this recommendation, SWRCB slaffconcludc that the 
water body should not be daced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicab1;water quality skndards are not exceeded: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualilv. . . 
2. The data exhibited ruficient tempokl coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been apply lo the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is aDDlicable . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watcr body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

A relatively small nwnbcr of the watcr quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staffconfidcncc that standards werc exceeded 

~ ~ 

is moderate. 
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Region 3: Pajaro River 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedialBenencial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utility ofmeasure forjudglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specillc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentla1 Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstian 

SWRCB St~iiRecommendation 

Pajaro River 

Fecal ColiformnVaterIBasin Plan WQO 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 3-5 years old. 

l l bacteria samples, 10 samples exceeding (90%) WQO. 

I site. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Pasture lands, Agriculbre, and natural sources. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
waler body should be placed on lhe seclion 303(d) l~s t  becausc applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollulant contnbules to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is basedon the staff findings that: 
I .  T h e  data is considered lo be of adequate. 
2 .  The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body considered includes age of the data. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 3: Pennington Creek 
Fecal Colifonn 

Water Body 

Streaorl'Medln/Beneneial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellwl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Pennington Creek 

Fecal ColiformlWaterlREC-I 

Mona Bay National Monitoring Program WBNMP) QNQC. 

Fecal coliform WQO is linked to REGI. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 3-8 years old (samples taken fmm 611993 to 511999) 

237 samples, 68 samples exceeding WQO. 

I station. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

M o m  Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methods, 

Unknown 

None 

Aftcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentstion for this rccommcndation, SWRCB naffconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"tkt probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadcquale-quality. 
2. The data exhibited sumcicnt spatial and temporal covcragc. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is aoolicabie . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were wnsidered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Quail Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedlnlBenefieid Use 

Data quality nssesament. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnklge between measurement endpoint 
and benellesl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for fudging if 
standardsor uses are not attained 

Water Body-specllle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potennal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRReeommendstlon 

Quail Creek 

Fecal Coliform~WaterlREC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) 
QAIQc 

Fecal Colifonn WQO is linked to REC-1. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 2-3 years old. 

6 bacteria samples, 4 samples exceeding (63%) WQO. 

I sampling site. 

Spring and winter sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Pasture lands, Agriculture, and natural sources. 

None. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should not be placed on the section 303(dJ Itst because 
applicable watcr qualtty standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to o r  causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the watc; body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Thc evaluation guideline used to intcrprct narrdtive water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality mcasursmcnts exceeded the water 
qualtty standard The staffconfidence that standards were not exceeded 1s 
moderate. 
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Region 3: Quail Creek 
Nitrate 

Water Body Quail Creek 

Stressor~edls/BeneficiaI Use NitrateMraterlMUN 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Progmm (CCAMP) QAIQC. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Nitrate WQO is linked to MUN. 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Wster Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(@ of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommend~tlon 

WQO is applicable to Municipal Drinking Water. 

Data age = 3 years old (samples taken from 2/1/99 to 11/30/99). 

6 samples, 4 samples exceeding. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Unknown 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentat~on'ior thls recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the sectton 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is bawd an the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered lo be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses have been established and apply to thc water body. 
4. Waler qualrty standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the age of the data were 
considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements collected to 
determine whether the water quality standard was exceeded. The staff 
confidence that standards were not exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Quail Creek 
Boron 

Water Body 

StressorNdlnlBenellclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendatiou 

Quail Creek 

BoroNWaterIAgricdNral Water Supply 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Boron WQO is linked to Agricultural Water Supply. 

WQO is applicable to AgriculNral Water Supply. 

Data age = 3 years old (samples taken from 711999 to 1111999). 

7 samples, I sample exceeding WQO. 

I station. 

Monthly sampling events 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Unknown; may be naNral condition. 

None. 

Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconcludc &at the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards arc not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadmuate aualitv. . . 
2. Thc data exhibited suficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Llencficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is a~rrlicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number ofthc water qualtty measurements cxcccded the 
water quality standard. 7 h c  staff cunlidencc that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Quail Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorMedidBenendPI Use 

Data quality nasesrment. Extent to 
whkh data quaUty requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneneal use or  standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specltle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB ~taff~eeommenbat ion  

Quail Creek 

Dissolved Oxygen/Water/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 2-3 yean old (samples taken from 2/1/1999 to Z/IO/ZOOO; over 
8 sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: I I samples, 1 sample exceeding. 

2 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) mcthods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a nahlral phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-now during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be dated on the section 303(d) list because 
applicabl;water quality standards are not exceeded: 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coverace. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 

' 

4. Water qualily slandard used is applicable. 
~ ~ 

5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality mcasurcmcnts excecdcd the 
water quality sundard. Thc staffcontidcnce that standards wcrc not 
exceeded is moderate 
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Region 3: Salinas Reclamation Canal 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Salinas Reclamation Canal 

StressorlMedinlBenenclnl Use Fecal C o l i f o ~ a t e r l R E C - l  

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if WQO are applicable to REC-I 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specillc Information Data age = 2-3 years old. 

Data used to assess water quality 37 bacteria samples, 33 samples exceeding (89%) WQO. 

Spatial representation 3 Stations. 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling events 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant Urban runoff, Pasture Lands, Natural Sources and AgriculNre. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Stall Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: , 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 3: Salinas Reclamation Canal 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Salinas Reclamation Canal 

StressorlMedislBeneflcial Ust Dissolved Oxygen/Water/COLD and WARM 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to Central Coast ~mbien t  Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 
whleh data qusllty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information Data age =2-3 years old (samples taken from U111999 to 2/10/2000; over 
27 sampling dates). 

Data used to assess water quality Dissolved Oxygen: 39 samples, 17 samples exceeding. 

Spatial representation 3 sampling sites. 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Useof standard method Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown, low dtssolvcd oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow dur~ng dry seasons, or snthropogcnically tnduccd; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) lin because applicable 
water quality standards a n  exrccdcd and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 

. - 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Salinas Reclamation Canal 
Nitrate 

Water Body 

Stresaor/MedidBenendnl Use 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility ofmeasure lor judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Salinas Reclamation Canal 

NitrateNatermrinking Water 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC. 

Nitrate WQO is linked to MUN. 

WQO is applicable to MUN. 

Data age = 2-3 yean old (samples taken from U111999 to 2/10/2000). 

34 samples with 13 samples exceeding. 

2 sampling sites 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Unknown 

None, 

Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
dacumcntation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&t probably cdnkbutes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. Thc data is considered to be ofadequa!equality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and tcmporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses aooly to the waterbody. 
4. Water quality standaid used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Salinas River (lower, estuary to near Gonzales Rd crossing, + 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Stressor~edillBenellcial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data qnallty requirements met. 

Llnkrgr brtnccn rncrsuremrnt endpoint 
sod bencllcal use or  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentld Source(s) ofPollvtant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

Salinas Rivcr (lower, estuary to near Gonzales Rd crossing, watersheds 
309.10 and 309.20) 

Dissolved OxygenlWaterlCOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Data age =2-3 years old (samples taken from 2/1/1999 to 5/15/2000; over 
29 sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 64 samplcs with 3 samples exceeding 

4 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. low dissolved oxveen can be a namral ohenomenon. e.e. 
~ ~ . ~~~~ . . 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require furthir analysis. 

None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not bc placed on the ;wtion 303(d) list bccausc 
applicable water quality standards are not e~ceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Salinas River (lower, estuary to near Gonzales Rd crossing, + 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlPlBeneGclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen mcsaurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water qnaUty 

Spatial representailon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Salinas River (lower, estuary to near Gonzales Rd crossing, watersheds 
309.10 and 309.20) 

Fecal Colifo~mIWaterIREC-I 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QIVQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 2-3 years old [samples taken from 2/99 to 2/00; 13 sampling 
dates (some sampling dates have multiple samples)]. 

54 samples, 14 samples exceeding WQO. 

4 stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because appl~cable 
water qualiry standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staRfindings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadequatc qualiry 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiaiand temooral coverage. - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Salinas River (lower, estuary to near Gonzales Rd crossing, + 
Boron 

Water Body Salinas River (lower, estuary to near Gonzales Rd crossing, watersheds 
309.10 and 309.20) 

StressorlMedi./Beneneisl Use Boron/WaterIAgricultural Water Supply 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Cenhal Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt Boron WQO is linked to Agricultural Water Supply. 
and benetleal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if WQO is applicable to Agricultural Water Supply. 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Wster Body-specYc Information Data age = 2-3 years old [samples taken from 711999 to 512000; I2 
sampling dates (some sampling dates have multiple samples)]. 

Data used to assess water quality 13 samples, 4 samples exceeding WQO 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

4 stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Potential Souree(s) of PoUutant Unknown; may be natural condition 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on !he seclion 303(d) llst because 
applicable water quality srandards are exceedcd and a pollutanl probably 
contributes to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadcquatc quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient svatiaiand &mv&al coveraae. 
3. ~cncficial uses apply to the witer body. 

. - 
4. Watcr qualtty standard used is appl~cable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadeauate number of the water aualitv measurements exceeded the 
water quaiity standard. The staff conkdeke that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Salinas River (middle, near Gonzales Rd crossing to conflue + 
Dissolved Oxygen 
- - 

Water Body 

StressorlMedi.IBenelld.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and henelleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-apeeifie Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforce~bie Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Salinas River (middle, near Oonzales Rd crossing to confluence with 
Nacimiento River) 

Dissolved Oxygeflater/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 2-3 years old (samples taken fmm 2/2/1999 to 4/24/2000; aver 
27 sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 51 samples with 5 exceedences 

3 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can bc a natural phenomenon. e.g. 
induccd by low-flow during dty seasons, or anthropogcnically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nuhient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

unknown. 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data 19 considered to be ofadquatcqualiry. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the w&erbody. 

. 

4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Salinas River (middle, near Gonzales Rd crossing to conflue + 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whieh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage beween measurement endpoint 
snd bcnencal use or slsndard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attahed 

Water Body-spednc Information 

Data used to assess water qualily 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Pmgram 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Salinas River (middle, near Gonzales Rd erossing to confluence with 
Nacimiento River) 

Fecal Coliform/Water/R@C-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal colifonn WQO is linked to REC-I 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 2-3 yean old (samples taken from 211999 to 4R000; IS 
sampling dates). 

15 samples, 2 samples exceeding WQO. 

I station. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgram (CCAMP) methods. 

None. 

Affer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentationfor this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The dara is considered to be ofadcquarc qualify. 
2. The data cxh~bitcd sumcicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific inhmation including fhc ags uEhc 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Salinas River (upper, confluence of Nacimiento River to San -+ 
Chloride 

Water Body 

StressorlMedillBeneBciaI Use 

Data qudlty sssessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benelical use or  standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciITe Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Salinas River (upper, confluence of Nacimiento River to Santa Margarits 
Reservoir) 

ChloridelWaterIMUN and Agriculture 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Chloride WQO is linked to AgriculNre and MUN. 

WQO is applicable to MUN and AgriculNre 

Data age = 2-3 years old. 

42 water samples, 42 samples exceeding (100%) WQO. 

3 Stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Agriculture, Urban Runoff, Pas* Lands. 

List. 

Atter reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This concluston IS based on !he slafffind~ngs that: 
1 Thc data is eons~dcred to be ofsdequae quallty. 
2. T h e  data e x h ~ b ~ ~ c d  sulficient s~aua l  and tem~oral coveraec - 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Salinas River (upper, confluence of Nacimiento River to San + 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMedis/Benefleial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whieh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage hehveen measurement endpoint 
m d  beneflrnl use or stnndnrd 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatla! representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potennal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatloo 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Salines River (upper, confluence of Nacimiento River to Santa Margarita 
Reservoir) 

Dissolved OxygewWater/COLD and WARM 

Cenml Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen is linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 3-5 yean old (samples taken from 2/2/1999 to 5/15/2000; ove; 
16 sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 29 samples with 4 samples exceeding. 

3 sampling sites 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, ag. 
induccd by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andfor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None. 

After reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list for dissolved 
oxygen because applicable water quality standard is not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is wnsidered to be of adequate Qualiw. . . 
2. The data exhibited sulficient spatiaisnd temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water qualify standard used is applicable 
5. Data are numerical 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the watcr quality measurements exceeded the 
watcr qualify standard for dissolved oxygen. Thc staficonfidcnce that 
standaids were not exceeded is moderate 
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Region 3: Salinas River (upper, confluence of Nacimiento River to San + 
Sodium 

Water Body Salinas River (upper, confluence of Nacimiento River to Santa Margarita 
Reservoir) 

StressorlMedinlBeneIIcial Use SodiumlwaterfAgriculNre and MUN 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring P r o g r h  (CCAMP) QNQC. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolot Sodium is linked to Agriculture and MUN. 
m d  benellcal use or  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if WQO is applicable to AgriculNre and MUN 
standsrds or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information Data age = 2-3 years old 

Data used to assess water quality 32 water samples, 32 samples exceeding (100%) WQO. 

Spatial representation 3 Stations. 

Temporal representstion Monthly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant Agriculture, Urban Runoff, PasNre Lands. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List 

SWRCB StaflRecommendstion After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate. aualitv. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatiaiand tckpokl coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data sr; numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watcr body information including age of the data were cons~dcred. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Salinas River (upper, confluence to Nacimiento River to Mar + 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Salinas River (upper, confluence to Nacimiento River to Margarita 
Reservoir) 

Stressor/Medi./Benefid.l Use Fecal ColifonnPXaterlREC-1 

Data quallty asseament. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If WQO is applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data age= 3-5 yean old (samples taken from 211999 to 212000: 7 
sampling dates). 

Data used to assess water quality 7 samples, I sample exceeding WQO. 

Spatial representation 4 stations. 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

PotenHal Source(s) of PoUutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion None. 

SWRCB StaflRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because it 
cannot be determined if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 



Region 3: Salinas River near Chualar 
Sulfate 

Water Body 

StressorlMedi.IBene6ei.l Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and henencal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recomrnendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recomrnendatlon 

Salinas River near Chualar 

SulfateANater/Aquatic Life 

USGS QMQC. 

Sulfate WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 1.5 years old (1997-2001). 

16 samples, 3 samples exceeding WQO. 

One segment of river near Chualar, CA (Represents only one location on 
Salinas River.). 

16 samples collected over 5 years. 

Numerical data. 

USGS methods were used. 

Unknown, may be natural condition. 

None. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendatio~ SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should not be olaced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate oualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spstiaiand trmporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. WaQ aualitv standard used is applicable . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information includtng the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded ishoderate 



Region 3: San Antonio Creek (San Antonio Watershed) 
Boron 

Water Body 

StrersorlMedhiBenendnl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Ulllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses arc not attained 

Water Body-speeine lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial reprerentatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

San Antonio Creek (San Antonio Watershed) 

Bor~ater/AgriculhlraI WaterSupply 

USGS QAIQC 

Boron WQO is linked to Agricultural Water Supply. 

WQO is applicable Agricul~ral Water Supply. 

Data age = 1-4 years old (1998-2001). 

6 samples, 4 samples exceeding WQO. 

One station. 

Winter, Spring, and Summer for 1998-2001 (6 sampling events). 

Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method USGS methods were used. 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant Unknown, may be naNral condition 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon None. 

SWRCB StsiiReeommendation In the review of the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adauate aualitv. . . .  
2. ?he data exhibited insuficient spatial and temporal covcragc. 
3. Beneficial UKE apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualily standard used is apdicable. . . -. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were consideid. 

A relatively low number of the water quality measurements were collected 
to determine whether the water quality standard was exceeded. The staff 
confidence that standards were not exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: San Antonio River 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medln/Benenelal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyspeclfie Infarm~tion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon 

San Antonio River 

Fecal ColifonnNatermEC-1 

Central Coast ~mbient  Monitoring Program (CCAMP) 

Fecal Colifonn WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 3-5 years old. (samples taken from 211999 to 512000; 16 
sampling dates). 

16 samples, 4 samples exceeding WQO. 

I stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. 

None 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
wulcr body should no1 bc placed on the secrlon 303(d) list bccaurc 
applicable water qual~ty standards are not excecdcd. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinas that: 
I. The data is considered to bc of adequatcquality. 
2. Thc data exhibited insumcicnt spatial and sufficient temporal co~cmge. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualiw standard used is ao~licable . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: San Benito River 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body San Benito River 

Str,essorlMedldBenefldal Use 

Data quallty aarnmcnt. Extent to 
which data qudity requirements met. 

Linhge behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedfle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaN Recommendation 

Dissolved OxygedWater/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QNQC 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age =4-5 years old (samples taken from 12/18/1997 to 12/16/1998; 
over IS sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 15 samples, 0 samples exceeding. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a nahual phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andfor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntation-for this rccommendation. SWRCB staff concludf lhat the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~atial and tcm~oral coverane 
3. Beneficial usrs apply to ,he water body. 

' - 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not exceeded is high. 



Region 3: San Benito River 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorMedis/BeneIicInl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data qudlfy requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and bencncal use o r  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafTRecommendatlon 

San Benito River 

Fecal ColifonnNatermEC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Fecal Colifonn WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age =4-5 yean old (samples taken from 1211997 to 1211998; I2 
sampling dates). 

12 samples, 5 samples exceeding WQO. 

2 stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Unknown 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB aaffconcludc that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a vollutant orobablv contributes 
to or ciusesihe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adauate aualiw. . . 
2. The data cxhihlbitcd suficicnt spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uscs apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data ark numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number oithc water quality measurements excecdcd the water 
quality standard. Thc staffconfidencc that standards were exceeded is 
moderate, 



Region 3: San Bernardo Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body San Bemardo Creek 

StressorMedll/Beneflclal Use Fecal ColifoMaterIREC-I 

Data quality assessment. Extent to M o m  Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) QAIQC. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 
snd benencsl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if WQO is applicable to REC-I. 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelfle Information Data age = 3-9 yean old (samples taken from 611993 to 511999). 

Data used to assess water quality 198 samples, 90 samples exceeding WQO. 

Spatial representation 2 stations. 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method M o m  Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methods 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendntlon ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that !he 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadeauate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is appl~cable. . . 
5. Data ari  numerical. 
6. Standard methods w e n  used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the water 
qualiry standard The staffconfidcnce that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: San Bernardo Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body San Bernardo Creek 

~ t r e s s o r / M & i ~ e n e f i d d  Use Dissolved OxygenlWaterlCOLD and WARM 

Data quality nsressment. Extent to Mono Bay National Monitoring Pmgmm (MBNMP) QNQC. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if WQO is applicable t? Aquatic Life. 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Wnter Body-specilic Information Data age =4-9 years old (samples taken fmm 6/8/1993 to 5/4/1998; over 
190 sampling dates). 

Data used to assess water quality Dissolved Oxygen: 355 samples, 15 samples exceeding. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

2 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Mono Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methods 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dly seisons, or anthropogenically induced: 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB StalTRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list for dissolved 
oxygen because applicable water quality standard is not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient snatiai and temooral coveraee. 
3. Benelicial uses have been appiy to the wate;body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . 
5. Data are numerical, 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: San Bernardo Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard for dissolved oxygen. The staff confidence that 
standards were not exceeded is high. 



Region 3: San Lorenzo Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

- - 

Water Body 

StressorMedln/Benefidsl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Idnluge between measurement endpolnt 
and bencncsl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speel~e Inform~tlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

~ l t e rna t i ve  Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

San L o r e m  Creek 

Fecal ColifondWaterlREC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Fecal Colifarm WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 2-3 years old 

15 bacteria samples, 9 samples exceeding (60%). WQO, Station LOK 15 
samples exceeding (100%). 

I site. 

Monthly sampling events, 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Agriculture, Urban Runoff, Pasture Lands and Natural Sources. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
dacumenta!ion-for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconrlud; that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) lisl because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temooral coveraee. 
3. Bcncficial uses apply to the wate; body. 

- 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water M y  information considered includes age of the data. 

All number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate, 



Region 3: San Lorenzo Creek 
Boron 

Water Body San Lorenm Creek 

Stressor/MedislBeneUeld Use BomnMlater/Agricultural Water Supply 

Data quality nssessment. Extent to Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Boron WQO is linked to Agricultural Water Supply. 
and beneilcal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if WQO is applicable to AgriculNre Watsr Supply. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclile Information Data age = 2-3 years old (samples taken from 711999 to 212000) 

Data used to l a ses  water quaUty 10 samples, 10 samples exceeding WQO 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

I station. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) 

Potential Souree(s) ofPoUutant Unknown; may be natural condition. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recomrnendntion None. 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docurnentation-for this rccomrncndation, SWRCB staff conclud;that the 
water body should bc placed on thc section 303(d) list because appllcablc 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causesthe problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temooral coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the wale; body. 
4. Water qualtty standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequatc number oflhe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceedcd is high. 



Region 3: San Lorenzo River Lagoon 
Sediment-Siltation 

Water Body San Lorem River Lagoan 

Stressor~edls/BeneBeisl Use Sediment-Siltation/Wster/Aquatic life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Unknown. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Sedimentation-Siltation is linked to the aquatic life beneficial use. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If N/A 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-spednc Information N/A 

Data used to assess water quality The original data appears to have been based on generic information that 
was not m l v  indicative of the conditions in the San L o r e m  River 
Lagoon. & C ~ t y  ofSanla CNZ'S 1989 study of lhc lower San Lorenzo 
Rivcr, which includes the Lagoon Management Plan, has estabilshcd that 
problems within the lagoon are associated with the breaching of the sand 
bar that becomes established between the lagoon and Monterey Bay, and 
are not due to the delivery of sediment from upstream sources. 

Spatial representation Water Street in Santa C m z  to Manterey Bay at the Boardwalk amusement 
park. 

Tempornl representation The sNdy ofthe Lagoon was completed in 1989. 

Data type Non-numerical description of the Lagoons conditions. 

Uae ofstandard method NIA 

Patentin1 Source(s) of Pollutant The report describes the problem being associated with breaching the sand 
bar. 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation Maintain Listing. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation ARer reviewine the available information nrovided bv the RWOCB and the 
rccommendati~n, SWRCB staff conclude;that the water body siould be 
removed from the sectson 303(d) list because there was onginslly no 

~ ~ 

information to support listing and currently there is no information 
available to assess if the problem due to a pollutant (apstream sediment 
sources). 



Region 3: San Luis Obispo Creek below W. Marsh Street 
Priority Organics 

Water Body 

StressorlMedls/Benefielal Use 

Data quaUty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcd use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglog If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelflc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendetion 

SWRCB StaR Recommendation 

San Luis Obispo Creek below W. Marsh Street 

F'riority Organicflissueffish Consumption 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring hogram (CCAMP) QAIQC and TSMP 

Priority Organics and PCBs MTRLs are linked to Fish Consumption. 

CTR for MTRLs in freshwater is applicable to Fish Consumption. 

Change listing from Priority Organics to PCBs. The following water body 
information is based on PCB data. 

Data 3 - I2 yean old, data collected at site (Goldfish tissue sample in 1990 
and a composite sample of 20 whole fish in 1999). species present at site, 
one time sample event. 

2 composite sample, 2 samples exceeding (PCBs) 

Two samples (A composite of 20 fish and a goldfish tissue sample). 

One time sampling event in the winter of 1990 and one in the spring of 
1999. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) and TSMP 
methods. 

Unknown Sources. 

Change Listing from Priority Organics to PCBs. PCBs MTRLs e x d a n c e  
in fish tissue. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be maintained on the list for Prioriiy Organtcs until 
more information is collected to suppon the change in listing. Thcre is 
insunicient data to change the listina from Priority Organics to PCBs. The 
PCB information submined to chanee listins wasbased on onlv hvo fish 
tissue samples, one in 1992 and theother in"l999. 

The data exhibited insufficient temporal coverage, 
An inadequate amounl of water quality measurements are available to 
make the determination to change the pollutanl designation. 



Region 3: San Luisito Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medlr/Benefldal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifle lnformation 

Data used to ssaess water quaUty 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

San Luisito Creek 

Fecal Coliform/Water/REC-1 

M o m  Bay National Monitoring Pmgnun (MBNMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Dam age = 3-9 years old (samples taken from 611993 to 511999). 

201 samples, 85 samples exceeding. 

l station 

Monthly sampling events 

Numerical data. 

M o m  Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methods. 

Unknown. 

None. 

Aner revtcwlng the available data and informalion and the RWQCB 
documentallon for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on thesection 303(d) list because aoolicable 
watcr quaiiiy standards arc cxcccded and a poll"tant probably c&~ributrs 
to or causcs the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinas that: 
I .  The data is considered to bc ofadequatcqualiiy. 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt temporal covcragc. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualiw standard used is ao~licable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watcr body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Santa Barbara Channellvarious sites 
Total coliform, E. coli, Enterococcus, nitrite, phosphate, sulfate, tu + 
Water Body Santa Barbara Chdnnel/various sites 

Stre~orlMedls/Beneficlal Use Total coliform, E. coli, Enterococcus, nitrite, phosphate, sulfate, nubidity, 
Dissolved Oxygen Temperature, conductivity and pWWaterlREC-1, 
WILD, MAR. 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
wblch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Santa Barbara County Creek Watchen (no QA Procedures). 

Measurements are linked to Aquatic Life, REC-I and MUN. 

Guidelines were not provided, so there is no applicability to Beneficial 
Use. Insufficient data was collected. Only 4 samoles were collected. In 
addition, QA procedures were not used. 

Date age = 2 years old (collected !?om 2001-2002) 

250 sample events. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Numerical. 

Standard methcds were not used 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation ' None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion ARcr reviewing the available data and infomation and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because data 
was collected in absent of QAIQC, standard methods and insufficient data. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of inadequate quality. 
2. Standard methods used in sample collection is unknown. 

An inadequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
extremely low. 



Region 3: Santa Maria River 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StresaorlMedislBenellclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Santa Maria River 

Dissolved Oxygen/Water/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Dissolved Oxygen are linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 1-2 years old (samples taken from 1/12/2000 to 2/28/2001, over 
15 sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 32 samples with 0 samples exceeding. 

3 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. low dissolved oxveen can be a natural ohenomenon. e.e ." . " 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis, 

None. 

Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should not be olaced on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualihr. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualih* standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Santa Maria River 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedialBouefielnl Use 

Data quality nrsesnment. Extent lo 
wblch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon 

Santa Maria River 

Fecal ColiformlWaterlREC-1 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Pmgram (CCAMP) QNQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to W - I .  

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 1-2 yean old. 

33 bacteria samples, 17 samples exceeding (52%) WQO. 

3 stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Pasture Lands, Urban Runoff, AgriculNre, Natural Sources. 

List. 

Afterreviewins. the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenlattonfor this rcrommcndation. SWRCB slaffconclude that thc 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeanate. 
2. The data exhibited adequate spatial and sunicient lemporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply lo the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information considered includes aze 
of the data. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 3: Santa Maria River 
Nitrate 

Water Body 

StressorMedillBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or  standard 

Utllity of measure for Judglng if 
standards or  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Santa Maria River 

NitrateANater/MUN 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Nitrate WQO is linked to MUN. 

WQO is applicable to MUN 

Data age = I year old. 

23 water samples, 23 samples exceeding (100%) WQO 

2-3 sites. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Urban Runoff, Agriculture and Pasture Lands. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water qual~ty standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff lindtngs that. 
I. The data e constdered to be of adequate qualtty. 
2. The data cxh~bttcd sufictcnt spattal and temporal coveraxe. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the water bodv. 

. 

4. Water quality stGdird used is applic&lc. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Santa Maria River Estuary 
Organochlorine 

Water Body Santa Maria River Estuary 

StressorMedillBenelicial Use Organochlorine/Sediment and TissueIAquatic Life 

Data quality nasessment. Extent to BPTCP and TSMP 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Sediment ERM-PEL guidelines are linked to Aquatic Life 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging I ERM-PELS in sediment and tissue are applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeific Infarmstion Data is 3-9 years old, data measured from sitehvater body, one sediment 
sample and a composite tissue sample of 20 stickleback fish, sediment 
sample collected in February 1993 and tissue sample collected in August 
1999. 

Data used to asses  water quality I sediment sample, 1 tissue sample exceeding. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Based on sediment sample and a tissue sample that is a composite of 20 
fish. 

Samples collected from Winter and Summer, however one sample was 
collected in 1993 and the other in 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method BPTCP and TSMP methods. 

Potential Source(s) ofPoUutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to exceedance in ERM-PELS in sediment and tissue. 

SWRCB StsR Recommendation Atter reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the . ~~~~ 

~~~~~~ ~ 

water body should not be placed on the list. Data was collected from two 
different media taken 6 years apart with only one sample for each sediment 
and tissue. 

An inadequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is extremely low. 



Region 3: Selected sites in Monterey Bay 
Nickel, chromium, arsenic 

Water Body Selected sites in Monterey Bay 

StressorlMedi.IBenencial Use Nickel, Chromium, AnenidSedimentlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 1998 Master Thesis by Anuraag Gill 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement eudpolnt Metals in sediment are linked to Aquatic Life. 
and henefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Metals concentrations in sediments can impact Aquatic Life 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information BPTCP protocol were used (used TEL, not PEL). Therefore insufficient 
data quality to list. Toxicity data was not available. 

Data used to assess water quality Unknown. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Unknown. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Nahlral geologic sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewine the available datl and infomatian and the RWOCB - ~ ~~~~ .-- 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should not bc placed on the list duc to lack of QAQC and 
standard methods used in the collection and processing of samples. 

An inadequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeding the 
water quality standard is unknown. The staff confidence that standards 
were exceeded is extremely low 



Region 3: Sisquoc River 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMPdia!BeneIld.l Use 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
which data qudity requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencnl use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentla1 Source(6) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Sisquoc River 

Dissolved OxygenlWaterlAquatic Life 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age = 1-2 years old (samples taken fmm 1/12/2000 to 2/28/2001; over 
16 sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen; 20 sample with 3 samples exceeding. 

2 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a nahlral phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation and/or nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB . - 
documcntal~on-for thts recommendatloo, SWRCB staflconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the sccuon 303(dJ list for d~ssolved 
oxygen because applicable water quality standard is not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staflfindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water bcddy- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number ofthc water quality measurements cxceeded the 
waler quality standard for dissolved oxygen. The staficonfidencc that 
standards were not exceeded is high 



Region 3: Soda Lake 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StreaorlMedldBenefieial Use 

Data qusllty assessment. Exlent lo 
which data quality requiremeats mel. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefieal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Informstion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Soda Lake 

Dissolved OxygeNaterlCOLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAlQC 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life 

Data age= 2 years old (samples taken from 111 112000 to 5/1/2000; over 6 
sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 7 samples with 4 samples exceeding. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, law dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dly seasons, or anthropogenically induced: 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None 

Ancr rcvicuing the ava~lablc data and information and the RWQCR 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludc that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because it can 
not be determined if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that the data exhibited 
insufficient temporal coverage. 



Region 3: Tembladero Slough 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StrsorlMedlPIBeneficIal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
md benefical use or  stmdard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses arc not attained 

Water Body-specific lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data &e 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Ponutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaliRecommendatlon 

Tembladem Slough 

Fecal Coliform/Water/REC-l 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAlQC 

Fecal Colifonn WQO is linked to -1. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I 

Data age = 2-3 years old. 

8 bacterial samples, 5 samples exceeding (63%) WQO. 

I site. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Pasmre Lands, Urban Runoff, Agriculhlre, Natural Sources. 

List 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcnlarton-for thzs rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude'thal the 
warcr body ~hould be placed on the section 303(d) 1st bccausc appl~cable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant conuibutcsii or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauaate. 
2. The data exhibited suRic(cnt tcmp&al coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6 Standard methods wcrc used. 
7. Othcr watcr body information considered includes age ofthc data 

An adcquatc number of the watcr qualiry measurements cxccedcd the wh'atcr 
qualiry standard. The staffconfidence that standards wcrc cxccedrd is 
high. 



Region 3: Tembladero Slough 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMedl.IBenefid.l Use 

Data qnallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utllity of measure for Judging If 
standards or  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Tembladero Slough 

Dissolved OxygedWater/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked COLD and WARM beneficial uses 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age 2-3 yean old (samples taken from 3/1/1999 to 2/7/2000, over I2 
sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: I I samples, I sample exceeding. 

1 sampling site 

Monthly sampling, 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown, low dissolved oxygen can be a natural phenomenon, e.g. 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nurrient loading. Determination 
will require funher analysis. 

None 

Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusiou is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard u x d  is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watcr body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadcquatc number ofthc watcr quality measurements exceeded the 
watcr quality standard. The staffconlidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 
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Region 3: Tequisquita Slough 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedillBenefieill Use 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefiesl use or standard 

UtUlty ofmeasure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific I~~formntian 

Data used to assess water quaflty 

Spatial representatloo 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Tequisquita Slough 

Fecal Colifoi~dWater/REC-l 

Cenhal Coast Ambient Monitoring hogram (CCAMP) QAIQC 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 4-5 yean old. 

16 bacteria samples, 10 samples exceeding (63%) WQO 

I station. 

Monthly sampling events 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Agriculture, Nonpoint Sources and Nahlral Sources. 

List. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) 11% because appl~cablc 
water qual~ty standards arc c~cccded and a pollutant contnbutcs to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considcrcd to be of adequatc: 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal covcragc. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality s t a & d  used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information considered includes age of the data. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 3: Tequisquita Slough 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medls/Beneficlal Use 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Tequisquita Slough 

Dissolved Oxygen/Water/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencsl use or  standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specYc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatton 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potenlial Source(s) of Pollvtsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Dissolved Oxygen is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life 

Data age = 4-5 years old (samples taken from 12/18/1997 to 12/16/1998; 
over 15 sampling dates). 

Dissolved Oxygen: 19 samples with 3 samples exceeding. 

I sampling site. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Unknown, law dissolved oxygcn can be a natural phenomenon, cg .  
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anrhopogcnically induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis. 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconelude that the 
water body should no1 be placed one the list for dissolved oxygen because 
the appl~cablc water quality standards are no1 exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindines that: ~ ~~ ~~ 

I .  The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sullicient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standards for dissolved oxygen. The staff confidence that 
standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 3: Upper Salinas Riverltributaries 
Temperature, Nutrients, Turbidity, Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Upper Salinas Riverlt~ibutaries 

Stressor/Medir/Benenclal Use Temperature, Nutrients, Turbidity, Dissolved OxygenlSedimenffAquatic 
Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Data was collected by the Las Tables Resource Conservation District, 
whieh data quality requirements met. however quality assurance information was not provided with the data. It 

is unknown if the measurements provided are reliable. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Measurements are linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencal useor standard 

Utility of measure for judging if The measurements can be compared to the water quality objectives in the 
standards or uses are not attained Basin Plan. 

Water Body-speelne Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality Data are summarized by month. The summaries indicate that for the most 
part data do not exceed water quality standards. The summaries show that 
dissolved oxvaen data mieht exceed standards for Atascadem Creek and 
upper ~ a ~ i n s i i ~ v e r .  ~o&vcr ,  no QNQC was provided and it is unclear 
how the summaner were developed. Unrummsrircd data arc not in the 
record. 

RWQCB CCAMP monitoring data for dissolved oxygen shows that water 
quality standards are not exceeded in this water body. 

Spatial representation 20 stations. 19 stations have 6 samples. Only one station has 10 samples. 
The data only included general water quality descriptions including 
temperature, nutrients, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen. Most stations only 
had one or two sampling events. The station with the highest number of 
samples had four sampling events. 

Temporal representation Monthly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method The methods used to collect the data are presented in the submittal but he 
methods are not referenced to standard methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

Alternative Enforeeahle Program 

RWQCB Recornmendstion Do not list. There was not enough data to determine water quality 
wnditions. In addition, quality assurance information was not provided. 

SWRCB . Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the list due to lack of QAIQC and 
standard methods used in collection samples. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements were taken to 



Region 3: Upper Salinas Riverltributaries 
Temperature, Nutrients, Turbidity, Dissolved Oxygen 

determine whether the water quality standards were exceeded. The staff 
confidence that standards were exceeded is extremely low. 



Region 3: Uvas Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlllBene~elal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) OfPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Uvas Creek 

Fecal ColiformMraterlREC-I 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring hogram (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data age = 4-5 years old (samples taken from 12/97 to 12/98), 

7 samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

4 stations 

Monthly sampling events 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods 

Unknown. 

None. 

Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndat~on, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bod" should not be olaced on the section 303(d) list because it 
cannot behetenuined if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conciurion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate auaiiw. 
2. The data exhibited insuflicicnt spatkl and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial user apply to the water body. 
4. Water suality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data & numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is low. 



Region 3: Walters Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedidBenetlei.l Use 

Dstn quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or  uses arc not attained 

Wster Body-specltlc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spstisl rcprcsentatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Saurce(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Walters Creek 

Fecal ColifotmAVater/REC-l 

Mono Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) QAIQC. 

Fecal eoliform WOO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I 

Data age = 3-9 years old (samples taken from 611993 to 511999). 

141 samples, 75 exceeding WQO. 

I station. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methods 

Unknown 

None. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, S W C B  sraff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant probably contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: - 
1. Thc data is considered to be ofadsquatc qual~ry. 
2. Thc data cxh~bited ruficicnt temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Warden Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StreasorMedis/BenelidaI Use 

Data quslily assermemt. Extent to 
which dsts quallty requlremenls met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneficel use or rtnndard 

Utility of measure lor judging IT 
standards or uses .re not attained 

Water Body-speclfic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data lype 

Use orstandard method 

Potenlial Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Warden Creek 

Fecal ColiformlWater/REC-l 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program WBNMP) QA/QC. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life, 

Data age = 3-6 years old (samples taken from 311996 to 411999). 

292 samples, l I0 samples exceeding. 

2 stations. 

Monthly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

Morro Bay National Monitoring Program (MBNMP) methods 

Unknown. 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommcndation, SWRCB staff conclud~that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(dJ list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a ~ollutant probably contributes 
to or c&sesthe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate suality. 
2. The data exhibited sumcient spatiaiand temp&al carerage. 
3. Beneficial u c s  apply to thc watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data a& numerical 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adcquatc number ofthe watcr qualiiy mcasurmcnts cxcccdrd the watcr 
quality standard. The staffconfidencc that standards were exceedcd is high. 



Region 3: Warden Creek 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StressorlMediaiBene~ehl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyapecinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommendatlon 

Warden Cnek 

Dissolved Oxygen/Water/COLD and WARM 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) QAIQC. 

Dissolved Oxygen is linked to COLD and WARM beneficial uses. 

Exceedances of Basin Plan water quality objective in place for the 
protection of aquatic life. 

Samples taken from 12/14/93 to 5/18/98 with over 168 sampling dates 

Dissolved Oxygen: 407 samples with 144 exceedances. 

2 sampling sites. 

Monthly sampling. 

Numerical data. 

Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) methods. 

Unknown. low dissolved oxvzen can be a nahlral nhenomenon. e.e. . - . - 
induced by low-flow during dry seasons, or anthropogenicaily induced; 
e.g. removal of riparian vegetation andlor nutrient loading. Determination 
will require further analysis 

None, 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) lrst because appl~cable 
water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutanl probably conrnbutes 
to or causes the problem 

This conclurion is based on the slafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sullicient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses ~DD!V to the water body. 
4. Water quality sta;;d&d used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data wen considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Watsonville River 
Metals (copper, zinc, lead) 

Water Body 

StressorIMedldBenenelrl Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfic Information 

Watsonville River 

Metals (copper, zinc, lead)AVater/Aquatic Life 

Original data of unknown quality, newly submitted data of satisfactory to 
high quality. 

Water column data directly comparable to numeric objectives for 
designated beneficial use. 

Numeric data directly comparable to water quality objective. 

Original data from Sept. 1994; new data (submitted in 2002) from early 
1996 through May 2002. 

Data used to assess water quality Total water column copper, lead, and zinc. Out of 30 samples collected, 
none excceded the water quality standards for these metals. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Similar spatial coveragcflocations as original 1994 sampling. 

Original listing on Sept. 1994 data only, new data cover multiple months 
of 6 years. 

Numerical data. 

Original (1994) data= unknown. New data = yes (County, Water 
Authoriiy, and RWQCB collected). 

NIA 

None. 

ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited mflicicnt spatiai and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uxs  apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The naffeonfidencc that standards were not exceeded is high. 



Region 3: Watsonville Slough 
Oil and Grease 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedinlBenefiel.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoinl 
and bencfiesl use or  slandsrd 

Utllity of measure for judglng If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendstlon 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Watsonville Slough 

Oil and Grease/Water/Aquatic Life 

Original data of unknown quality, newly submitted data of satisfactory to 
high quality. 

Water column data directly comparable to narrative objectives for 
designated beneficial use; numeric indicator similar to numeric criteria 
used by state of Florida. 

Numeric data as indicator value for narrative objective 

Original data 5 samples from 1994 study; new data from Febluary and May 
2002. 

23 samples all non-detect for Oil & Grease using EPA lab Method and 
acceptable detection limits. 

l I locations throughout slough system (10 locations used in 1994 
watershed study). 

Original listing based on 4 monthly samples fmm Scpt. - Dcc. 1994; new 
data covcr ma months (February and May) of 2002. 

Numerical data. 

Original (1994) data = unhown 
New data = RWQCB collected, Method for Oil & Grease, EPA Method 
1664. 

N/A 

None 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from the seclion 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards arc not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate-quality. 
2. Thc d3la exhibitrd sumcicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to intemret naktive wateraualitv . . 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other waterbody- or site-specific information including the effects age 
of the data were considered. 
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Region 3: Watsonville Slough 
Oil and Grease 

All of the water quality measurements did not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate 



Region 3: Zayante Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

Water Body 

Stresror/MedlnlBeneflclal Use 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirement8 met. 

Linkage between measurcmenl cndpolnt 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelflc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Zayante Creek 

Sedimentation-Siltation/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assurance procedures used. Assessment made of the 
consistency of methods used. 

Geomorphalogical data linked to Aquatic Life protection 

Sedimentation can directly affect aquatic life 

Data = 2 years (1998 and 1999), Samples collected from site. 

RimeiRun embeddedness = 45% samples exceed at Site 13a and 13b, 40% 
sam~les  exceed at Site 13e. 54% samoles exceed at Site 2-1.47% samoles 
cxcccd a1 Stte 2-2,39% samples cxcfcd at Site 2 4 4 2 %  samples excced 
at Slte 2-5,46% samples exceed at Slle 2-6. For F~ne Sediments In RlfIlcr 
= 40% samples exceed at Suc 13b. 50% samples. Data showcd Impacts an 
fish oooulaiion due to sedimentatiodsiltatio~ in 1998 and 1999. e*eeed at . . 
Site 13c, 45% silmples exceed at Sitc 13d. 38% samples exceed a1 Sitc 2-1, 
349'0 samples exceed at Site 2-2. For D5O: 31mm (minimum for a reach) = 
i2mm at Site 2-1, 14mm ax Site 2-2,24mm at Site 2-5, 3Omm at S ~ t e  2-7. 

Zig-Zag sample design, 10 samples 

Late spring-early summer. 

Numerical data. 

Standard methods were used. 

Improperlillegal grading of private roads and home sites, lack of vegetation 
around home sites, agriculture, residential use, roads and timber. 

List. 

Atter reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB ~~~ ~ ~~~~ ~ ~ . - 
documcnlation-for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributesio or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 

1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited adequate spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. 'The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 



Region 3: Zayante Creek 
Sedimentation-Siltation 

6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- information including riflle/lun embeddedness and 
age ofthe data wen  considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staRconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate, uncertain on how to interpret rifllelrun embeddedness. 
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Region 4: Avalon Beach-between BB restaurant and Tuna Club 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Avalon Beach-between BB restaurant and Tuna Club 

StressorlMedinlBenenclal Use Bacteria IndicatorsAYater/REC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to County Health Depamnent 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB StatTRecommendation 

Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards. 

Data 3 yean old, collected at site. 

42 samples, 7 samples exceeding. 

1 sation: DHS (120) which is the same as DHS (126)99. This station 
represents the beach SO yards on either side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods 

Point and nonpoint sources 

None. 

List. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude 
that the water body should be placed on the section 303(d) Its! because 
appl~cable water qualify standards arc exceeded and s pollutanl contribuler 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclus~on is based on the slalTfindings ha[: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadcquate qual~fy. 
2. The data exhibited suflicicnl spalial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses aoolv to the water bodv. 

. 

4. Water quality stania;d used is applica61e. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water bady- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Avalon Beach-between Pier and BB restaurant (113) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medls/Beneficlal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

UlUity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutnbt 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntlon 

SWRCB StaNReeommendation 

Avalon Beach-between Pier and BB restaurant (113) 

Bacteria IndieatorslWateriREC-I 

County Health Department. 

Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards. 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

43 samples, 14 samples exceeding 

I station: DHSI 18. This station represents the beach 50 yards an eithez 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonvoint sources. 

List. 

Alter rrvlewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffcanrlude 
that the water bod" should be vlaced on the section 3031d) list because 
applicable water duality standards are exceeded and a pbliutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
1. The data is canstdcrcd to be of ad~~uatc-~uallty 
2 The data e x h ~ b ~ c d  sullic~enl spat~al and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses a n ~ l v  to the water body. 
4. Water quality st&ia;d used is applicab;le. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Avalon Beach-between Pier and BB restaurant (213) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body 

StressoriMedls/Bene~cial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data qnallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Jndglng if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon 

Avalon Beach-between Pier and BB restaurant (13) 

Bacteria IndicatorslWatermEC-I 

County Health Depamnent. 

Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards. 

Data 3 years old, collectedat site. 

43 sample, 10 samples exceeding. 

I station: DHS(1 19). This station represents the beach 50 yards an either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000. and 2001, 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources 

List, 

Aner reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB slaffconcludr. 
that the water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Avalon Beach-between storm drain and Pier (113) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Avalon Beach-between storm drain and Pier (10) 

Stre8sorlMedi.IBenefidd Use Bacteria IndicatorslWaterlREC-1 

Data qualily assessment. Extent to 
which data quaUty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUity of measure Tor judglng if 
standards or uses are not nttalned 

Water Body-speeifie Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntlon 

County Health Department 

Bacterial indicator densities databeach postings and closure are linked to 
REC-1. 

Beach postiogs and closure as a result of bacterial indicator data is 
applicable to REC-I. 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

17 samples exceeding standards out of 44 samples. 

1 station. This station represents the beach 50 yards on either side of the 
sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

Aner reviewing thr'availablc data and information provtdcd by lhc 
RWQCB documenlalion for this recommcndat~on, SWRCB staficonclude 
that the water bcdy should bc placcd on thc section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a Gliutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiai and tcmporal coverage. 
3. BencRcial uscs apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Avalon Beach-between storm drain and Pier (213) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Avalon Beach-between storm drain and Pier (Z3) 

StressorlMedis/Beneficial Use Bacteria Indicators/WaterREC-1 

Data quaUty asae~sment. Extent to County Hcailh Depanmcnt 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstlon 

Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards. 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

43 samples, 17 samples exceeding. 

1 station: DHS(I16). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,ZM)O. and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

ARcr reviewing the avatlablc data and information provtdcd by lhc 
RWQCB documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB stafTconcludc 
that the water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinas that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adcquatequaiiry. 
2. The data exhibited wfficicnt spatial and tcmporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Silver 

Water Body Ballona Creek 

Stressor/MedillBenend.l Use Silver~issue/Aquatic Life 

Data quallry srsormemt. Exbnt to Unknown 
whlch data quslity requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Use protection. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses 
standards or uses are not attained 

Wnter Bodyapeclfic Information N/A 

Data used to assess water quality N/A 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Delist because EDLs are not a valid assessment guideline. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB , ~- 

documcntation?or this recommendation. S W C B  staffconcluded that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(dJ llst bccsurc the 
apdicd EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to intemret narrative water 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Trash 

Water Body 

Stressor~MedillBeneficial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Ballona Creek 

TrasWaterIAquatic Life and PJ3C-2 

N/A 

NIA 

TMDL Completed. 

Atter reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Arsenic 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedidBeneBei.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
nod benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeiBc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temp~ral  representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPoUutnnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Ballona Creek 

ArseniwTissue/Aquatic Life 

unknown 

MTRLs are not linked to Aquatic Life. 

MTRLs do not exist for arsenic and are not applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

unknown 

Delist because there is no MTRL guideline for arsenic. 

After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWOCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff 
cunccudcd that the water body should bc rernaved'from the secltan 303(dJ 
list bccausc MTRL gu~del~ncs cannol be used for prolcct!on ofaquallc l~ fc  



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Chem A 

Water Body 

StressorlMedIn/Beneflclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standsrds or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Ballona Creek 

Chem ATissueIAquatie Life 

QAPP 

Chem A NAS guideline is linked to Aquatic Life. 

NAS guidelines are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Unknown (not mentioned). 

Number of samples for old data is unknown and new data was not 
presented. 

Unknown: old data and new data was not presented. 

Unknown: old data and new data was not presented. 

Unknown: old data and new data was not presented. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Originally recommended for delisting. Revaluation resulted in a 
recommendation to maintain on the list until new or alternate comparison 
value is available. 

In the review of the available data and information provided by the 
RWOCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff 
conciudcd that the water body should nor be rcmo\cd hom the sectton 
303(d) list because the NAS guidelines are not outdated and remain a valid 
assessment tools. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Copper 

Water Body Ballona Creek 

Stressor/MedislBenefieinl Use CoppertTissuelAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Unknown 
whlcb dats quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

Utlilty of measure for judging if EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedtle Information N/A 

Data used to assess water quality N/A 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation N/A 

Data type NIA 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

AlternativeEnforceabie Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because EDLs are not a valid assessment guideline. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret narmtive water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Lead 

Water Body 

Stressor~edlllBeneflciaI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benelical use or  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recornmendstion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Ballona Creek 

LearYfissudAquatic Life 

Unknown 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Use protection. 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist because EDLs are not a valid assessment guideline. 

In the review of the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that the 
watcr body should be removed from the rcclion 303(d) list because the 
appl~ed EDL guidelines arc not a valid tool to inlcrpret narrative watcr 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
TBT 

Water Body 

StressorlMedl./Benellclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Ballona Creek 

TBT/Sedimcnt/Aquatic Life 

Unlmown 

Llnksp between measurement endpoint 
md benellcsl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial reprerentatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Sta(iRecommendation 

There is not a valid assessment guideline for TBT in sediment. 

There is not a valid assessment guideline for TBT in sediment. 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist because there is not a valid assessment guidelines for TBT. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWOCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff 
conciudcd that the water body should bc rcmovcd from the sccllon 303(d) 
llst bccausc there IS no valid asscssmcnt guldcltnc Tor TBT in sedlment 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Dissolved Lead 

Water Body 

StresaorlMedir/Beneficid Uae 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
st.ndsrds o r  uses are not attnlned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion 

Ballona Creek 

Dissolved LeadlWaterlAquatic Life (warm water and freshwater, wildlife 
habitat) 

Las Angeles County Stormwater Program. 

Lead CTR criteridn is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Lead CTR criterion is applicable. 

Data is I - 5 years old. 

38 water samples, 5 (13.2%) above chronic criterion. 

Samples collected spatially along the creek. 

Fall, Winter, Spring, Summer in different years 

Numerical data. 

Los Angeles County Stormwater Program methods. 

Nonpoint. 

List due to 10% exceedance for dissolved lead. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntationffor this recommendation, SWRCB ~1affconclud;that the 
watcr body should be placed on lhc section 303(d) list because appllrable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe problem. 

This canclurion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~at ia l  and temooral coverace, - 
3. Beneficial uses have been cslablished and apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season and age of 
the data were considered. 

Some of the walcr quality measurements exceeded the watcr quality 
slandud. The staffconfidence thal standards were cxcecdcd is low. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Dissolved Copper 

Water Body 

StressoriMedidBenefidai Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met  

Llnluge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Informstion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Ballona Creek 

Dissolved Coppcr/Water/Aquatic Life (warm water and freshwater, 
wildlife habitat) 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

Copper CTR criterion is linked to Aquatic life. 

Copper CTR criterion is applicable. 

Data 1-5 years old, data measured in waterbody, environmental conditions 
(winter, spring in different years). 

38 water samples, 17 Sample exceeding acute criteria, 21 samples 
exceeding in chronic criteria. 

Samples were collected spatially along the creek 

Fall, spring, winter, summer in different years. 

Numerical data. 

LA County Stormwater Program methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After rcv~cwtng the avatlable data and tnfonation and the RWQCH 
docurncntat~on for th~s rccommendat~on, SWRCB staff conciudc that the 
water body should be placed on the sectlon 303(d) ilst because a~~ l t cab le  
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . 
2. The data exhtbited ruficiea spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been cstabliled and apply to the watcr body 
4. Water quality standard used is a~~ l i cab ie  
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard mcthods were used. 
7. Other watcr body information including thc effects season, storm evcnts 
and age of the data bere considered, 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Total Selenium 

Water Body 

StressorlMediP/Beneflei.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage b e h w n  measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlnl Source(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Ballona Creek 

Total Selenium~WaterIAquatic Life (warm water, and wildlife habitat) 

Los Angeles County Depanment of Public Works. 

Selenium CTR is linked to Aquatic life. 

Selenium water quality criterion from the CTR is applicable to Aquatic 
Life. 

Data 3-5 years old, data measured in waterbody, environmental conditions 
is winter, spring in different years was considered. 

25 water samples, 3 samples exceeding 

Samples were collected spatially along the creek. 

Fall, spring, summer, winter in different years. 

Numerical data. 

Los Angeles Department of Public Works methods. 

Nonpoint sources (Stormwater). 

List due to 10% exeeedanees in total selenium 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentation for lhis recommendation. SWRCB slaffconcludc that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a vollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatiaiand kmp&l coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have b m  established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable 
5. Data are numerical, 
6. Standard melhods were used. 
7. Other water body information sncluding the cffccls season, storm cvcnls 
and age of the data were considered 

Somc ofthc water qualiry measurcmcnts exceeded the water qualily 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 
Dissolved Zinc 

- 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medis/Bene11cinl Uae 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whkh data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflesl use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon 

Ballona Creek 

Dissolved Zin*Water/Aquatic Life (warm water and freshwater, wildlife 
habitat) 

Los Angeles County Department ofhbl ic  Works 

Zinc CTR criterion is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR criterion is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 1-5 y e m  old, environmental data measured at site, samples collected 
multiple seasons. 

39 water samples, 5 water samples exceeded. 

Data was collected spatially ahng the creek. 

Fall, spring, winter, summer in different years. 

Numerical data. 

Los Angeles Department of Public Works methods 

Nonpoint sources (possible sources include urban and stormwater ~ n o m  

List due m 10% exceedance for zinc. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek 

-- 

Water Body 

StressorlMedidBene~clal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qudlty requlrements met. 

Llnksge behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneficd use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecornmendatlon 

Ballona Creek 

pWater1Aquatic Life (warm freshwater habitat and wildlife habitat) 

Los Angeles County Stonnwater Program 

pH WQO is linked Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 1-5 yean old, environmental data measured at site, samples collected 
during multiple seasons. 

40 water samples, 5 water samples exceeding. 

Data was collected spatially along the creek. 

Fall and spring. 

Numerical data. 

LA County Stormwater Program methods. 

Nonpoint sources (possible sources include urban and stormwater mnom. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the sccljon 303(d) list because applicable 
watcr quality standmds are cxcccded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: - 
I .  The data is cansidcrcd to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water aualih, staklard used is aoolicable. . , . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including season and age of the data were 
considered. 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek Estuary 
Aroclor 

Water Body Ballons Creek !&hmry 

Stressor/Medlr/Benefld.l Use AroclorlTissuelAquatic Life 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to BPTCP 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Aroclor MTRL not linked to Aquatic Life 
and beneflenl use o r  standard 

UtUIty of measure for Judglng if MTRL is not applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelflc Information Data oresented is 3-9 vears old for Lead Chlordane DDE and PAH. There 
was no data presented for Aroclor. Data was measured in waterbody, 
Environmental conditions (fall, winter). 

Data used to assess water qualily 49 sediment samples were collected. The number Aroclor samples 
exceeding is unknown because data was not presented. 

Spatial representation 

Temporalreprerentstion 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Unknown. 

Falllwinter and different years. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides, stormwater mnofflaerial deposition from urban 
areas. 

Delist because it is listed for PCBs in tissue. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 

~ ~ ~~~ ~~~~~ --. ~~~ 

warn body should not be lined on the 2'002 section 303(d) list for Armlor 
because the water body is already listed for PCBs. Aroclor is anothcr 
name for ~olychlorinat~d bi~henvls (PCB). This would result in a . . .  . 
duplicate water body listing for the same pollutant. 



Region 4: Ballona Creek Wetland 
Arsenic 

Water Body 

StressarlMedln/Beneneisl Use 

Dsta quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty 01 measure lor judging If 
standards or uses arc not atlalned 

Water Body-specl~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Dsts type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeomrnendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Ballona Creek Wetland 

ArsenicKissue/Fish Consumption 

TSMP 

Arsenic MTRL is linked to Fish Consumption. 

MTRL is applicable to Fish Consumption. 

Data 6 years old, Environmental data measured at sitelwaterbody, Species 
present, one-time sample. 

I fish tissue sample, number exceeding samples is unknown 

One sample only. 

One sample event. 

Numerical data. 

TSMP methods. 

Unknown. 

Delist thcre is not a MTRL guideline for arsenic. 

After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff 
concluded that the water body should be removed from the section 303(d) 
list because there are no MTRL guidelines for arsenic. 



Region 4: Burbank Western Channel 
Cadmium 

Water Body Burbank Western Channel 

Stressor/MediP/BenelicInl Use C a d m i ~ a t e r I A q u a t i c  Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Quality assurance procedures followed by the City of Burbank are 
which data quality requirements met. appropriate. All data quality procedures were met for the samples analyzed. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Cadmium water quality criterion in water is linked to Aquatic Life 
beneficial use. 

Cadmium CTR water quality criterion is applicable. 

Data age = I year, data was collected at the site, 15 samples were collected 
from summer 2001 through spring 2002. 

15 water samples, 0 samples exceeding. 

2 sites. 

Samples were collected throughout the period from July 2001 -March 
2002. 

Numerical. 

Standard methods were used. 

Maintain Listing. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the ~ ~ ~ ~ 

water body should remain on the section 303(d) list because there were an 
insuflicicnt number ofdata paints to detcrminc ifapplicable warcr quality 
standards are not exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temuoral coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uscs have been established for and apply to th;watcr body. 
4. Water qualtty standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used 
7. Othcr water body- or site-specific information including the erects of 
season and age ofthe data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements were callcctcd to 
determine ifwatcr quality standard are not exceeded. The staff conRdcnce 
that standards wcre not cxcccdcd is low. . 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, R10, R11, R12, R13 (was Conejo + 
Cadmium 

Water Body 

StressorlMedinlBenenclai Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards o r  user .re not attained 

Water Body-speefne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendation 

Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, RiO, RI I, R12, R13 (was Conejo CreekRi, 
RZ, R3, R4) 

CadmiumTTissue/COMM BU 

TSMP 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist because EDLs are not a valid assessment guideline. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconcluded that the 
water body should be rcmovcd fmm the scctlon 303(d) l~s t  because the 
appl~cd EDL guidcllncs are not a valid tool to Interpret narrattvc water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, R10, R11 (was Conejo Creek R1, R2 + 
Silver 

Water Body Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, R10, RI I (was Conejo Creek R1. RZ, R3, R4) 

Stresaor/MedialBenellclal Use Silver~Tissue/COMM BU 

Data quality assessment. Extent to TSMP 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specillc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation . 
Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommend~tiou 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

Delist EDLs are not a valid assessment guideline. 

After reviewinp the available data and information and the RWOCB 
dorumcntationrfor this recommendation, SWRCB staflconclud~d that thc 
water body should be rcmovcd hom thc section 303(d) list bccausc the 
applied EDL yideliner are not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek WA, WB, R10, R11 (was Conejo Creek R1, R2 + 
Chromium 

Water Body Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, RIO, R1 I (was Conejo Creek Ri. RZ, R3, R4) 

StressorlMedldBenefidsl Use ChromiudTissue/COMM BU 

Data quality assessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneficnl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Unknown 

NIA 

NIA 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

Delist because EDLs a n  not a valid assessment guideline. 

SWRCB St~RReeommend~tlon Aficr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB ~laffconcluded that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the . . 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, R10, R11 (was Conejo Creek R1, R2 + 
Nickel 

Water Body Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B. RIO, RI I (was Conejo Crsek RI, R2, R3, R4) 

StresrorlMedirlBenenciai Use NickebTissudCOMM 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpoint EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representatlon Unknown 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendstlon Delist because the listing was based on EDLs which are not a valid 
assessment guideline. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that the 
wnter body should be removed from the sccllon 303(d) l~sl because the 
applied EDL gu~dcl~ncs are nor a val~d tool to interpret narratlvc ualer 
quality standards 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek R9A, R9B, R10, R11, R13 (was Conejo Reach R + 
Dacthal 

Water Body 

StressorlMedIUBenelldai Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging IT 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specYc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Calleguas CreekR9A, R9B, RIO, RI I, R13 (was Conejo ReachRl, R2, 
R3, R4) 

DacthaUissuelCOMM 

TSMP 

EDLs are not linked to COMM. 

EDLs are not applicable to COMM. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because EDLs are not a valid assessment guideline. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation~for this recommendation, SWRCB staiiconc1ud;d that lhe 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list bcrausc the 
applied EDL guidelines arc not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality smdards. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek R9B (was part of Conejo Creek Reaches 1 and + 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Calleguas Creek R9B (was part of Conejo Creek Reaches 1 and 2) 

StressorlMediPlBenei7cinl Use Fecal Colifonn&VaterlREC-I 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Calleguas Creek Characterization S ~ d y  
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage hehveen measurement endpoint Fecal Colifom WQO is linked to REC-I. 
and benenenl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure far Judging if WQO is applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons for 2 
years. 

Data used to assess water quality 12 bacteria samples, 3 samples exceeding the 400 MPN, Geomean of 243 
exceed 200 MPN. 

Spatial representation I site. 

Temporal representation All seasons during 1998-1999. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods 

Potential Source($) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon List. 

SWRCB S1.R Recommendrtion Ancr reviewing the ava~lable data and informalion and the RWQCB 
documentation for thtr recommendation, SWRCB staficoncludc that rhc 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutlnt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeouate aualilv . . .  
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have becn established and apply to the waicr body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is a~plicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 1 (was Mugu Lagoon on the 1998 303(d) t 
Unknown 

Water Body 

StressorlMediP/Benefieial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcsl use o r  standard 

Utility ofmeasure for judging if 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-apecllle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representntlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutsnt 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Cslleguas Creek Reach I (was Mugu Lagoon on the I998 303(d) list) 

Unknown Pollutant/SedimenVAq~~tic Life 

BPTCP 

Sediment toxicity is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Benthic Community Index is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

While there arc benthic community impacts, these impacls arc conditions 
o f a  watcr body. A number of pollutants are listed for Callcguas Creek 
Reach I. In this specific case, these pollutants (e.g., copper,nickcl, and 
zinc) likely cause or contribute to the benthic community impact 
conditions observed. 

No data presented. 

No data presented. 

No data presented. 

No data presented. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants, stormwater mnoff an aerial 
deposition from urban and agriculNral areas. 

List due to benthic community degradation. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 

~ ~ 

walcr body should no1 bc placed on the iection 303(d) list bccause benthic 
community index information was not prcscntcd as well as contributing 
pollutant(s) were not identified. Benthic Communiw is a condition of a 
water body and not pollutants. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 1 (was Mugu Lagoon) 
Dieldrin 

Water Body 

StresaoriMedis/Benefidnl Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Calleguas Creek Reach 1 (was Mugu Lagoon) 

DieldridTissue/Aquatic life 

BPTCP 

Llnkage behvecn mesrurement endpolnt 
and bcnencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specl~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of PoUutnnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendatlon 

MTRLs are not linked to Aquatic Life. 

MTRLs are not applicable to Aquatic Life 

Data is 8 years old, data measured in the waterbody, species present, one 
time sample event. 

I tissue sample, 1 sample exceeding. 

Sample was collected spatially. 

One time sample event. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides, stormwater mno& and aerial deposition from 
urban and agriculhlral area. 

Exclude from listing. Listing was based on obsolete data. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staKconclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because it 
cannot bedetermined if data exceeds st'andard, 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be inadequate. 
2. Beneficial uses have been established and aoolv to the water bodv .. . 
3. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water qualiry 
standards is inadequate. MTRLn are not associated with protection of 
Aauatic Life beneficial uses. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including the age of the data weie 
considered. 

An inadequate amount of water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
extremely low. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 1 (was Mugu Lagoon) 
Dacthal 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medl./Benenelal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Lfnltnge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or standard 

Utility ofmeasure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelne Infarm~tlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstnndard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion 

Calleguas Creek Reach I (was Mugu Lagoon) 

Dacthal/Tissue/Aquatic Life 

BPTCP 

Guideline for Dacthal in tissue is not available; therefore, there is not a 
linkage to Aquatic Life. 

Guidelines for Dacthal in tissue are not available. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Historical use of pesticides, stormwater mnoff, and aerial deposition from 
urban and agricultural area. 

Delist because there are no approved guidelines for Dacthal in tissue. 

Atier rcvicwtng the available dal3 and informallon and rhc RWQCB 
documenration for this rccommendation, SWRCB stalfconcludc that rhe 
water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list because there 
are no guidelines for Dacthal and tissue samples are i i t  linked to aquatic 
life protection. 



Region 4: ~ a l l e ~ u a s  Creek Reach 10 (Conejo Creek (Hill Canyon)-was pa -t 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Cnllegw Creek Reach 10 (Conejo Creek (Hill Canyon)-was psn of 
Conejo Creek Reach 2 and 3, and lower Conejo CreeWArroyo Conejo 
North Fork on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Stressor/MedlllBenelldal Use Fecal ColiformMlater/REC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Calleguas Creek Characterization 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utlllty of mesrvrr for judglmg if Basin Plan WQO numerical, excccdances in 200400 MPNIml are 
standards or uses are not attained applicable to REC-I. 

Water Body-specillc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlsl Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

24 bacterial samples, l l samples exceeding at 400 MPN, Geomean 43 1 
exceed 200 MPN. 

2 sites. 

SummerlfalVwinterlspring 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List. 

ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntstionior this tccommendation, SWRCB staffconclud;&at the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesihe koblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adwuate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sutlicient temaoral cavera~e ~r~~~~ ~~ ~~~e~ 

3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data ari numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number afthc water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were cxcccdcd is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 10 (Conejo Creek (Hill Canyon)-was pa + 
Nitrite as Nitrogen 

Water Body 

Stressori'Med1llBenenei.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Cslleeuas Creek Reach 10 (Coneio Creek (Hill Canvod-was oart of . . . .  . 
Conejo Creek Reach 2 and 3, and lower Conejo CreeWAnoyo Conejo 
North Fork on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Nitrite as NihogenANater/Gmundwater Recharge 

NPDES Pmgram and Calleguas Creek Ambient Water Quality Monitoring 
Program 

Nitrite as Nitrogen WQO is linked to Groundwater Recharge. 

WQO exceedances of I .O ppm are applicable to Groundwater Recharge 

Data 2-5 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons 

42 water samples, 5 samples exceeding. 

I site. 

Summer/fall/wintedspring. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES Program and Calleguas Creek Ambient Water Quality Monitoring 
Program methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List due to agreater than 10% exceedance of nitrite as nitrogen objective 
as stated in Basin Plan. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 3031d) list because anolicable 
water quaky stand& are exceeded and a poll;tlnt contributesio or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other site-specific information including the effects of season, and age 
of the data were considered. 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. Staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 10 (Conejo Creek (Hill Canyon)-was pa + 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 10 (Conejo Creek (Hill Canyon)-was part of 
Conejo Creek Reach 2 and 3, and lower Conejo CreeWArmyo Conejo 
North Fork on the 1998 303(d) list) 

StressorlMedlllBeneneinl Use Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen/Water/Aquatic Life (warm 
water habitat) 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NPDES Program and Calleguas Creek Ambient Water Quality Monitoring 
which data quallty requirements met. Program 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water. Body-speclfic Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Aiternntlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommeodatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to Aquatic 
Life. 

WQO for Dissolved Oxygen between 5-7 ppm is applicable to Aquatic 
Life. 

Data 2-5 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons 

81 water samples, 3 samples exceeding. 

Unknown. 

Sumer/falllwinter/spring. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES Program and Calleguas Creek Ambient Water Quality Monitoring 
Program methods. 

NIA 

Delist because the Basin Plan objective for dissolved oxygen (5 - 7 ppm) 
was met. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this rccommcndation, SWRCB sta~conclud;~hat the 
watcr body should be removed from the sccnon 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate ~ualiw. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sumcient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data a; numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watcr body information including the effects season, storm events, 
and age of the data were considered. 
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Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 10 (Conejo Creek (Hill Canyon)-was pa + 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Most of the water quality measurements did not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that stlndards were not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 10 (Conejo Creek (Hill Canyon)-was pa + 
Chloride 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 10 (Conejo Creek (Hill Canyon)-was pan of 
Conejo Crcek Reach 2 and 3, and lower Conejo CreeWAmoyo Conejo 
Nonh Fork on the 1998 303(d) list) 

StressorMedldBenefldal Use ChlorideAYater/Agriculhlre 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NPDES report and Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behueen measurement endpoint Chloride WQO is linked to AgriculNre 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if WQO are applicable to AgriculNre. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information Data 2-5 yean old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

Data used to assess water quality 97 water samples, 16 samples exceeding. 

Spatial representation I site. 

Temporal representation Summer/fall/winter/spring. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method NPDES and Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpaint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendnlion ARer reviewing the available data and informalion and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this recommendalion, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bod" should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . . . . 
water quaiiry standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adcquatequality. 
2. 7hc data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualih, standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, storm events, 
and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
qualiry standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 11 (Arroyo Santa Rosa-was part of Con + 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

StreaorlMedialBenencld Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utllity o ime~sure  for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Dats used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach I I (Amyo Ssnta Rosa-was pan of Conejo Creek 
Reach 3 on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Organic Enrichmmt-Low Dissolved OxygcniWaterlAquatic Life (warm 
water habitat) 

Callcguas Creek Characterization SNdy 

Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to Aquatic 
Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

41 water samples, 0 samples exceeding. 

I site. 

Summedfalllwinterlspring. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization SNdy methods 

Delist because the Basin Plan objective for dissolved oxygen was met. 

Afler reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntatiodfor this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud;that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded, 

This conclusion is based on the stafftindings that: 
1. The data is considmd to be of adcquatc quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temookl coveraie. 
3. Beneficial uses have been cstabli;hed and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 1 1 (Arroyo Santa Rosa-was part of Con + 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StreroriMedl.18eneficInl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utllity of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach I I (Arroyo Santa Rosa-was part of Conejo Creek 
Reach 3 on Ihe 1998 303(d) list) 

Fecal Coliform/Water/REC-l 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO exceeding 200-400 MPNIml is applicable. 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

12 water samples, Geomean of 393 exceeds 200 MPN, 6 samples 
exceeding the 400 MPN. 

I site. 

SummedfalVwinterIspring. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Paint and nanpoint sources. 

List. 

ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntatio~for orhis recommendation, SWRCB stalfconciud;that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) last because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant conhibutes to or 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temaoral coverase - 
3. Beneficial uses have been estabilshed and apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used IS appltcable. 
5. Data & numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Olher water body informst~on inciudtng the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe waler qualily measurements exceedcd the water 
quallly standard. The stalfconfidence that standards were exceeded is h~gh. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 12 (was Conejo CreeWAnoyo Conejo No + 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Callegw Creek Reach 12 (was Conejo CreeWAnoyo Conejo North Fork 
on the 1998 303(d) list) 

StressorlMedi.18enefifi.I Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolot 
snd bcneflcal use or rtrndard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeifle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon 

Organic E~chment-Low Dissolved Oxygen~WaterlAquatic Life 

NPDES monitoring. 

Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to Aquatic 
Life. 

WQO are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Date = 2 - 5 years old, collected at site(@ during all seasons for 3 years. 

83 water samples, 5 (6%) samples exceeding. 

One site. 

Collected from 711997 - 1212000, throughout the 3 years 

Numerical data. 

NPDES and TMDL method<. 

NIA 

Delist because there was not enough samples exceeding the Dissolved 
Oxygen WQO. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for thas recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temooiai coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and a p i y  to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data ari numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age 
ofthe data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements did not exceeded 
the water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 

4-37 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 13 - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Co + 
Chloride 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 13 - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Conejo Cnek 
Reach 4 and part of Reach 3 on the I998 303(d) list) 

StressorlMedillBenellc1aI Use Chloridflaterl AgricuIm 

Data qudity assessment. Extent to NPDES Reports 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpoint Chloride WQO is linked to Agriculture. 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if WQO exceedances of 150 mgiL is applicable. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons 

Data used to assess water quality 19 water samples, 17 samples exceeding 

Spatial representation 2 sites. 

Temporal representation Summer/falVwinter/spring. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method NPDES methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to exceedances in the WQO for Chloride. 

SWRCB St~NReeammendation After reviewin= the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntationior this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludf that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafE£indings that'. 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wcrc used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. Thc slaffconfidencc that standards wcrc cxcceded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 13 - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Co + 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

~ t r e s s o r l ~ e d i ~ l ~ e n e k l  Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

Calleguas Creek Reach 13 - Couejo Creek (South Fork)-was Conejo Creek 
Reach 4 and part of Reach 3 on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxypn/Water/Aquatic Life 

NPDES. 

Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to Aquatic 
Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data = 2 - 5 years old, collected at site, sampled all seasons 

83 water samples, 5 samples exceeding. 

Unknown. 

Samples were collected 711997 -1 212000. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES andTMDL methods. 

NIA 

Delist because there are not enough samples exceeding the water quality 
objective for dissolved oxygen. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntatmn-for th~s recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that thc 
walcr body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the staff findtngs that: 
1. ?he data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements did not exceeded 
the water quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (area affected is at the mouth) 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedislBenencld Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
wblcb data quality requirement8 met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spednc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach 2 ( m a  affected is at the mouth) 

Fecal ColiformMratermEC-1 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study. 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 

Numerical WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons 

34 bacterial samples, Geomean of 934 exceeds 200 MPN standard, 24 
samples exceeding at 400 MPN. 

3 sites. 

Sumer/fall/winter/spring. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on thc section 303(d) list bccsure applicable 
water quality standards are cxcccdrd and a pollutant contnbutcs to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  Thc data is considered to k ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, storm events, 
and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (estuary to Potrero Road-was Calleg + 
Dissolved Copper 

Water Body 

StressorlMedldBeneflcial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendntian 

Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (estuary to Ponero Road-was Calleguas Creek 
Rcachcs I and 2 on 1998 303(d) list) 

Dissolved CoppertWater Column/Aquatic Life 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study. 

Dissolved copper CTR (saltwater) criterion is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Dissolved Copper CTRs acute and chmnic criteria is applicable to Aquatic 
Life. 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

11 watcr samples, 7 samples exceeding for 4 days and 3 sample exceeding 
for I hour salt water standard. 

3 sites. 

Summer/falVwinter of 1998 and 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After reviewinz the available dam and information and the RWOCB 
docummtation-for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclud;that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded for acute and chronic salt water CTR 
criteria.and ihc pollutant contributes to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualilv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable, 
5. Data are numerical 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Olhcr water body information including the effcctr season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the watcr qual~ry measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The aaffconfidcncc that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (estuary to Potrero Road-was Calleg + 
DDT 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (esluaiy to Potrem Road-was Calleguas Creek 
Reaches 1 and 2 on 1998 303(d) list) 

Streaor/Medls/Benelicisl Use DDTNater ColudAquatic Life 

Data quality asrersment. Extent to Calleguas Creek Characteriwtion S ~ d y  
which data qusllty requiremeats met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint DDT chmnic water quality criterion in the CTR is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utllity ofrnessure for judging if Chronic water quality criterion for DDT in the water column is applicable 
standards or uses are not attained to Aquatic Life. 

Water Body-speclne information Data 3-4 yean old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

Data used to assess water quality I I water samples, 7 samples exceeding. 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

3 sites. 

Summer/falVwinter/spring in 1998 and 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characteriwtion Study methods, 

Nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After rcviewlng the available data and information and ihe RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  Thc data is consndcred to be of ad~~uatc"~uality. 
2. The data cxh~b~ted sufficient spatial and lemporal coverage. 
3. BeneRc~al uses have been established and a ~ o l v  to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the e&cts of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (estuary to Potrero Road-was Calleg + 
Chem A 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (estuary to Pohrro Road-was Calleguas Creek 
Reaches I and 2 on 1998 303(d) list) 

StressorlMed1nlBeneflel.l Use Chem A/Tissue/Aquatic Life 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Chemical Tissue concentration based on NAS guidelines are linked to 
and benencal use or  standard Aquatic Life. 

Utility of measure for judging If NAS guidelines are applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data for Chem Group A was not presented. 

Data used to assess water quality Data for Chem Group A was not presented. 

Spatial representation Data for Chem Group A was not presented. 

Temporal representation Unknown. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Data for Chem Group A was not presented. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Orininallv recommended for delisting. Reevaluation resulted in a - .  - 
rccommcndation to maintain on the list because NAS guidelines arc still 
useful for aquatic life protection. This guideline should continue to be 
used until an alternative value is available. 

SWRCB St~NRecommendntion After reviewing the ava~lable data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this rcwmmendation, SWRCB stan 
concluded that the water body should not be removed from the section 
303(d) list because the NAS guidelines are not outdated and remain a valid 
assessment tools. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (estuary to Potrero Road-was Calleg + 
Toxicity 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (csluary to Potrero Road-was Calleguas Creek 
Reaches I and 2 on 1998 303(d) list) 

StrersorlMedlslBeneficid Use ToxicitylWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Llokape bchveen measuremeot endpoint Water Column Toxicity is linked to Aquatic Life. There was no toxiciry 
and bcnencal use or standard recorded and a stresnor was not identified. 

UtUlty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon 

Water Column Toxicity is applicable to Aquatic Life. There was no 
toxicity recorded and a stressor was not identified. 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, during summer of 1998 and 1999. 

6 water samples, 0 mortality for toxicity test and 0 reproductive effects 
andlor growth inhibition. 

One site. 

Summer 1998 and 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Delin because results from testing one site downstream of Camrosa 
WWTP for chronic water column toxicity using fathead minnow and 
Ceriodaphnia exhibited no toxicity. 

ARer reviewinr! the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation'for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc~8hat the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard toxicity methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including season and the age of the data 
were considered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the narrative objective. 
The staffconfidence that the water quality objective were not exceeded is 
high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 3 (Potrero Road upstream to confluenc + 
Chloride 

Water Body 

StressorlMedi.IBeneflel.1 Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data qunlity requiremenu met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benened use or  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water qu~ l i t y  

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StalTRecommendation 

Calleguas Cnek Reach 3 (Potrero Road upstream to confluence with 
Conejo Creek on the 1998 303(d) list) 

ChlorideiWaterlGround Water Recharge and Aquatic Life 

NlA 

USEPA has approved a W D L  for this water body-pollutant combination. 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

None. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - . ~- 

documentattan for thus rccammcndatton. SWRCB staNcancludc that the 
water body should not be placed on the ThlDLs Completed List because a 
plan to implement the TMDL has not been adopted o; approved even 
though the TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: M + 
Nitrate as Nitrate 

Water Body 

StressoriMedlllBenefldal Use 

Data quality aaessment Extent to 
which data quality requlrementa me t  

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StatTRecommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu 
Lagoon to Central Avenue on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Nitrate as Nihats/Water/Groundwater Recharge 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 

Nitrate as Nitmte WQO is linked to Groundwater Recharge 

WQO is applicable Groundwater Recharge. 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

43 water samples, 38 samples exceeding. 

3 sites. 

SummedfalVwinter/spring. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After revtewing thc available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentarion for this mommcndation, SWRCB stalTconcludc that the 
water bod" should be olaced on the section 3031d) list because aoolicable 
water cquafity standards are exceeded and a poli~tant contributesio or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. Thc data is considered to be of ad~~uale-~uality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been csrablished and apply to the warer body. 
4. Water quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. Data arc numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Mher water body information including the effects season and age of the 
data were considered. 

Most of the water quality messurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: M + 
Dacthal 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlllBene11ciaI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quaUty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendstion 

Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu 
Lagoon to Central Avenue on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Dacthal/Sediment/Aquatic Life 

TSMP 

Dacthal measurements in sediment are linked to Aquatic Life. 

Approved Dacthal sediment guidelines do not exist 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

No data presented. 

No data presented. 

N/A 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

Delist because there are no valid approved guidelines for Dacthal. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB - ~ ~ .-- 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that thc 
water body should be removed from the section 303(dJ list because 
approved valid guideline for Dacthal in sediment do not exist. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: M + 
Chloride 

Water Body 

StresaorlMedis/Bene~cinl Use 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to 
whieh data quallty requirements met. 

Llnhge between messvremcot endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclilc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstsndnrd method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu 
Lagoon to Central Avenue on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Chloride/WaterlAgrieulNre and Groundwater Recharge. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 

There are no water body specific objective applicable for this constituent. 

There are no water body specific objective applicable for this constituent. 

Data 3-5 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

15 water samples, however there is no water body specific objective 
applicable for this constituent to assess excecdances. 

3 sites. 

Summerlfallhuinterlspring of 1997-1999. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods 

Nonpoint sources. 

Calleguas Creek Chloride TMDL 2001. 

Do not list. There is no water body-specific objective available for this 
constituent. 

ARcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude thk the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because there ts 
not a water body spcc~fic objecttvc for chloride in the Basln Plan. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: M + 
Chem A 

Water Body 

- 

Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu 
Lagoon to Central Avenue on the 1998 303(d) list) 

StressorlMedle!Bene~clal Use Chem IVTissuelAquatic Life 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data qunllty requlremenis met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Chem A NAS guidelines in tissue are Aquatic Life 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utility ofmeasure for judging If Chem A NAS guidelines are applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc InformaHon NIA 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Originally recommended for delisting because listing was based on NAS 
outdated guidelines. Reevaluation resulted in a recommendation to 
maintain on list because Chem A group are not outdated and are still valid 
guidelines set by NAS to protect aquatic life. 

SWRCB Stam Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWOCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff 

~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ,. . ~ ~ ~ .  
conciuded that the water body should not be removed from the sectton 
303(d) list because the NAS guidelines are not outdated and remain a valid 
assessment tools. This should continue to be used until an 
alternative value is available. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Bmch: M + 
TDS 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu 
Lagoon to Cmbal Avenue on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Stressor/MedislSenenclnl Use TDSIWatertThere is no water body specific WQO. 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint There is no water body specific objective available for this constituent. 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng if There is no water body specific objective available for this constihtent. 
standards or uses sre  not attained 

Water Body-speelflc Information Data 3-5 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

Data used to assess water quality 15 water sample, however there is no water body specific objective 
available for this constihlent to assess exceedances. 

Spatial representation 3 sites. 

Temporal representation Summer/fall/winter/spring. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Potential Source($) of Pollutant Nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommend~tlon Do not list. There is no water body-specific objective available for this 
constituent. 

SWRCB S1~NRecommcnd~tlon AAcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude lhat the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because there is 
not a water body specific objective for TDS in the Basin Plan. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: M t 
Sulfate 

Water Body 

StressoriMedinlBenelieinl Use 

Data quallty nsseesment Extent to 
whkh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specll7c Information 

Data used to assess water qusllty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Calleguas Crcsk Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu 
Lagoon to Central Avenue on thc 1998 303(d) lint) 

SulfatelWahr/There is no water body specific WQO. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 

There is no water body specific objective available for this constituent. 

There is no water body specific objective available for this constituent. 

Data 3-5 yean old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons 

IS water samples, however there is no water body specific quality 
objective for this constituent to assess exceedances. 

3 sites. 

Samples were collected from summer 98 throughsummer 99. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

Do not list. There is no water body-specific objective available for this 
constituent. 

After reviewine the available dam and information and the RWOCB - . 
documcntat~on for thls rccommcndat~on, SWRCB slaffconclude thal the 
water body should not be placed on the sccl~on 303(d) 11st because there is 
not a water body specific objective for chloride in the Basin Plan 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: M + 
Fecal Colifom 

Water Body 

StressorKvfedls/Beneliclal Use 

Data quaUty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneficsl use or standard 

Utllfty of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attolned 

Water Bodyapeclfic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenIial Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaBRecommendatlon 

Cllleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu 
Lagoon to Ccnaal Avenue on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Fecal ColifomvWaterlREC-l 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 

Fecal Colifom WQO is linked to REC-I, 

Numerical WQO is applicable to REC-I 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

12 bacteria samples, 6 samples exceeding400 MPN. 

I site. 

Summer/falVwinter/spring. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Point and nonpoint. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list bccausc applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contnbutcs to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stalTfindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temoo&l covera~e. 
3. Beneficial uses havc b u n  establiihcd and appiy to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body infomation including the effects season and age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: M + 
Boron 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu 
Lagoon to Central Avenue on the 1998 303(d) list) 

Stressor/Media!Bene~ci.I Use Boron/WatertThere is no water body specific WQO. 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behvecn measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific lnformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstsndsrd method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 

There is no water body specific objective applicable for this constituent. 

There is no water body specific objective applicable for this constituent. 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site measured during all seasons. 

13 water samples, however there is no water body specific objective 
applicable for this constituent to assess for exceedances. 

2 sites. 

Summer/fall~winter/spring of 98-99. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

Do not list. There is no water body specific objective available for this 
constituent. 

Aficr reviewing the available data and information and lhc RWQCB 
documcnration for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staifroncludc that lhe 
walcr body should not be placed on the section 303td) list because therc is 
not awatir body specific bbjective for Boron in the'~asin Plan. 



~ e g i o n  4: Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Revolon Slough Main Branch: Mu + 
Dacthal 

Water Bcdy Calleguas Creek Reach 4 (was Rcvolon Slough Main Branch: Mugu 
Lagoon to Central Avenue) 

StressorlMedia/BeneflcIal Use Dacthal~issueIAquatic Life 

Data quality aaersmcot. Extent to TSMP 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not annlned 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

Data 5-8 yean old, sample taken at site, species present, sample taken from 
summer during 2 years. 

2 tissue samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

Samples were collected spatially 

Summer 1994 and 1997. 

Numerical data. 

TSMP Data 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

Delist because EDLs are not a valid assessment guideline. 

This constihlent cannot be removed from the 1998 section 303(d) list 
because dacthal was not listed for tissue. The 1998 listing was for 
sediment concentrations of dacthal. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 6 (was Arroyo Las Posas Reaches 1 and + 
Nitrate as Nitrate (N03) 

Water Body 

StressorlMedin/Beneflci.l Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach 6 (was Arroyo Las Posas Reaches L and 2 on the 
1998 303(d) list) 

Nitrate as Nitrate (N03)MlaterlGroundwater Recharge 

NPDES Reports 

Nitrate as Nitrate (N03) WQO is linked to ~roun'dwater Recharge 

WQO are applicable to Groundwater Recharge. 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

I2 water samples, 8 sample exceeding. 

I site. 

SummedfalVwinterIspring. 

Numerical data. 

NPDES methods, 

Point and nonpoint sources 

List 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable . , . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the age of the data were 
considered. 

An adequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 6 (was Arroyo Las Posas Reaches 1 and + 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMed1.IBenelld.l Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnksgc behvecn measurement endpoint 
and beocllcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standard6 or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifle Information 

Data used to assess water qusllty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potenlial Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach 6 (was Arroyo Las Posas Reaches 1 and 2 on the 
1998 303(d) list) 

Fecal ColiformANaterlREC-I. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Smdy 

Fecal Coliform WQOs is linked to REC-I. 

WQOs are applicable to REC-I. 

Data 3 4  yean old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

12 bacterial samples, 4 samples exceeding, Geomean of 557 exceed 200 
MPN and 4 samples exceed 400 MPN. 

I site. 

Summer/falVwinter/spring. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
dacumenration'jot this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludE that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water qualiw standards are exceeded and a wllutant contributes to or 
causer the pkblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sufficient temwral coverace. . ~~~~~ -~ 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wcre used. 
7. Other watcr body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate numbcr of thc water quality mcasuremenls exceeded the water 
quality standard. Thc staflconfidcnce that nandards wcre exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reach 1 and 2 on t + 
Selenium 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reach I and 2 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

Stressor/MedislBeneflclal Use Seleniu~issue/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 
m d  beneflcal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if 
standards or use# are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutsnt 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecomrnendation 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

N/A 

NIA 

Historical use ofpesticides and lubricants. 

Delist because EDLs are no longer a valid assessment guideline. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed from the scctlon 303(d) 11st because the 
appl~ed EDL gu~del~ncs are nor a vai~d tool to Interpret nanattve water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reach 1 and 2 on t + 
Organophosphates 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reach 1 and 2 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

StressorrmedislBene11elnl Use Organophosphates/WaterlAquatic Life 

Data q u d t y  assessment. Extent to Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 
which data qunllty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt Toxicity, chemistry and TIEIDiazinon and Ammonia are linked to Aquatic 
and benefical use or standard Life. 

UtUity of measure forJudglng if Based on a toxicity, chemistry and TIE which are applicable to Aquatic 
standards or uses are not attained Life. 

Water Body-specme Information Age of data 4 years, collected at site, 

Data used to assess water qusllty 22 water samplc, 1998-99 toxicity was documcntcd. Subscqucnt chcmisuy 
and TIES identilied ammonia, chlorpyrifos and diazinon. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Site 1 (8 samples, 2 species) upstream from POTW, Site 3 (8 samples, 2 
species) downstream from POTW at Hwy 118, Site 2 ( 6 samples, 2 
species) immediately downstream from POTW. 

Monthly sampling from 811998 to 611999. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods 

Agriculture, POTWs, Nonpaint sources. 

List because water column toxicity which affects aquatic life beneficial use. 

After reviewinn the available data and information orovided bv the 
RWQCB docuicntation forthis recommcndation, ~ W R C B  sthconcludc 
that the waler body should be placed on the section 303(d) list bccausc 
avvlicable water quality standards are exceeded and the oollutants 
idintified in the T ~ E  ebntribute to or cause the problem.' 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reach 1 and 2 on t + 
Nickel 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reach I and 2 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

Stressor1Medi.IBeneflei.l Use NickeVTissue/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 
and beneflcal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or  uses are not attained 

D a b  used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal reprnentntlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatioa 

SWRCB StaIYReeommendstion 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants 

Deiist because EDLs are no longer a valid assessment guideline. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that the . 
water body should be rernovcd from the senion 303(d) lin rccausc the 
applied EDL guidclincs arc not a valid tool to interpret nsrmtive water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reaches 1 and 2 on + 
Zinc 

Water Body 

StressorlMedi.IBenelid.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefieal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyapecific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reaches I and 2 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

Zinc/TissuelAquatic Life 

TSMP 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

Data 4-9 years old, Environmental data measured at sitehvaterbody, 
specieslindicators present. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants 

Delist because EDLs are no longer a valid assessment guideline. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed hom the section 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidel~ncr are not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reaches 1 and 2 on + 
Chromium 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedldBeaelldal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or atandard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentid Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reaches 1 and 2 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

ChromiudIissue/Aquatic Life 

TSMP 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

TSMP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants 

Delist because EDLs are no longer a valid assessment guideline. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcluded that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reaches 1 and 2 on + 
Silver 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reaches 1 and 2 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

StressorlMedls/Benelicisl Use Silver~issueIAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint EDLs arc no1 linked lo Beneficial Uses. 
and bcnencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attaloed 

Water Body-speeillc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

~emp6rn i  representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

EDLs not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Data was not presented. 

NIA 

N/A 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants 

Delist because EDLs is no longer s valid assessment guideline. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconcluded that the 
water body should bc removed from thesection 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to inlcrpret narrative water 
q i l i ty  standards 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Arroyo Simi Reaches 1 and 2 on + 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 7 (was Armyo Simi Reaches I and 2 on the 1998 
303(d) list) 

Stressor/MedillBenefiel.i Use Fecal ColiformlWaterlREC-I 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I 
and benefical use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng If WQO is applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

Data used to assess water qnaUty 24 bacteria samples, 17 samples exceeding the 400 MPN standard, 
Oeomean of 909 exceed 200 MPN. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

2 sites. 

Summer/falVwinter/spring. 

Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Nsnpoint sources 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) ltst because appl~cable 
water qualiry standards are cxccedcd and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the st3ff findings that: 
1. Thc data is considcred to be of adcquatc quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited suilicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uscs have bccn established and apply to thc water body. 
4. Walcr quality standard used i r  applicablc. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. . 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek R + 
Toxicity 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek Reach 1 on 
the I998 303(d) list) 

Stressor~MedillBenetldal Use Toxicity/WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to CalIeguas Creek Characterization Study 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetlcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyapecitlc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUly 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Water column toxicity is linked to aquatic life however the stressor is not 
considered a pollutant. 

Water Column toxicity is applicable to aquatic life but stressor is not a 
pollutant. 

Data 2-5 years old, data measured at site, during all seasons from 1997 to 
2000. 

32 water samples, number of samples exceeding the standard is low. 

Three sampling sites, two of which overlapped on three sample dates 

All seasons from August 1997 to August 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

POTWs and Agricultural Use. 

Delist. 

AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationjor this recommendation, SWRCB staff conciud; that the 
water body should be rcmovcd from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded and the pollutant(s) 
potentially causing the toxicity were not identified. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adwuate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited sumcicnt spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluatibn guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
natural sources, season, and age of the data were considered. 

Most of toxicity tests did not exceed the water quality standard. Staff 
confidence that standards were not exceeded is moderate. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek Re + 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek Reach I on 
the 1998 303(d) list) 

StressorlMdls/Bene11cinl Use Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved OxygeflaterIAquatic Life. 

Data quallty asrescment. Extent to NPDES Monitoring 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen WQO are linked to Aquatic 
and beneflcal use or standard Life. 

Utility of measure for judging If WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data 1-5 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

Data used to assess water quality I I1 water samples, 6 sample exceeding. 

Spatial representation 2 sites. 

Temporal representation SummerIfalVwinterlspring (1 997-2000) 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method NPDES Monitoring metadata was used. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because the WQO for dissolved oxygen was met. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate oualitv. . . ,  
2. The data exhibited sumcicnl spallal and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply lo the water body 
4. Water quality standard used is ap~licable. . . 
5. Data a; tmierical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

Mosl of lhe water quality mcasurcments did not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidcncc that standards were no1 exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek Re t 
Nitrite as Nitrogen 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower pan of Conejo Creek Reach I on 
the 1998 303(d) list) 

StreworlMedl.lBenefid.1 Use Nitrite as NimgenMraterlGroundwater Recharge 

Data quality assessment. Extent to ~ D E S  Report. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Nitrite as Nitrogen WQO is linked to Groundwater Recharge. 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging P WQOs are applicable to Groundwater Recharge. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifle Information Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

Data used to assess water quality 110 water samples, 18 samples exceeding. 

Spatial representation I site only (Conejo Creek). 

Temporal representation SumerIfalVwinterlspring. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Potential Sonrce(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Currently in a TMDL. 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaIYRecommendatIon AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water cluaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . .  
2. ~ h c  data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uws have been established and apply to thc walcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered 

An adcquatr number of thc watcr quality mcasurcments excccdcd thc water 
quality standard. The staffconfidcnce that standards wcrc cxceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek Re + 
Nitrate as Nitrate (N03) 

Water Body 

StressorlMedla!BeoelidaI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkqe behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benelicnl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specllic Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower pan of Conejo Creek Reach I on 
the I998 303(d) list) 

Nitrate as Nitrate (N03)AYater/Groundwater Recharge 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study 

Nitrate as Nitrate (N03) WQOs are linked to Groundwater Recharge. 

WQOs are applicable to Groundwater Recharge. 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

I2 water samples, 6 samples exceeding. 

I site only (Conejo Creek). 

Summer/fall/winterIspring 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant Paint and nonpoint sources, 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program Currently in a TMDL. 

RWQCB Recammendatlon List. 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendatian AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: - 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate qualiry. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and a ~ ~ l v  to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. S t a n d 4  methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek Re + 
Nitrate as Nitrogen 

Water Body 

StressorMedi.IBeneflcial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlcb data quality reqnlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for jndglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specl~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatld representation 

Temporal representntion 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Sonrce(s) of PoUutnnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Calleguas Cnsk Rssch 9A (was lower pan of Conejo Creek Reach I on 
the 1998 303(d) list) 

Nitrate as NiWogen/Water/Groundwater Recharge 

NPDES RepoM 

Nitrate as Nitrogen WQO is linked to Groundwater Recharge. 

WQOs are applicable to Groundwater Recharge. 

Data 3-4 yean old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

I1 I water samples, I5 sample exceeding. 

1 site only (Conejo Creek). v 

SummerlfalUwinterIspring. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Point and nonooint sources. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  Thc data is considered to be ofadcquatc qualiiy. 
2. The data exhibited suff~cient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and a ~ i l v  to the water body, .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek Re t 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek Reach L on 
the 1998 303(d) list) 

Streaor/Medi.IBeoe~elal Use Fecal ColiformAVater/REC-I 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Calleguas Creek Charac'terization Study 
which data quality requirements met  

Llnkape behveen measurement endpoint Fccal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 
m d  beneneml use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representatiod 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data 3-4 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

I2 bacteria samples, 5 samples exceeding sample exceed 400 MPN and the 
Geomean of206 exceeds 200. 

1 site (small Reach). 

SummedfalVwinterIspring. 

Numerical data. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization S ~ d y  methods 

Point and nonpaint sources. 

List. 

AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB .-- 
documcntation~for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staCfconclude that the 
watcr body should bc placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributesib oz 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadeauate aualiw. . . .  
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have bccn cstablishcd and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects season, and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate numbcr ofthe water qual~ty mcasuremcnts exceeded the wa1r.r 
quality standard. Thc staffconfidcnce that standards were cxcccdcd is high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Co + 
Dieldrin 

Water Body 

StreaorlMedln/Beneflciai Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality rcqulremenb met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Calleguns Creek Rcach 9A - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Conejo Creek 
Reach4 and p m  of Rcach 3 on the 1998 303(d) list) 

DieldrirJTissue/COMM 

TSMP-QAPP 

Dieldrin MTRLs are linked to COMM. 

MTRLs are applicable to COMM. 

Data 4 years old, measured at site, species present, one-time sampling. 

2 tissue samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

Sample was collected spatially. 

One-time sample. 

Numerical data. 

TSMP methods. 

Historical use ofpesticides and lubricants 

List due to exceedances ofMTRLs. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentar~onffc.r this recommendation, SWRCB stafTconcludf that the 
waur body should bc placed on the sccrion 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a vollutant conhibutes to dr 
causesthe pmblem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and insufficient temaoral coverace. .~ ~~~ ~~~ -~ 
3. Benctictal uses have been established and apply to the warcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water aualih, . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Water body information including the age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Co + 
PCBs 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 9A - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Conejo Creek 
Reach 4 and part of Reach 3 on the 1998 303(d) list) 

StressorlMedldBenefld.I Use PCBsmssuelCOMM 

Data qusllty nasessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint PCB MTRLs are linked to COMM. 
and beneffeal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If MTRLs are applicable to COMM. 
standards or uses are not attnlned 

Water Body-specific Information Data 4 years old, measured at site, one-time sampling. 

Data used to assss  water qusllty 2 composite tissue samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

Spatial representation Sample were collected spatially 

Temporal representation One-time sample. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method TSMP methods. 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to exceedances of MTRLs. 

SWRCB StalTReeommendstion ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationror this recommendation, SWRCB a1affconelud;that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a vollutant contributes ti or 

This conclusio'n is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and insufficient temooral caveraze. 
3. Bencfic8al uses have been established and apply to the vfatcr body. 
4. Water qualtty standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Water body information including the age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Co + 
Chlordane 

Water Body Callegw Creek Reach 9A - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Conejo Creek 
Reach 4 and pan oiReach 3 on the 1998 303(d) list) 

StressorlMedislBenellcinl Use Chlordane~Tissue/COMM. 

Data quality assessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-speclllc Information 

Dsta used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal repreaentatlon 

Dsta type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiTRecommendntion 

Chlordane MTRLs are linked to COMM 

MTRLs are applicable to COMM. 

Data 4 years old, measured at site, species present, one-time sampling. 

2 tissue samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

Sample was collected spatially. 

One-time sample. 

Numerical data. 

TSMP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

List due to exceedances of MTRLs. 

AAer reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenlalionior this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludf that ihc 
water body should be placed on the scclion 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes ihe pkblem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate sualiw 
2. The data exhibited sufficient ~ ~ a t i a i a n d  inmlficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been cstablinhed and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used t i  interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Water body information including the age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate, 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9A - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Co + 
Hexachlorocyclohexane 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 9A - Conejo Creek (South Fork)-was Conejo Creek 
Reach 4 and part ofReach 3 on the I998 303(d) list) 

StreasorMedlslBene~cld Use HexachlorocyclohexaneiTissudCOMM 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Hexachlorocyclohexane MTRLs are linked to COMM. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging if MTRLs are applicable to COMM. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specl~c Information Data 4 yean old, measured at site, species present, one-time sampling. 

Data used to assess water quality 2 tissue samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

Spatial representation Sample war collected spatially. 

Temporal representation One-time sample. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method TSMP methods. 

Potenlial Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

Altern~ltive Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon List due to exceedances of MTRLs. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendntlon Atter renewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This eanclurian is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate aualilv. 
2. The data cxh~bited sufiicicnt spaliaiand i~suflicicnl tcmporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluatibn guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Water body information including the age of the data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is moderate 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9B (was part of Conejo Creek Reaches + 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medlr/Beneficlal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Calleguas Creek Reach 96 (was part of Conejo Creek Reaches 1 and 2) 

Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved OxygeniWater/Aquatic Life 

NPDES Monitoring QNQC 

Llnbge b e h w n  measurement endpoint 
and beneflenl use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not sttalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlsl Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygen WQO are linked to Aquatic 
Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2 to 5 years old. 

83 samples, 5 samples (6%) less than 5 mgiL 

One site. 

Sampling all seasons fmm 711997 to 11/2/2000. 

TMDL monitoring methods. 

NPDES methods 

Delist. 

AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentat~onror this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud; that the 
water body should be wmoved from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considcrcd to be of adequate qualtty. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temooil coveraae. 
3. ~eneficial uses apply to thc watc; body. 

- 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effecb of 
natural sources, season, stom events and age of the dau were considcrrd. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. Staff confidence that standards are not exceeded 
high. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Reach 9B (was part of Conejo Creek Reaches + 
Unnatural Foam and Scum 

Water Body Calleguas Creek Reach 9B (was pan of Conejo Creek Reaches I and 2) 

StressorlMedlnlBenendrl Use Unnatural Foam and ScumIWaterREC-I, REC-2 and Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Calleguas Creek Characterization Study and DFG 
which data qudlty requirements met. 

Linkage hehvecn measurement endpolnt Unnatural Foam and Scum is linked to REC-2, however listing is based on 
and benencal use or standard photograph documentation. 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Use of measure is limited (based on photographs), 

Narrative information including photographs. Water samples were not 
collected. 

One photograph. 

One photograph. 

21-Apr-01. 

Non numerical information (One Photograph). 

Calleguas Creek Characterization Study methods. 

Agriculture and Natural sources 

List due to non-attainment of the narrative objective for floating and 
settleable materials objective in the Basin Plan. 

Ancr rcvicwing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude lhat the 
water bodv should be nlaced on the Monitoring List because the data are - 
inadequate to determine if a pollutant contributes or causes any standards 
exceedance. The cause of the foam and scum may be nutrient enrichment 
but such pollutants have not been identified. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data exhibited inrufiicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
2. The evaluation rmideline used to intemret narrative water ~ualitv . . 
standards ir inadiuatc. 
3. Data arc not numerical. based on one photograph. 
4. Non-standard mclhods were used. 
5. No water quality measurements were submitted. 

Staff confidence that standards were exceeded is extremely low. 



Region 4: Calleguas Creek Watershed (Reaches 1-8,ll) 
Sedimentation 

Water Body 

StressorlMedWBeneficinI Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefiesl use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglag if 
rnndards or uses arc not snsined 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Sonrce(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Calleguas Creek Watershed (Reaches 1-8, 11) 

SedimentationlSedimendAquatic Life. 

Calleguas Creek Characterization StudyDFG Bioassessment. 

Macminvcnebrste and Bioassessment are linked to Aquatic Life. 

DFG guidelines for macroinvertebrate and bioassessment are applicable to 
Aquatic Life. 

Data 3-8 years old, data measured at site, species present. 

Bioassessment. 

Some sites listed. 

unlolown. 

Non-numerical data. 

DFG methods. 

Agriculture and natural sources 

List due to excessive sedimentation. 

Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be daced on the section 303(d) list because 
sedimentniion contrib"tcs to or causes the problem. Listing was based on a 
1998 DFG bioassessment repon. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindinrrs that: - 
I .  The informatson pronded in the rcpon 1s considered adequate 
2. Benetic~al uses apply to thc watcr body. 
3. The bioassessmcnt cvaluat~on guideline used to interpret namttve water . 
quality standards is adequate. 
4. Data are not numerical. 
5. Standard bioassessment methods were used. 
6. Other site-specific information including the effects of natural sources, 
season, storm events, and age ofthe data were considered. 

An adequate amount ofbiological measurements exceeded the 
bioassessment guidelines. Staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Canada Larga 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedillBenefleirl Use 

Data quality aaresament. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Canada Larga 

Fecal ColiformlWater/REC-1 

unknown. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefleai use or standard ' - 

Utility of measure for judging if 
atmdards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeiflc lnformation 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Pmgrsm 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stnff Recommendation 

Fecal Colifon WQO is linked to REGI. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data is 1-3 year old, data measured in the waterbody, samples collected 
different in seasons and years. 

Fecal Coliform (9 bacteria samplcs, I sample exceeding), E. coli (I0 
bacteria samples, 3 samples exceeding), Combined (I9 bactcria samples, 4 
samples exceeding) 

unknown. 

Different seasons and years. 

Numerical data. 

unknown. 

Hone stables, land use, cattle, wildlife. 

List due to greater than 10% exceedance of the fecal coliform objective. 

Aeer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationvfor this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludc that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water qualitv standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to4. Water quality 
standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthc water quality measuremenu exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 
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Region 4: Canada Larga 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Water Body 

Str~sorIMedislBeneIlcIal Use 

Data quality urusmeat Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benefic81 use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Canada Larga 

Dissolved OxygmANaterlAquatic Life (warm-cold water and wildlife 
habitat, spawning, rcpmduction and migration) 

Ojai Valley River Volunteer Monitoring Program 

Dissolved Oxygen WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO exceedance below 5 mgiL for Dissolved Oxygen is applicable to 
Aquatic Life. 

Data is 1-3 year old, data measured in the waterbody, samples collected 
different in seasons and years. 

21 water samples, 5 samples exceeding 

2 stations. 

Collected during all seasons. 

Numerical data. 

Ojai Valley River Volunteer Monitoring Program methods 

Nonpoint sources. 

List due to greater than 10% exceedance of the instantaneous dissolved 
oxygen objective. 

Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and thc RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water auaiiw standards are exceeded and a oollutant contributes~b or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . , 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualihr standard used is apdicabie. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Mher water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Castlerock Beach 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Castlerock Beach 

Stressor/MedillBeneficlal Use Bacteria IndicatorsAKaterREC-I 

Dats quality ascessment Extent to County Health Dcpanment 
which data quailty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards 
standards or uses are not attained which is applicable to REC-I. 

Water Body-spedfic Information Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

Data used to assess water quality 17 samples, I3 samples exceeding. 

Spatlal representation 1 station: ID99999. This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Temporal representation Data collcctcd in 1999,2000, and 2001 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Sta i i~eeo~menda t ion  After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude 
that the water body should be placed on the sectioi 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards a n  excccded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  Thc data is considered to bc oladcquate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses a ~ ~ l v  to the water bodv. 
4. Water quality stann&d used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Channel Islands Harbor - Beach Park at the end of Rocks 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Channel Islands Harbor - Beach Park at the end of Rocks 

StressorlMedldBenencial Use Bacteria IndicatorslWatcrlREC-I 

Data quallry aaermemt. Extrat to County' Health Department 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 
and benencal use or sbndard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging If Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards 
standards or uses are not attalned whichare applicable to REC-I. 

Water Body-specinc Information Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

Data used to assess water quallty 33 samples, 2 samples exceeding 

Spatial representation 1 station: VC(37000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on eithet 
side of the sampling point. 

Temporal representation Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Do not list. 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information providcd by thc 
RWQCB documcntation for this recommendation, SWRCB naffconcludc 
that the water body should not be olaced on the section 3031d) list because 
applicable water quality standard;are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw . . 
2. The data cxhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial urcs apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is aoolicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded ishigh. 



Region 4: Channel Islands Harbor-Beach Park at S. end of Victoria Ave + 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body 

Stre~orlMedislBenenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure lor judglng If 
standards or uses are not attaincd 

Water Body-speeitlc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representalion 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRReeommendation 

C h a ~ e l  Islands Harbor-Beach Park at S. end of Victoria Avenue 

Bacteria Indicators/Water/REC-I 

County Health D e p m e n t  

Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards. 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

99 samples, 54 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(37000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude 
that the water body should be placed on the scctio" 303(d) list because 
applicable watcr quality standards are cxcecdcd and a pollutant ronlributcs 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Cold Creek 
Algae 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedWBeneficinl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data qudlty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneficsl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternaiive Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Cold Creek 

AlgaeNaterlREC-l and REC-2, Aquatic Life (spawning, rare aod 
endangered species, warm and cold, wildlife freshwater habitat) 

QAIQC unknown data generated by Heal the Bay monitoring program. 

Excessive Algae growth is linked to REC-I and RECd, however Aquatic 
Life linkage is not clear. 

New Zealand Periphyton Guideline (Biggs, 2000) applicability uncertain. 

Data 1-4 years old, data measured at site, species present, measured during 
fall and spring in 2 yean. 

43 samples, 8 samples excecd the 30% algae cover based on Biggs, New 
Zealand Periphyton Guideline (2000). No pollutant was identified. 

2 sites. 

Fall and spring in two yean. 

Numerical data. 

Heal the Bay (Citizens Monitoring) methods. 

Nonpoint sources from septic tanks and livestock. 

List due to observations of excessive algal growth-greater than 30% 
coverage, based on Biggs (2000). 

AAcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water bodv should be  laced on the Monitorinn List. The Basin Plan 
Water ~ k l i t y  0bjecti& for floating material may be cxcccded but habitat 
fcahlrss or the biostimulatory substance contributing or causing such algae 
growth has not been identified, 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequate qualily for REC-2 impact 
determinations. 
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal covcrage 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is appl~cablc. 
5. The evaluati-on euideline used to intemret narrative water ~ualilv . . 
standards is adeqnitte. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Non-standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 



Region 4: Cold Creek 
Algae 

An adequate number of algae coverage measurements exceed the REC-2 
Basin Plan Water OualiN Obiective for Floatinc Materials. The staff 
confidence ha1 staidards were exceeded is moieicrste However, the 
pollutant causlng the algae gmwih has not been identified. 



Region 4: Colorado Lagoon 
Lead 

Water Body Colorado Lagoon 

Stressor/Medf.IBenend.l Use LedTissuelAquatic Life 

Date qurllty msscsrment. Extent to Not applicable 
whlch d.1. qnsllty rcqnlrcments met 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolot 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

N/A 

Unknown. 

N/A 

Delist because listing was based on EDLs which not a valid assessment 
guideline. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcluded that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret water quality 
standards. 



Region 4: Compton Creek 
Trash 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedlJBeneficial Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data qusllty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Phgrnm 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Compton Creek 

Trash/Water/REC-I, REC-2 ,and Aquatic Life 

Quality assurance information was not provided. 

Trash is linked to REC-I, REC-2 snd Aquatic Life. 

Photographs can indicate gross impacts on beneficial uses and whether 
standards have been exceeded. Msasurcments of the amount of trash 
collected can provide a relative measure of the potential for nuisance 

Photographs of the condit~on on thc Creek were provided. Thc 
photographs wcrc taken st thc Creck on 9/21/2002, three weeks ancr the 
creek channel was cleaned out by heavy equipment for flood control 
purposes. Data on the collection of trash and debris were was also 
submitted. 

1650 Dounds of trash and debris were collected from volunteers over a 4 
hour period in 2002. Ancr !he clcanup ofthe small section of the Creck, 
trash was still prcsent that could havc affected hrbctat and impeded flows. 

Along 75 yards of the Crcek. 

One 4 hour period in 2002. 

Numerical and Non-numerical. 

Unknown 

Probably stom water discharge 

No recommendation was made by the RWQCB, 

In the review of the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendatioh, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadequate to determine whether applicable water quality standards are not 
exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: - 
I. The data is considered to be of unknown quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 

An inadequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is low. 

4-85 



Region 4: Coyote Creek 
Ammonia 

Water Body 

StressorMedldBenenclal Use 

Data quality nsreasmemt. Extent to 
whlch data quallty rqulrements mel. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benefical use or shndnrd 

UHllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attstned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

~ e m p 6 r a l  representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

Coyote Creek 

k o n i a ~ ~ a t e r l ~ ~ u a t i c  Life 

There was no new data assessed for this water body-pollution combination. 

No new data were submitted which indicates that water quality standards 
are met. 

Point sources 

An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedances for this Reach. 

In June 1995, the seven water reclamation vlants dischareine in the San 
Gabncl River and Santa Clara River watersheds r c c e i v c d ~ i ~ ~ ~  penits 
containing requirements regarding compliance w~th the Basin Plan waler 
quality objectives for ammonia. In accordance with these permits, the Los 
Anaeles CounN Sanitation Districts have been vursuin~ the addition of 
nithfication and deniuification facilities at eachofthesc plants to comply 
with the ammonia objectives. By June 2003, it is expected that these new 
facilities will be operational and ammonia will be drastically reduced 

Research facility operation shows that the monthly average ammonia 
concentration fully complies with the chronic ammonia objective that are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that the majority of ammonia discharged to this water body 
was conmbued by POTWs. Information in the record indicates that the 
maioriN (over 95%) of the ammonia in the Los Aneeles River was 
contribbtsd by POW% It is probable that the conGbution in the San 
Gabriel River watershed is dominated by conmbutions from POTWs as 
well. Generally, concentrations of ammonia upstream of the treatment 
plants is muchiower than downstream wnceniations (up to an order of 
magnihlde difference). 

None. 



Region 4: Coyote Creek 
Ammonia 
SWRCB StnlTRecammendatlon After reviewine the available data and information for this 

mommendati~n. SWRCB sraBconclude that the water body should be 
placed on the Enforceable Program list because applrcable water quality 
standards a n  exceeded and another program will address the problem 



Region 4: Coyote Creek 
Dissolved Copper 

Water Body 

Stresror/MedlllBenencial Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data qnaUty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt 
and beneneal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judgiog if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specl~e Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafiRecommendation 

Coyote Creek 

Dissolved Copper/Water/Aquatic Life 

Stormwater Monitoring Program 

Dissolved Copper CTR criterion is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR criterion is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 years old, data measured in waterbody, sample taken different 
seasons and years. 

26 water samples. 16 samples exceeding. 

I site. 

Fall, winter, spring (1997-2000). 

Numerical data. 

Stormwater Monitoring Program methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List due to greater than 10% exceedance of the WQO and CTR. 

A k r  reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered lo be of adcquatc quallty. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sufficient temooral coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uses have becn establi~hed and appiy to the water body. 
4. Waar quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical, not numerical, both numerical . 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age 
of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceededthe water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Coyote Creek 
Toxicity 

Water Body 

Strerar/MedinlBenenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data qusllty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water qunllty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommeodstlon 

Coyote Creek 

ToxicityIWalerlAquatic Life 

Data submitted in the 2(MO NPDES Annual Monitoring Reports of the 
Long Beach and Valencia Water Reclamation Plants. 

Toxicity is linked to Aquatic Life, however the stressor was not conftrmed. 

Toxicity is applicable to Aquatic Life, however the stressor was not 
confirmed. 

Receiving water stations downstream of the Long Beach WRP on Coyote 
Creek in 1999-2000. 

Chronic toxicity has been detected at receiving water stations downslrearn 
of the Long Beach WRP on Coyote Creek in 1999-2000 and downswarn 
of the Valcncia WRP on the Santa Clara River during. 2000. Toxicity 
identification evaluations have been oerformed usinizeolite filtration to 

v 

control ammonia toxicity. The test results indicated ammonia was likely 
the principal cause of toxicity. 

Receiving water rtalions downstream ofthe Long Beach WRP on Coyote 
Creek and downstream of the Valcncia WRP on the Santa Clara River. 

Toxicity identification evaluation completed: 1999-2000. 

Numerical data. 

Unknown. 

Point sources. 

An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards cxceedances for this Reach. 

In June 1995, the seven water reclamation plants discharging in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara River watersheds received NPDES ~ermits 
containing requircmcnls rcgardlng compliance wtth the Basin Plan water 
quality objectives for ammonia. In accordance with these permits, the Los 
Angclcs County Sanitalion Dishicts have been pursuing the addition of 
nitrification and denitrification facilities at each of the& ~lants  to comolv . . 
with the ammonia objectives. By June 2003, it is expected that thew new 
facililics will be operalional and ammonia will be drastically reduced. 

Research facilitv oocration show that the monthlv average ammonia 
concentration f;ll;complies with the chronic ammonia Gjectivc that arc 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that the majority of ammonia discharged to this water body 
was contributed by POTWs. 

None. 
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Region 4: Coyote Creek 
Toxicity 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information for this 
recommendation, SWRCB staRconcludc that the watcr body should be 
placed on the Enforceable hogram list because applicable water quality 
standards a n  exceeded and another program willaddress the 

- 



Region 4: Coyote Creek 
Dissolved Lead 

Water Body 

StressorlMedls/Beneflclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requlrementa met. 

Llnkqe behveen measurement endpolnt 
and benefleal use or standard ' . 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Ioformatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstion 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentid Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendntlon 

Coyote Creek 

Dissolved LeadiWaterIAquatic Life 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

Dissolved Lead CTR is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 years old, data measured in waterbody, sample taken different 
seasons and years. 

26 water samples, 18 samples exceeding. 

1 site (S 13). 

Fall, winter, spring (1997-1999). 

Numerical data. 

Los Angeles County Department ofpublic Works methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List due to exceedances of the dissolved chronic criterion. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causesthe pkblem. 

This conclusion is based on lhc slaff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temooia.1 coveraae. 
3. Bcncficial uses have bnn  established and apSy lo the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequale number ofthc water quality measurrmcnts excccdcd thc water 
quality standard. The staff confidcncc that standards wcre exceedud is high. 



Region 4: Coyote Creek 
Dissolved Zinc 

Water Body 

StressorlMedislBeneflcId Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcsl use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Coyote Creek 

Dissolved ZinciWaterIAquatic Life 

Stormwater Monitoring Program 

Dissolved Zinc CTR criterion is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR criterion is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 years old, data measured in waterbody, sample taken different 
seasons and years. 

26 water samples, 6 samples exceeding. 

I site (S 14). 

Fall, winter, spring (1997-2000). 

Numerical data. 

Stormwater Monitoring Program methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List due to exceedances of the dissolved chronic criterion. 

Afier reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) last because sppltcable 
water ouaiih, standards are exceeded and a vollutant contributes to or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited suficicnt temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial UKS have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical 
6. Standard methods wcre used. 
7. Olhcr watcr body information including the effects of season and agc of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number orthe waer quality measurements cxceedcd the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards wcre exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Coyote Creek 
Silver 

Water Body 

StressorlMedldBenefidal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not analncd 

Water Body-specltlc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatid representation 

Temporal representation 

Dsta type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Coyote Creek 

SilveriTissue/Aquatic Life 

TSMP 

EDLs and MTRLs are not linked to Aquatic Life. 

MTRLs and EDLs are not applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

TSMP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides 

Delist because listing was based on EDL which are not a valid assessment 
guideline. 

Atter reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are no longer a valid as a water quality standard 
assessment tool. In addition. MTRLs are not linked to aquatic life 
beneficial uses. 



Region 4: Coyote Creek 
Total Selenium 

Water Body 

Data quality asaersment. Extent to 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefieal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendation 

Coyote Creek 

Total Selenium!Water/Aquatic Life 

Stormwater Monitoring Program 

Total Selenium CTR criterion is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR criterion is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 years old, data measured in waterbody, stomwater events. 

26 water samples, 5 samples exceeding. 

I station. 

Fall 1997, fall 1998, winter-summer 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Stormwater Monitoring Program methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List due to exceedances of the dissolved chronic criterion. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on [he sccl~on 303(d) lisl because appltcable 
water qual~ty slandards are excredcd and a pollutanl contribuler to or 
causes the pmblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data an numerical. 
6.  Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water t c d y  information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Dominguez Channel (Estuary to Vermont) 
Copper 

Water Body Dominguez Channel @Nary to Vermont) 

Stressor~edislBeneflcial Use CopperlSedimentlAquatic Life 

Data quallty assessmeat. Extent to BPTCP 
whlch data quallty rqulremcnta met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedfle Information 

Data used to assess water qualily 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Copper ERM-PELS are linked to Aquatic Life. 

ERM-PELS are applicable to aquatic life but using these guidelines in the 
absence of synoptically collected toxicity data is controversial. 

Data 7 years old, environmental data measured at site, one-time sample, 
One event. 

I sediment sample, I sample exceeding. 

One sample only. 

One sample event. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods. 

Historical use ofpesticides and lubricants for DDT, chlordane and PCBs 
Stormwater mno& aerial deposition and historical discharges for copper 

BPTCP Consolidated Plan. 

List due to exceedances of ERM-PELS. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
waer body should not be placed on ths section 303(d) list because it 
cannot be determined if the applicable waar qualiry standards arc exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that the data exhibited - 
insuficient temporal coverage. An inadequate amount of water quality 
measurements were collected and analyzed. 



Region 4: Dominguez Channel (Estuary to Vermont) 
PCBs 

Water Body Dominguez Channel @stualy to Vermont) 

Stressor/Medll/Benenei.I Use PCBd.Sediment/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to BPTCP, QAPP 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint PCB ERM-PELS are generally linked to Aquatic Life 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judginglf ERM-PELS are applicable to aquatic life, however using these guidelines 
standards or uses are not attained in the absence of synoptically collected toxicity data is controversial. 

Water Body-specinc Information Data 8 years old, environmental data measured at site, one-time sample, 
one event. 

Data used to assess water quality I sediment sample, I sample exceeding. 

Spatial representation One sample only. 

Temporal representation One sample event. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method BPTCP methods. 

Potentlal Source(%) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants for DDT, chlordane and PCBs. 
Stormwater runoff, aerial deposition and historical discharges far copper. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program None. 

RWQCB Recomrnendntlon List due to exceedance in ERM-PELS 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because it 
Cam01 be determined if the applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This con~lusion is based on the staff findines that the data exhibited - 
insufficient temporal wverage. An inadequate amount of water quality 
measurements were collected. 



Region 4: Dominguez Channel (Estuary to Vermont) 
Unknown pollutant 

Water Body Dominguez Channel (Esnuuy to Vermont) 

Stressor/MedlllBenefid.l Use Unknown pollutantlSediment/Aquatic Life. 

Data quality sssesrment. Extent to BPTCP, QAPP. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Sediment toxicity is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Sediment toxicity is applicable to Aquatic Life, however it has limited 
standards or uses are not attained applicability because only one sediment sample was taken. 

Water Body-specific Information Data 7 years old, environmental data measured at sitelwaterbody, one-time 
sample. 

Data used to assess water quality I sediment sample. 

Spatlal representation One sample only. 

Temporal representation One sample event. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method BPTCP methods. 

Potentlsl Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants for DDT, chlordane and PCBs. 
Stomwater runoff, aerial deposition and historical discharges for copper. 

Alternative Enforceable Program None. 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaflRecommendation Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because it 
cannot be determined if the applicable water quality standards a n  exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that the data exhibited 
insufficient temporal coverage. An inadequate amount of water quality 
measurements exceeded the water quality standard. 



Region 4: Dominguez Channel (Estuary to Vermont) 
Chlordane 

Water Body Dominguez Channel (Eshmy to Vermont) 

Stressor/Medls/Beneflelai Use Chlordan&ediment/Aquatic Life. 

Data quality asseramerit. Extent to BPTCP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Chlordane ERM-PELS are generally linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if ERM-PELS are applicable to aquatic life, however using these guidelines 
standards or uses are not attained in the absence of synoptically collected toxicity data is controversial. 

Water Body-specifle Information Data 8 yean old, environmental data measured at site, one-time sample, 
one event. 

Data used to assess water quality 1 sediment sample, I sample exceeding. 

Spatial representanon One sample only. 

Temporal representation One sample event. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Unknown. 

PotenHal Source(r) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants for DDT, chlordane and PCBs. 
Stormwater ~ n o f f ,  aerial deposition and historical discharges for copper. 

Alternative Enforceable Program BPTCP Consolidated Plan. 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to exceedance in ERM-PELS 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff wnclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because it 
cannot be determined if the applicable water quality standards an cxcccded. 

This wnciusion is based on the staff findings that the data exhibited 
insufficient temporal coverage. An inadequate amount of water quality 
measurements were collected and analyzed. 



Region 4: Dry Canyon Creek 
Total Selenium 

Water Body 

StressorlMedis/Benelicld Use 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllry of mcsturc for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

WateiBody-speeilic Information 

Data used to assess water qllnlity 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Dly Canyon Creek 

Total SeleniumAVater/Aquatie Life (warn freshwater and wildlife habitat) 

City of Calabasas 

Total Selenium CTRs are linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR is applicable to Aquatic Life 

Data 1-2 years, data measured at site, multiple event in different seasons. 

32 water samples, 9 samples exceeding. 

Samples were collected spatially along the creek. 

Fall, winter, spring in different years (2000 - 2001). 

Numerical data. 

City of Calabasas methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenlattonior ,his recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud; that !he 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because appl~cable 
water auaiitv standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw . . 
2. The data exhibited sulficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial user have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water auality standard used is ap~licable. . . 
5. Data are ninerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other site-specific information including the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate amount ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The aaffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Dry Canyon Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Dry Canyon Creek 

StressorlMedl./Benenclal Use F m l  ColiformMraterlREC-l 

Data quality assessment Extent to City of Calabasas 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-I. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If WQO is applicable to REC-I. 
standards or uses are not attained 

water Body-specl~c Informatton Data 1-2 years, data measured at site, seasonality and years. 

Data used to assess water quality 56 samples, 1 I samples exceeding. 

Spstial representation Samples were collected spatially along the creek. 

Temporal representation Fa4  winter, spring in different years (2000-2001). 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method City of Calabasas methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Natural and urban sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaIIRecommendaHon After reviewin= the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenration-for this recommendation. SWRCB maff conclude'thar the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) lin because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatiaiand lemporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses havc been established and apply to thc walcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other site-specific information inchding the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adcquale amounl of the waler quality measurements exceeded the water 
qualiry standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Duck Pond Ag DrainJMugu DrainIOxnard Drain #2 
Chem A 

Water Body Duck Pond Ag DrainIMugu DrainIOxnard Drain #2 

Streaor/Medl./BeneflcIal Use Chem A/Tissue/Aquatic Life. 

Data quality assessment. Extent to TSMP 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Tissue NAS guidelines are linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlai Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Tissue NAS guidelines are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Historical use of pesticides. 

Onginally rccommcndcd for delisting because listing was based on NAS 
outdaled guidelines. Rccvalualion resulted in a rccommcndalion to 
maintain the listing because Chem A group are not outdated and are still 
valid guidelines set by NAS to protect aquatic life. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludes that the 
waler body should not be removed fromthe section 303(d) list because 
applicable NAS guidelines are nut outdated, and are a valld assessment 
guideline. 



Region 4: Echo Park Lake 
Trash 

Water Body Echo Park Lake 

Stresaor/Media!Benefldai Use TrashlWaterlAquatic Life, REC-2 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcai use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If NIA 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality N/A 

Spatial representation N/A 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type N/A 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation TMDL Completed. 

SWRCB Stafl Recommendation After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this mommcndation, SWRCB staiiconelud;that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has been devclo~ed for !he water body-pollutant combination. The . . 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 4: Hobie Beach (Channel Islands Harbor) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Hobie Beach (Channel Islands Harbor) 

Stressorlhtedil/Beneficiai Use Bacteria Indicators/Water/REC-L 

Data quality ascessment. Extent to County health depmtment. 
whieh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Bacterial indicators are linked to REC-I. 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards 
standards or uses are not attained which are applicable to REC-I. 

Water Body-specific Information Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

Data used to assess water quality 49 samples exceeding standards out of97 samples. 

Spatial representation 1 station: VC(36000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Temporal representation Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Afier reviewing the available data and ~nformation provided by the 
RWQCB dacumcntatian for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude 
that the water body should bc placed on the section 303(d1 list because 
applicable water &ality standsrds are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclurion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadeauate aualitv. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand tkmpokl coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualitv standard used is amlicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of lhc water quality measurements cxcccded the water 
qualily standard. Thc slaffconfidencc that standards wcrc cxcccdcd is high. 



Region 4: Hopper Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 4) 
TDS 

Water Body Hopper Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 4) 

StreaoriMedidBenefleial Use TDS/Water/AgriculNre 

Data qurllty assessment. Extent to United Watcr Conservation Diarict 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temppral representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeabie Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

TDS WQO is linked to Agriculture. 

WQO and measurement end points are applicable to AgriculNre. 

Data 2-5 years old, samples collected at site. 

I 1  water samples, 10 samples exceeding. 

Limited. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

United Water Conservation District methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and Be RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude that thc 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributesio or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based an the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited suCficient tcmporai covcragc. 
3. Beneficial uscs havc been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the of age of the data were 
considered, 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water qualiry 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Hopper Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 4) 
Sulfate 

Water Body Hopper Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 4) 

StressorlMedWBenenclal Use Sulfate/Water/Agriculture 

Data quality assessment. Extent to United Water Conservation District 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Sulfate WQO are linked to Agriculture. 
and benefical use or  standard . 

Utility of measure for ludging if WQO and measurement end points are applicable to AgriculNre. 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information Data 2-5 yean old, samples collected at site. 

Dsts used to assess water quaUty I2 water samples, I I sample exceeding. 

Spatial representation Limited. 

Temporal representation Quarterly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method United Water Conservation District methods 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationfor lhis recommendalion, SWRCB s!affconclud;that lhe 
waler body should be placed on the scclion 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suffcient temwral coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply lo the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Olher water body information including the of age of the data were 
considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The aaficonlidcnce that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Lake Calabasas 
Copper 

Water Body Lake Calabasas 

StressoriIvledil/BenefleiaI Use Copper~issueIAquatic Life 

Data quality asaersment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt EDLs not linked to Beneficial Uses 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging If EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representatloa NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

I 

Delist because the original listing was based on EDLs which nota valid 
assessment guideline. 

SWRCB StaBRecommendation A h r  reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommeudation. SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed hom the secllon 303(d) list because the 
appl~ed EDL gutdellnes are no! a val~d tool to lntcrpret nanatlve water 
quality standards, 



Region 4: Lake Calabasas 
Zinc 
-- 

Water Body 

StressorlhfedlnlBenelicIal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneliul use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB St~IIRecomrnendatlon 

Lake Calabasas 

Zinflissue/Aquatic Life 

NIA 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

Delist because original listing was based on EDLs which not a valid 
assessment guideline. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. S W C B  staffconcluded that the 
water bcdy should be removed tiom the'scctian 303(d) list because ihc 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards 



Region 4: Lake Lindero 
Selenium 

Water Body 

StressorhledlllBeneficiaI Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rewmmendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Lake Lindem 

Seleniuflissue/Aquatic Life 

TSMP 

Median International Standards (MIS) are not linked to Aauatic life. 
These criteria were published b i the  bN as a survey of mimbmber nations 
health protection criteria. They are not applicable with the U.S.A. 

MIS are outdated guidelines and were never applicable to Aquatic Life 
protection. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

TSMP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides. 

Delist because the original listing was based on MIS for trace elements, 
which are outdated and are not valid assessment guideline. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed h m  thcsectlon 303(d) list because applied 
Median International Standards (MIS) are obsolete, not applicable within 
the U.S.A. and do not remesent valid assessment widelines to measure - 
impacts on aquatic life beneficial uses. 



Region 4: Lincoln Park Lake 
¸ rash 

Water Body Lincoln Park Lake 

Stredsor/Medi./Beneficlal Use TrashlWaterlAqnatic Life and REC-2 

Data quslity assessment. Extent to N/A 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benefical use or standard . 

Utility of measure for Judging If NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelnc Inforrnatlon NIA 

Data used to assers water quallty NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation N/A 

Data type N/A 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potential Source(a) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation TMDL Completed. 

SWRCB StaNReeommendation Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for thio rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List bccsusc a 
TMDL has k e n  deveioped for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Fish Harbor 
TBT 

Water Body 

StreaorlMedls/Benellclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Los Angeles Fish Harbor 

TBT/Sediment/Aquatic Life 

BPTCP 

Linkage behvcen measurement endpoint 
and benctlml use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedflc Informalion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representalion 

~ e m ~ 6 r a l  representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

TBT in sediment is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Assessment based on backgmnnd levels rather than valid assessment 
guidelines which are not applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

unknown. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

BPTCP. 

Potenlisl Saurcr(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pcsticidcs and lubricants. Stormwater wnoft: aerial 
deposition, and historical discharges of metal. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because the original listing was based on exceeding background 
levels rather than valid assessment guidelines. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
original listing was based on exceeding background levels rather than valid 
assessment guidelines. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor Inner Breakwater 
TBT 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor Inner Breakwater 

StressorlMedll/Beneficirl Use TBTISedimentlAquatic Life 

Data quality sssessment. Extent to BPTCP-QAPP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint TBT in sediment is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneneal use or standard . 

Utlllty of measure for judging If Assessment based on background levels rather than valid asscssmcnt 
standards or uses are not attained guideline which is not applicable to Aqualic Life. 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

unknown. 

Unknown. 

unknown. 

Unknown. 

unknown. 

BPTCP. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. Stormwater ~ n o f f ,  aerial 
deposition, and historical discharges of metal. 

Delist the original listing was based on exceeding background levels rather 
than valid assessment guidelines. 

ARcr reviewing thc amilablc data and information and thc RWQCB 
documatation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude that ~ h c  
water body should be removed from the section 3031d) list because the 
original listing was based on exceeding background ievels rather than valid 
assessment guidelines. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor Main Channel 
TBT 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor Main Channel 

Stressor~edlslBeneliclsl Use TBT/Sediment/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to BPTCP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint TBT in sediment is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utllily of measure lor Judging if Assessment bascd on background levels rather than valid asscssmcnt 
rtandsrdr or uses are not 8Mined guideline which is not applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Water Body-specllic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstlon 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rewmmendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

unknown. 

unknown. 

unknown. 

Unknown. 

unknown. 

BPTCP. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. Stormwater mno& aerial 
deposition, and historical discharges of metal 

Delist because the original listing was based on exceeding background 
levels rather than valid assessment guidelines. 

After reviewin= the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documcntat~on for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conciudc that the 
water body should be removed from the sectlon 303(d) ltrt because the 
original listing was based on exceeding background levels rather than valid 
assessment guidelines. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Toxaphene 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 

StressorlMedillBeneOci.l Use ToxaphcndTissuelCOMM 

Data quality assessment. Extent to SMWP 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Toxaphene MTRLs are linked to COMM. 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if MTRLs are applicable to COMM. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spec1Oc Informstlon Data 4-9 years old, environmental data measured at sitelwaterbody, species 
present, samples wlleeted in 1993, 1995, 1997 and 1998. 

Data used to assess water quality 4 tissue samples (67%) exceeded the water quality standard. The RWQCB 
provided the adequate data that was inadveltently missing in their original 
fact sheet. 

Spatial representation URknown. 

Temporal representation Samples were collected in 1993, 1995, 1997 and 1998. 

Data type Numerical. 

Use of standard method SMWP. 

Potential Sourcc(s) of Pollutant Historical use ofpesticides and lubricants, stormwater runoff, serial 
deposition, and historical discharges for metals. 

Alternative Enforceable Program BPTCP Consolidated Cleanup Plan. 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to exceedances in MTRLs. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation In the revicw of the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable . . . . 
water quaiiry standards are exceeded and a pollutant conmbutcs to or 
causes the problem. The RWQCB provided the appropriate data, that was 
inadvertently missing in their original fact sheet, to suppon the listing of 
this water b~d~-~o l l " t an t  combin&ion. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadequate qualiiy. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient tem~o&l co&.ae~. 
3. Beneficial uses have been cstabli'rhed and ap$y to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation wideline used to intemret narrative water quality . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including the age of the data were 
considered. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Toxaphene 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Cadmium 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 

StressoriMedislBenenelal Use Cadmium/SedimenUAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment Extent to BPTCP 
whleh data quallty requlrements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Benthic community effects, sediment toxicity, and ERM-PEL is linked to 
and benencal use or standard - Aquatic Life. 

Utility of measure for judgingif 
standards or uses are not nitained 

Water Body-spedfie Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

Effects data, toxicity data, and ERM-PELS arc applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 6 years old, one-time sample event, one season event. 

14 sediment samole. 6 samoles exceedine for Cadmium. Eieht associated . . - - 
sediment samples had significant toxicity and four sediment stations had a 
degraded benthic community. 

Samples were collected spatially. 

One-time sample 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods were used. 

Historical use ofpesticides and lubricants, stormwater mnoff, aerial 
deposition, and historical discharges for metals. 

The Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan describes how the Los 
An~eles Contaminated Task Force will develoo s olan for the cleanuo of - . . 
this sttc While the planning has progressed, no remediatian ofthe site has 
occurred. No responsible panics have been identified. 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to exceedances of ERMPEL sediment thresholds. 

SWRCB StaiiReeommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate auality. 
2. Thc data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand tcmpiral coverage. 
3. Beneficial user arc applicable and apply to this water body. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret nanativc water quality 
standards is adea6te. 
5 .  Data arc numerical. 
6. Standard methods were uscd. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Cadmium 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Copper 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 

Stre~orlMedIslBeneflcial Use Copper/Sedimcnt/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to BPTCP 
which data qusllty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Benthic community effects, sediment toxicity, and ERM-PEL is linked;o 
and beneflcal use or standard . Aquatic Life. 

Utility of measure for judging if Effects data, toxicity data, and ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data 6-10 years old, environmental data measured at sitelwaterbody. 

Data used to assess water quality 19 sediment samples, 19 samples exceeding ERMs-PELS for Copper. 
Eight associated sediment samples had significant toxicity and four 
sediment stations had a degraded benthic community. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Samples were collected spatially. 

3 different year and seasons. 

Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method BPTCP methods were used. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants, stormwater mnoff, aerial 
deposition, and historical discharges far metals. 

Alternative Enforceable Program The Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plandescribes how the Los 
Angeles Contaminated Task Force will develop a plan far the cleanup of 
this site. While the planning has progressed, no remediatian of the site has 
occurred. No responsible parties have becn identified. 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to exeeedances in E W E L  sediment thresholds 

SWRCB StalTRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303rd) list because aoalicable . , . . 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses are applicable and apply to this water body. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
I 

Copper 
An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Dieldrin 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 

StressorlMedldBene~d.I Use DieldridTissudCOMM 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to SMWP 
which data qusllty requlremenb met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt Dieldrin MTRL.s are linked to COMM. 
m d  benencal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If MTRL.s are applicable to COMM. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data 7-9 years old, environmental data measured at sitehvaterbody, 
samples collected during 2 different seasons and years. 

Data used to assess water qusUty 3 tissue samples, 3 samples exceeding. 

Spatla1 representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Samples were collected spatially. 

Samples were collected temporally. 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method SMWP. 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants, stormwater runoff, aerial 
deposition, and historical discharges for metals. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to excecdance in MTRLs. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendntion Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntationfcr this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludf that the 
water body should bc placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate, quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient snatial and temooral coverane. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and adply to the wzer body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5 .  The evaluation mideline used to intemret narrative water qualihl . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including the age of the data were 
considered. 

All of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Zinc 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 

Stnssor/Medl.IBeneficial Uae Zinflissue 

Data quality assessment. Extent to SMWP 
wbick data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint There is not a linkage to beneficial use. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if Assessment based on,background levels rather than valid assessment 
standards or uses are not attained guideline which is not applicable to aquatic life. 

Water Body-specific Information U&own. 

Data used to assess water quality U&own. 

Spatial representation Samples were collected spatially. 

Temporal representation Samples were collected temporally 

Data type Numerical. 

Use of standard method SMWP. 

Potential Sourcc(s) of Pollutant H~storical use of pesticides and lubncants, slormwatcr runoff, acnal 
depositton, and hrstoncal dtschargcs Formrwls. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because the original listing was based on exceeding background 
levels rather than valid assessment guidelines. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be removed from the section 3031d) list because the . , 
original liiting was based on exceeding background levels rather than valid 
assessment guidelines. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
TBT 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 

StressorMedls/Beaeflcid Use TBT~issudCOMM 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to SMWP 
whlch data quallty requlrementa met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint SMWP data is linked to COMM. 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if Assessment based on background levels rather than valid assessment 
standards or uses are not attained guideline which is not applicable to COMM. 

Water Body-speelfie Information Unknown. 

Data used to assess water quallty Unknown. 

Spatial representatlon Samples were collected spatially. 

Temporal representation Samples were collected temporally. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method SMWP, 

Potenlisl Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants, stormwater runoff, aerial 
deposition, and historical discharges for metals. 

Alternative Enforceable Program BPTCP Consolidated Cleanup Plan. 

RWOCB Recommendation Delist because the orieinal listine was based on exceedine backsound - - - 
levels rather than valiz assessmeil of guidelines. Delisling applies to LA 
Harbor Consolidated Slip. Fish Ilarbor, Inner Breakwatrr and Main 
Channel). 

SWRCB StaRRecornmcndation Afler reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommendalion, SWRCB stalfconcludc [hat the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
original listing was based on exceeding background levels rather than valid 
assessment guidelines. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Arsenic 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 

StressorlMedlllBeneUdII Use ArseniclSedimentlAquatic Life 

Data quality rssesrment. Extent to BPTCP 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use oistandard metbod 

Arsenic ERM-PELS are linked Aquatic Life. 

ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP and SMWP. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Ii~rtoncal use of pcottc~dcs and lubricants, stomwalcr nmoff, acnal 
dcpos~tion, and h~storical discharges for metals 

Alternative Enforceable Program BPTCP Consolidated Cleanup Plan. 

RWQCB Recommendation Inadvertently listed. Reevaluation of data revealed that arsenic did not 
exceed ERM or PEL sediment thresholds. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because the 
water body was inadvertently listed and applicable sediment thresholds are 
not exceeded. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Nickel 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 

StressorlMedin/Benelldll Use NickeVSediment/Aqustic Life 

Data quality assessmeat. Extent to BPTCP 
which data quality requiremeots met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt Benthic community effects, sediment toxicity, and ERM-PEL is linked to 
and benelical use or standard Aquatic Life. 

Utllltv of messure for ludeine If Effects data, toxicitv data, and ERM-PELS are applicable to aquatic life . " "  
standards o r  user .re not anslned beneficial user. ~ h & e  were 5 samples exceedin$ in the PEL ktdelinc for 

nickel, however ERMs were not exceeded. Toxicity and sediment 
chemistry data was collected synoptically 

Water Body-speclnc Informatlon Data 8-10 years old, environmental data measured at sitelwaterbody, 2 
seasons monitored in 2 different years. 

Data used to assess water quallty 5 sediment chemisuy samples, 5 samples exceeding. Sediment toxicity 
data was observed in synoptically collected samples. Nickel is not 
identified in the Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan as a chemical 
contributing to the creation or maintenance of the toxic hot spot. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Samples were collected spatially. 

3 different year (1992 and 1994) and seasons 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method BPTCP methods were used. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants, stormwater mnaff, aerial 
deposition, and historical discharges for metals. 

Alternative Enforceable Program None. 

RWQCB Recommendstlon List due to exceedance of E W E L  sediment thresholds. 

SWRCB Stal(Recommeadat1on ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considmd to be ofadcquatequality. 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard were used. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Nickel 

8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
season and age of the data were considered. 

All orthe wtcr quality mcssurcments exceeded the water quality standard. 
The staffconlidence thet standards were exceeded is moderate. 



Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Mercury 

Water Body Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 

StressorMedldBenefrd.l Use ~ e k u t y / ~ e d i m m t / ~ ~ u a t i c  Life 

Data quality aaessment. Extent to BPTCP 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Benthic community effects, sediment toxicity, and ERM-PEL is linked to 
and benellcsl use or  standard - Aquatic Life. 

Utllity of messure for judging If Effects data, toxicity data, and EM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or uses are not anabed  

Water Body-specllle Information Data 6-10 years old, environmental data measured at sitelwaterbody, 3 
years4 seasons. 

Data used to assess water quality 19 sediment samples, 5 samples exceeding EM-PEL for Mercury. Eight 
associated sediment samples had significant toxicity and four sediment 
stations had a degraded benthic cokunify .  

Spatld representation Samples were collected spatially 

Temporal representation 3 different year and seasons. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method BPTCP methods were used 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants, stormwater mnoff, aerial 
deposition, and historical discharges for metals. 

Alternative Enforceable Program The Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan dcscnbes how the Los 
Angclcs contaminated Task Force will dcvclop a plan for the cleanup of 
this site. While the planning has progressed, no remediation of the site has 
occurred. No responsible have been identified. 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to exceedance of ERMmEL sediment thresholds. 

SWRCB StaRRrcommendallon Ancr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll;tant contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adcquate-quality. 
2. Thc data exhibited sulfieient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses are applicable and apply to this water body. 
4. The evaluation m i d e k e  used to in&&t narrative water aualitv . . 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
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Region 4: Los Angeles Harbor-Consolidated Slip 
Mercury 

quality standard. 'The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Estuary (Queensway Bay) 
DDT 

Water Body Los Angeles River Esh~ary (Queensway Bay) 

Stressor/MedldBenelidal Use DDTISedimenVAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to BPTCP 
which data quality requlremmts met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint DDT ERM-PELS are linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benelical use or standard . 

Utility of measure for Judging if ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data 4-10 years old, data measured at site, data measured in different years 

Data used to assess water quaUty 9 samples, 6 samples exceeding. Four out of six sediment samples were 
found to be significantly toxic to amphipods. The benthic community was 
classified as transitional. 

Spatial representanon Samples were collected spatially. 

Temporal representation Samples taken in 2 different years, 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method BPTCP. 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesttcides and lubricants. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to exceedance in ERM/PELs guidelines 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the availablc data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludc that the 
water body should be placed on thc section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollu~nt contributesib ot 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of edeauate aualiw. . . ,  
2. The data cxh~bitcd sullic~ent spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been cstabl~shcd and apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualiw standard used is a~~licable.  . . . . 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other waterbody information including the age of the data were 
considered. 

An adequate numbsr of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Estuary (Queensway Bay) 
Chlordane 

Water Body Los Angeles River Estuary (Queensway Bay) 

Stresror/Medll/Beneficlal Use Chlordandsediment/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to BPTCP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedfic Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatid representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendation 

Chlordane ERM-PELS are linked to Aquatic Life. 

ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data4-10 years old, data measured at site, data measured in different years. 

9 sediment samples, 9 samples exceeding. Four out of six sediment 
samples were found to be significantly toxic to amphipods. The benthic 
community was classified as transitional. 

Samples were collected spatially. 

Samples taken in 2 different years. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP. 

Historical use ofpesticides and lubricants 

List due to exceedances in ERMmELs. 

Aner reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because avolicable . . . . 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindines that: 
1. The data isconsidered to be ofadequatc-quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial user have been established and apply to the water body. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body informalion including the age of the data were 
considered. 

An adequate number afthe waler quallry measurements exceeded the walcr 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is  
moderate. 
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Region 4: Los Angeles River Estuary (Queensway Bay) 
Lead 

Water Body Los Angeles River Eshlary (Queensway Bay) 

StressorNedlslsenelIcial Use Lead/Sediment/Aquatic Life 

Data quality userment. Extent to BPTCP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkap behveen measurement endpolnt 
and henefical use or standard . 

Utlllty of measure for Judging If 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Lead ERMmELs in sediment arc linked to Aquatic Life . 

ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 4-10 years old, data measured at site, data measured in different years. 

18 sediment samoles. 8 samoles exceedina. Four out of six sediment 
samples were f o h d  io be significantly to& to amphipods. The benthic 
community was classified as transitional. 

Samples were collected spatially 

Samples collected in 2 different years. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP. 

Historical use ofpesticides and lubricants. 

List due to exceedances in ERMIPEL assessment guidelines. 

After reviewing tho available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adcquatcquality. 
2. The data exhibited suff~cicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the watcr body 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including the age of the data wcrc 
considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality mea,urcmcnts exceeded the watcr 
quality standard. The slaffconfidcnce that standards wcrc cxcccdcd is 
moderate. 
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Region 4: Los Angeles River Estuary (Queensway Bay) 
Zinc 

Water Body Los Angeles River Estuary (Queensway Bay) 

Stressor/MedtslBeneflclai Use ZincISedimenUAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to BPTCP 
whlch data qudlty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Zinc ERM-PELS are linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benefieal use or stan'dard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Infarmntion 

Data used to assess water qusllty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentiai Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 1-5 years old, measured at site during three different years. 

27 samvles. 5 sam~les exceeding. Four out of six sediment samoles were 
found to bisignifi;antly toxic toamphipads. The benthic comiunity was 
classilicd as transitional. 

Samples collected spatially. 

Samples collected during three different years. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

List due to exceedances in ERM-PEL guidelines. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff tindines that: ~ ~ "~ ~~~~ 

I. The data is considcrcd to bc of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the watcr body. 
7. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
8. The waluation guideline used to interpret narrative watcr quality 
standards is adequate. 
9. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including the effects of season and age 
of the data wcre considered, 

An adequate number ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the watcr 
quatity standard. The stafl confidence that slandards wcre cxcccdcd is 
moderate. 
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Region 4: Los Angeles River Estuary (Queensway Bay) 
PCBs 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medi./Bene~clal Use 

Los Angeles River Esnuuy (Queensway Bay) 

PCBsJsedimentlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data qunllty requirements met. 

Llnksge between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcnl use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc lnformntion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

BPTCP 

PCBs ERMmELs in sediment is linked to Aquatic Life. 

ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data4-10 years old, data measured at site, data measured in different years. 

18 samples, 2 samples exceeding. Four out of six sediment samples were 
found to be significantly toxic to amphipods. The benthic community was 
classified as transitional. 

Samples were collected spatially. 

Samples taken in 2 different years. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

List due to exceedances of ERM-PELS sediment quality guideline. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB slaff conclud;Ihat the 
water body should bc placed on the sectlon 303(d) list bccausc appl~cablc 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is basedon the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data cxhibitcd sulficxnt spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncticial uses have bccn cstablishcd and apply to the watcr body 
4. Water quality standard used is a~~licnble.  
5. The evaluatibn guideline used t i  interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including the age of the data were 
considered. 

An adequate number of the watcr quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 1 (Estuary to Carson Street) 
Dissolved Cadmium 

Water Body 

StressorlMedia/Benelldll Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requlrements met. 

Llnbge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specillc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

Los Angeles River Re.& I (Eshlary to Carson Street) 

Dissolved CadmiumMraterlAquatic Life (Warm, Wildlife Habitat) 

Los Angeles County Stormwater Program 

Cadmium CTR criterion is linked to Aquatic Life and Drinking Water 
standard CA Code tittle 22. 

CTR criterion is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 3-5 years old, data measured in waterbody, sample taken different 
seasons and years. 

18 water samples, 4 samples exceeding (acute), 6 samples exceeding 
(chronic), 2 samples exceeding (CTR Title 22). 

Samples were collected mostly in main stem of Los Angeles River. 

Fall, winter, fall, spring (1997-1999). 

Numerical data. 

LA County Stormwater Monitoring Program. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to a greater than 10% exceedance ofdissolved and total cadmium 
water quality critcna for protection of freshwater aquatic ltfe and potential 
drinking water sources. 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findim that: 
I. The data is eonsidercd to be ofadcquat~quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other site-specific information including the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate amount ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 1 (Estuary to Carson Street) 
Dissolved Copper 

Water Body 

StressoriMedIdBene11eisl Use 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
whleh data qusllty requirements met. 

Linkage behvcen measuremenl endpoint 
and henencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Informatfon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial repreaentatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Los Angeles River Reach I (Estuary to C m n  Street) 

Dissolved Copped WaterIAquatic Life (warm-Iieshwater and wildlife 
habitat) 

Los Angeles County Stormwater Program 

Copper CTR is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 yean old, data measured in waterbody, sample taken different 
seasons and yean. 

18 water samples, I I samples exceeding (acute), 
(chronic). 

13 samples exceeding 

Samples were collected mostly in main stem of Los Angeles River 

Fail, winter, spring (1997-1999). 

Numerical data. 

Los Angeles County Stormwater Program. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List due to a greater than 10% exceedance of dissolved copper water 
quality criteria for protection of freshwater aquatic life. 

AAcr reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a poll"&t contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. Thc data is considered to be ~fade~uat;~uality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have b a n  established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were uscd. 
8. Other waar body information including the effects of season. mom 
events, and age of the data were considered, 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 1 (Estuary to Carson Street) 
Dissolved Copper 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded 
is high. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 1 (Estuary to Carson Street) 
Dissolved Zinc 

Water Body 

StressorMedI.IBenefiell1 Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requlrementa met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use o r  standard . 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Informatfon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Los Angeles River Reach I (Estuary to carson Street) 

Dissolved ZindWaterlAquatic Life (warm-freshwater and wildlife habitat 

Los Angeles County Stormwater Program 

Zinc CTR is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTRs arc applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 yean old, data measured in waterbody, sample taken different 
seasons and yean. 

18 water samples, 7 samples exceeding (acute and chronic criteria). 

Spatlal representation Samples were collected mainly in the main stem of the LA River. 

Temporal representation Fall, winter in different years. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstnndnrd method Los Angeles County Stormwater Monitoring Program. 

Potential Source(s) of PoUutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to a greater than 10% excccdancc ofdissolvcd zinc acute and 
chronic watcr quality criteria for protection of freshwater Aquatic Life. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenta~ion-for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconc1ud;that Ihe 
watcr body should be placed on thc section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a vollutant contributes to or . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coverare 
3. Bcneliclal uscs have been eslablishcd and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used IS apphcablc. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other watcr body information including the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthe watcr quality mcarurcmcnts cxcccdcd lhc 
water quality standard. The staff confidence lhat standards wcrc exceeded 
is high. 
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Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 1 (Estuary to Carson Street) 
Trash 

Water Body Los Angeles River Reach I (Estuary to Carson Street) 

StressoriMedlJBenelld.l Use TreshAVaterlAquatic Life and REC-2 

Data qudity assessment Extent to NIA 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specltlc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatla1 representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

TMDL Completed. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conelude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLS Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 1 (Estuary to Carson Street) 
Total Aluminum 

Water Body Los Angela River Reach I (Estuary to Carson Street) 

StressorlMediPlsenenclal Use Total AlumindaterIOroondwater Recharge 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Los Angeles County Stormwater Program 
whkh data quality requlremwts met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint WQO for Aluminum Maximum Concentration Levels (MCLs) are linked 
and benencal use o r  standard . to Groundwater Recharge. 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

MCLs are applicable to Groundwater Recharge, 

Data is 3-5 year old, data measured in the waterbody, samples collected 
different in seasons and years. 

18 water samples, 10 samples exceeding. 

Samples were collected mainly in the main stem of the LA River. 

Fall-1997, winter- fall 1998, winter 1999. 

Numerical data. 

TSMP. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

Ancr reviewing the available data and informalion and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommendation, SWRCB slaffcanclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because a~~ l i cab le  
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"tant contributesio or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinas that: 
I .  The dala is considcrcd to be ~fad~uatc-~ual i ty .  
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is high. 
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Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 2 (Carson to Figueroa Street) 
Trash 

Water Body Los Angeles River Reach 2 (Carson to Figuema Street) 

Stressor~edls /Bene~dal  Use TrashlWaterlAquatic Life and REC-2 

Data quality assessment Extent to NIA 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeine Informadon NIA 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation TMDL Completed 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Aftcr rcvlewing thc available data and informatton and the RWQCB 
documentation for thls rccommendat~on, SWRCB ~taRconclude thal the 
water bodv should be daced on the TMDLs Comaleted List because a 
TMDL has been devciopcd for thc water body-poiiutant combination. The 
TMDL has been appmvcd by USEPA 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 3 (Figueroa Street to Riverside Dri + 
Trash 

Water Body 

StressorMedilJBenelidsl Use 

Data quality assessm&t. Extent to 
which data quality requlrernents met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard . 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or user are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendation 

Los Angeles River Reach 3 (Figueroa Street to Riverside Drive) 

TrashtWaterlAquatic Life and REC-2 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

TMDL Completed. 

Alier reviewing the available data and informanon and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the TMDLs Com~ieted List because a 
TMDL has been deveioped for the water body-poilutant combination, The 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 4 (Sepulveda Drive to Sepulveda Dam + 
Trash 

Water Body Los Angeles River Reach 4 (Sepulveda Drive to Sepulveda Dam) 

Stressor/MedinlBene~cial Use TmshMraterlAquatic Life and REC-2 

Data qudlty ~sessment.  Extent to N/A 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utillty of measure for judglngif NIA 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-speclilc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StslYRecommendatlon 

TMDL Completed 

After reviewing the available datl and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be placed on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 5 (At Sepulveda Basin) 
Trash 

Water Body 

Data quality assessment Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntion 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation 

Los Angeles River Reach 5 (At Sepulveda Basin) 

TrashlWaterlAquatic Life and REC-2 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

TMDL Completed, 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
docurncntation for this recommcndation, SWRCB naffconcludc that the 
water body should be placed on theTMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has becn developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has becn approved by USEPA. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River ~ e a c h ' 5  (within Sepulveda Basin) 
Chem A 

Water Body Los Angeles River Reach 5 (within Sepulveda Basin) 

Stressor/Medis/Benelicial Uw Chem A/l'issudAquatic Life 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to Unknown 
which data qunllty reqnlremenh met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpolnt 
and beneflcal use or rtandard 

Utillty ofmeaaurc for Judging if 
standards or uses are not sttalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecommendation 

Chem A NAS guidelines arc linked to Aquatic Life. 

NAS guidelines are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data age is 10 years old. 

I tissue sample, 0 samples exceeding. This walcr body-pollutant was listed 
on the 1996 303 (d) list in error by the RWQCB. The Chem A in this 
tissue sample collecled in 1992 did not exceed the NAS Chcm A guideline. 

One site. 

One time sample 

Nurnek l  data. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Delist because Chem A did not exceed the NAS guidelines in tissue. 

After reviewing the available data and infomition and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that the ~ ~ 

water body should be removed fmm the'sectio"303(d) list because there is 
insullicient evidence to suppon listing the pollutant. The original listing 
was made in error bv the RWOCB in 1996. The lissuc sam~le  collccled in 
1992 was below  the-^^^ tissue guideline for Chem A. 

' 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that the data exhibited 
insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements did not exceed the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded 
is low. 



Region 4: Los Angeles River Reach 5 (within Sepulveda Basin) 
Chlorpyrifos 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medl./Bene11clal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellesl use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judglog If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelflc Information 

Data used to asse~s water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlsl Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendation 

Los Angeles River Reach 5 (within Sepulveda Basin) 

Chlorpyifos~issue/Aquatic Life 

N/A 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 

EDLs are not an applicable assessment guideline. 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

Delist because the original listing was based on EDLs which are not a valid 
assessment guideline. 

In the review of the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclud~d that the ~~ ~ ~~ ~~~~~ ~~~~~ ~~ ~~~ 

water body should be removed from theicction 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret nanallve water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Los Cemtos Channel 
chlordane 

Water Body 

StressorlMedIaIBenefielsl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage hehveen measurement endpoint 
and benefienl use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging If 
standards or uses i r e  not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeesble Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Los Cenitos Channel 

ChlordandSedimenffAquatic Life 

BFTCP 

Chlordane ERMs-PELS are linked to Aquatic Life. 

ERMs-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 8-9 yean old, data measured at site, measured during the winter. 

4 sediment samples, 3 samples exceeding 
4 sediment toxicity test samples, 3 samples toxic 

Data was collected spatially. 

Winter 1993 and 1994. 

Numerical data. 

BFTCP. 

unknown. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  Thc data is considered to be ofadcqualc quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used 
7. Other site-specific information including the cfkcls of season, storm 
events, and age ofthe data were considcrcd. 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Los Cerritos Channel 
Unknown 

Water Body 

StressorlMedidBeneflcial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Los Cerritos Channel 

Unknown/SedimentlAquatic Life 

BPTCP 

Sediment toxicity is linkage to Aquatic Life. 

Sediment toxicity is applicable to Aquatic Life, however guidelines use are 
unknown. 

Data 9-10 years old, samples taken at site. 

4 sediment samples, 3 toxic samples. 

Unknown. 

Samples taken in 1993 and in 1994. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP. 

Unknown. 

List for sediment toxicity. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should no! bc placed on thc scction 303(d) list bccausc 
scdimcnt toxicity is a condition ofa water body. Pollutants such 8s 
chlordane contribute to or cause the observed toxicity 



Region 4: Machado Lake (Harbor Park Lake) 
Chem A 

Water Body 

StressorlMediaiBene~clal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whieh data quallty rquirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are 1101 attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandnrd method 

Potennal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Aiternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

Machado Lake (Harbor Park Lake) 

Chem ~issue1Aquatic Life 

TSMP 

Chem A tissue NAS guidelines are linked to Aquatic Life 

NAS guidelines are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Data was not presented. 

Numerical data. 

TSMP. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants. 

Originally recommended for delisting because listing was based on NAS 
outdated aidelines. Reevaluation resulted in a recommendation to 
maintainin list because Chem A group are not outdated and arc slill valid 
guidelines set by NAS lo protect aquatic life. 

SWRCB Sta(iRecommendation ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud~s that the 
water body should not be removed from the section 303(d) 1st because 
applicable NAS guidelines are not outdated, and arc a valid assessment 
guideline. 



Region 4: Malibou Lake 
PCB 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medl./Beaetleial Use 

Data quality auosment. Extent to 
whlcb data quallty rcqulrcmcmls met. 

Llnltage between measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or standard . . 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclilc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendntlon 

Malibou Lake 

PCBTTissueIAquatic Life 

TSMP. 

PCB Tissue chemistry (MTRLs) are not linked to Aquatic Life. 

MTRLs are not applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data is 5 -10 years old, measured at site, species present, two sampling 
event. 

PCBs were not detected in the two tissue samples collected 1992 and 1997. 

This water body was originally recommended to be removed from the 
scctlon 303(d) iist by thc-RWQCB The SWRCB staff recommended to 
ma~nta~n the ltstlng bccause the data was not presented to suppon 
dellsttng. In December 2002, the R\VQCB ~ncludcd data to suppon the 
delisting. 

Two tissue samples. 

Samples were collected in 1992 and 1997. 

Numerical data. 

TSMP 

Unknown. 

Delist because PCBs in tissue were not detected in 1992 and 1997 

After reviewins the available data and infamatian and the RWOCB . - 
documentat~o&or this recommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed fmm the scctnon 303(d) list The RWQCB 
provided recent data to support removing this waterbody-pollutant from 
the 303(d) list. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . ,  
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Thc evaluation guideline used to interpret nanative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Numerical data were presented. 
5. Standard methods were used. 

None of quality measurements exceeded the water quality standard. The 
staff confidence that standards were not exceeded is moderate. 



Region 4: Malibou Lake 
Copper 

Water Body 

Stressor/Medla!Benellei.l Use 

Data quality aaessment. Extent to 
whleh data quaUty requirements met. 

Llnkage hehveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelfle Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

Malibou Lake 

Coppermissue/Aquatic Life 

TSMP 

EDLs a n  not linked to Beneficial Uses. 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Unknown. 

Delist because EDLs are not valid assessment guidelines. 

SWRCB St.RRecommend~tion In the rcv~ew ofthc available data and infonnation and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staRconcludcd that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not s valid tool to interpret namtive water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Malibou Lake 
Chlordane 

Water Body 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneneal use o r  standard . . 

Utlllty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyapeelfie Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of PoUutsnt 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommendation 

Malibou Lake 

Chlordane/Tissu4Aquatic Life 

TSMP 

MTRLs are not linked to Aquatic Life. 

MTRLs are not applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data is 5 -10 years old, measured at site, species present, two sampling 
event. 

2 tissue samples, 0 samples exceeding. Originally, this water body was 
recommended to be removed from the section 303(d) list bv the RWOCB 
in May 2002. SWRCB staff recommended to maintain thelisting because 
the data was not presented to support delisting. In December 2002, the 
RWQCB included data to support the delisting. 

The tissue sample collected in 1992 is below the Chlordane MTRL 
yidcl~ne and chlordane was not detecled in a 1997 Itssue samplc. 

Two tissue samples. 

Samples were collected in 1992 and 1997, 

Numerical data. 

TSMP. 

U ~ O w n .  

Delist is based on one sample which is now below the MTRL and 
chlordane was not detected in 1997. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntationfor this recommendation, SWRCB slaffconciud~d that lhc 
water body should be removed from the owlion 303(d) list because the 
RWQCB provided recent data to that suppon water quality standards were 
not exceeded. The tissue samole collecied in 1992 idnow-below the 
Chlordane MTRL guideline and chlordane was not detected in the 1997 
tissue sample. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinns that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequa~e-quality. 
2. The dala cxhlbltcd sutlic~enl spatial and temporal covcrage 
3. The evaluation wideline used to intelmret narrative waterbualiw . . 
standards is adeaGte. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 



Region 4: Malibou Lake 
Chlordane 

8. Other water body information including age of the data were 
wnsidered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 4: Malibu Creek 
Total Selenium 

Water Body 

StressorIMedinlBenellclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specinc Informatlon 

D d a  used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Malibu Creek 

Total Sclenium/Water/Aquatic Life (warm and cold freshwater and wildlife 
habitat, rare and endangered sp., migration of aquatic org, spawn. 
reproduction), REC-I and REC-2 

Stormwater Monitoring Program 

Total Selenium CTR is Linked to Aquatic Life Beneficial, however unclear 
on the linkage to REC-I and REC-2. 

CTRs are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 3-5 years old, samples collected at site, samples collected different 
years during stom event. 

21 water samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

I site. 

Samples taken winter-1997; fall and winter 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Stormwater Monitoring Program. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List due to a greater than one exceedance of the total selenium chronic 
water quality criterion to protect freshwater aquatic life. 

ARer reviewing the ava~lable data and informallon and the RWQCB 
documentation for thls rccommcndation. SWRCB slaffconclude that lhc 
water body should be placed on the Monitoring List because the data are 
inadeauate to determine if aoolicable water aualiw standards are exceeded. . . . . 
a pollutant or pollution contribules or causes any standards excccdancc. 
There was an inadequate number of samples that exceeded CTRJBasin 
Plan WQO criteria for listing. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  TIC data is conlidcred to be ofadequate quallry. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient s~atial and tembora~ coveram. Also. the - 
two excceding samples were callccled in the same month and year. 
3. Beneficial uses have bccn established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5 .  Data are n&erical. 
6. Standard methods were uscd. 
7. Other water body infomulion including the of age of the data were 
considered. 
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Region 4: Malibu Creek 
Total Selenium 

An inadequate n u m b  of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. 'The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Malibu Creek Watershed [Malibu Creek, Las Virgenes Creek, T + 
Sedimentation 

Water Body Malibu Creek Watershed [Malibu Creek, Las Virgenes Creek, Triunfo 
Creek (RI and R2) and Medea Creek (RI and R2)] 

StressorMedlP/Beneficlal Use SedimentationlWaterlAquatic Life 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to DFG (Heal the Bay Study) 
whleh data quality requirements me t  

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Sedimentation and bioassessment are linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if Bioassessment measurements are applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Data I year old, collected at sites, species present, sample collected Spring 
and fall 2000. 

Data used to assess water quality B~oassessment of rntcro hnvcnebntc slrcam communlry assemblage and 
physlcal habitat &la submined by Heal the bay and revlewcd by CDFG 
staff. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

I I sites. 

Spring and Fall 2000. 

Numerical data. 

DFG (California Stream Bioassessment Procedure) methods. 

Unknown. 

List due to excessive sedimentation. 

After reviewmg the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem 

This conclusion is based on the staff findingsthat: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiaiand temo&l coveraee. - 
3. Bcnclicial uses have been established and apply lo the water body. 
4. Waler qualiiy standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation sideline used to intemret nanative water qualiw . . 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate amount of bioassessment measurements indicated biological 
community degradation. 



Region 4: Malibu Lagoon 

pH 

Water Body 

StreaoriMedldBenetld.l Use 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to 
whfch data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benetlenl use o r  standard 

Utlllty of measure for Judging P 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specltlc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB StalTReeommendation 

Malibu Lagoon 

pWWaterlAquatic Life 

Las Virgenas NPDES Municipal Water District 

pH WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 3-5 years old, data measured at site, measured during all seasons. 

138 water samples, 33 samples exceeding pH 8.5 

pH data was collected a various monitoring stations within the lagoon. 

Winter 1997, Summer-Winter 1998, Winter- Fall 1999. 

Numerical data. 

Las Virgenas NPDES Municipal Water District. 

Unknown (potential sources septic systems, storm drains and birds). 

List due to pH exceedances above of 8.5. 

ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcntalionibr this recommcndarion, SWRCB staffconclud;that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list bccause applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate oualiw. . , 
2. The data exhib~tcd sufficient spaliaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been eslablishcd and apply to the water body 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the age ofthe data were 
considered 

An adcqualc amount of the waler quality mcasurcments cxceedcd the water 
quality standard. Thc staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Mandalay Beach 
Beach Closures 

Water Body 

StressorlMedis/Beneficlal Use 

Dnts qunllty .srcament. Extent to 
nhlcb data qurlity requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or mndard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Mandalay Bench 

Beach ClosuresAVatermEC-l 

Venhlra County Environmental Health Division 

Beach Closures are linked to REC-1. 

WQOs are applicable to REC-1. 

Data = 0 - 3 yean old. Data measured at waterbody. No beach closures in 
the last 3 yean. 

No Beach Closures in the last 3 yean. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Narrative. 

Ventura County Environmental Health Division 

NIA 

Delist because there were no Beach Closures in the last 3 years. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 



Region 4: Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 
Copper 

Water Body Marina del Rey Hsrbor-Back Basin 

StressorMedWBeneIiciaI Use CopperfCissuelAquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to NIA 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 
and benelical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality N/A 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representatlon N/A 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

Potential Sunrce(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because EDLs do not represent a valid assessment guideline 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation In the review ofthe available data and informat~on provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff 
concluded that the water body should be removed from the section 303(d) 
list because the applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret 
narrative water quality standards. 



Region 4: Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 
Lead 

Water Body Marina del Rcy Harbor-Back Basin 

Streaor/Medl~eneflcial  Use LeadrTissudAquatic Life 

Data quality aaessment. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judglng If EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality N/A 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type Numerical data, 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant N/A 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Deiist because EDLs does not represent a valid assessment guideline 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documcn~ation~for this recomrncndation, SWRCB staffconclud~d that the 
water body should bc removed from the scclion 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a val~d tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 
DDT 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlaiBenerhl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whkh data quality requirements met. 

Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 

DDT/Sediment/Aquatic Life 

BPTCP. TSMP 

Linkage between measvremenl endpolnt 
and benfical use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedlic Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Sonrce(s) of Pollutant 

Alteroative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stall Recommendation 

DDT ERMIF'ELs are linked to Aquatic Life. 

ERM/PELs are applicable to Aquatic Life 

Data is 5-9 years old. 

18 sediment samples, 3 samples exceeding. Data was omitted in the 
RWOCB's original fact sheets. In December 2002. the RWOCB include - . 
adequate data (toxictiy. benthic community assessment and sediment 
chrmist~y) to supporl the dellsting. The three samples that exceeded the 
DDT ERMlPCL guideline u,cre collcctcd in 1994. 

Unknown. 

Samples were collected in 1993, 1994, 1996, and 1997. 

Numerical. 

BPTCP, TSMP. 

Historical use of pesticides, stomwater runofflaerial deposition from urban 
areas. 

Delist because DDT sediment concentrations have dropped below E M -  
PEL guidelines. 

Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from the list because the RWOCB 
presented data to suppon that water qual~ty slandards were not exceeded 
Data was omitted in the RWQCB's origrnal fact sheets. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: ~~ ~ -~ ~~~~ 

I. The &la is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The dam exhibited sumcicnt temporal coverage. 
3. Benelicial uses have been established and apply to the water body 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narmtive water quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body information including age of the data were 
considered. 



Region 4: Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 
DDT 

An inadequate of thc water quality rncasurernents cxceeded the water 
quality standard. The smflconfidcnce that standards wcre exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 
PCBs 

Water Body Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 

StressoriMedWBeneildsI Use PCBs/SedimcntrAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to BPTCP, TSMP 
whlcb data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint PCB ERMIPELs are linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benefial use o r  standard 

Utlllty ofmeasure for judging if ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or uses sre not attained 

Water Body-speclilc Informstion 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Dats type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(8) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendstion 

Data 5- 9 yea& old, collected at site, data collected in different yean and 
seasons. 

18 sediment samples, 7 samples exceeding samples. 

Samples were collected spatially. 

Summer-winter 1993, summer 1996, fall-winter 1997. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP and TSMP 

Historical use of pesticides, stormwater runoWaerial deposition from urban 
areas. 

List. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water M y  should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 



Region 4: Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 
Zinc 

Water Body Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 

StressorlMedls/BeneficiaI Use Zinc/Tissue/Aquatic Life 

Dnla quality asae8ament. Extent to NIA 
which data quality requiremenla met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

Delist because EDLs do not represent a valid assessment guidelines. 

In the review of the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation far this recommendation. SWRCB staffconcluded that the 
watcr body shoulj be removed from ihc'scctlon 303(d) l~sl bcrausc h c  
applled EDL gutcsllncs are no1 a valid loo1 to tntcrprr.1 narrallve u,atcr 
qualiiy standards 



Region 4: Marina Del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 
Unknown 

Water Body Marina Del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 

StressorlMed1.IBene~ei.l Use Unknown (Benthic Community Degradation)/Sediment/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to BPTCP 
whlch data quallty roqulrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Benthic Community Degradation is linked to Aquatic Life. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility ofmeasure for judging If Data was not presented. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyapeclflc Information Data was not presented. 

Data used to assess water quality Data was not presented. 

Spatial representation Data was not presented. 

Temporal reprerentutlou Data was not presented. 

Data type Data was not presented. 

Use of standard method BPTCP. 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown. 

AKernative EnforceabIe Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because benthic infauna is only moderately degraded. 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
information indicates that the benthic community infauna is moderately 
degraded. 



Region 4: Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 
TBT 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedidBenefId.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard . 
Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial rbpresentatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommend~tion 

Marina del Rey Harbor-Back Basin 

TBTRissue/Aquatic Life 

NIA 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 

EDLs are not applicable to Beneficial Uses. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Delist because EDLs no longer represent a valid assessment guideline. 

In the review afthe available data and information and thc RWQCB 
documcntation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludcd that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: McCoy Canyon Creek 
Total Selenium 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedillBenenclal Use 

Data qudlty aweameat. Extent to 
whkh data quallty rcgulrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt 
and beneneal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) ofPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stall Recommendation 

McCoy Canyon Creek 

Total Selenium&Vater/Aquatic Life, Warm Freshwater and Wildlife Habitat 

City of Calabasas 

Total Selenium CTR is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR is applicable to Aquatic Life 

Data 1-2 years old, samples collected during multiple seasons 

33 water samples, 32 samples exceeding. 

Samples were collected spatially along the creek 

Spring, fall, winter. 

Numerical data. 

City of Calabasas 

Natural and urban sources. 

List. 

In the review ofthc available d3la and informalion and [he RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndat~on. SWRCB staff conclude that lhe 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The dala is considered to be ~fadc~uatequality. 
2. The data exhibited ruflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses havc been eslablished and a ~ ~ l v  to the water body. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high 



Region 4: McCoy Canyon Creek 
Nitrate 

Water Body McCoy Canyon Creek 

Stressor/Medis/Beneficlsl Use NitrateMraterlGmundwater Recharge 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to City of Calabasas 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpoint Nitrate WQO is linked to Groundwater Recharge. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility o i  measure for judging i i  WQO is applicable to Groundwater Recharge. 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speclnc Iniormation Data 1-2 yean, data measured at site, sample during multiple seasons. 

Data used to assess water quaUty 51 water samples, 19 samples exceeding. 

Spatlal representation Samples were collected spatially along the creek. 

Temporal representation Spring, summer, fall, winter 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method City of Calabasas 

Potential Source(s) oiPoUutant Nonpoint sources 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StallRecommendatlon AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pallutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findinss that: - 
I .  The data is consrdcnd lo be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncticial uses have been established and a ~ o l v  lo the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate numbcr of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: McCoy Canyon Creek 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body McCoy Canyon Creek 

Stressor/MedlllBenefieiLl Use Fecal ColiformlWater/REC-I 

Data quallty assessmeat. Extent to City ofcalabasas 
nhlcb data quaUty requirements met. 

Linkage bekween measurement endpolnt 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for juddng If 
standards or uses are not attslned 

Water Body-speclfic Information 

Data used t o  assess water PuaUty 

Spatial representalion 

Temporal representation 

~ a t a  type 

U s  of standard method 

Potenlial Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendstion 

Fecal Coliform WQO is linked to REC-1. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I 

Data 1-3 years old, data measured at site, all season samples. 

Mbactwid samph, 38 sampIes excesding. 

Samples were collected spatially along the creek. 

Spring, summer, fall, winter. 

Numerical data. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List. 

ARer reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concludf that the 
watcr body should be placcd on the section 303(d) list bccausc applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a poll;tht contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is consideredtd be of adeauate auIiN. 
2. The data exhibited sumcient spatiaiand t;mpdral coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have bnn  established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data a; numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. dther watcr body information including the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate nurnkr ofthe watcr quality rncasurcmcnts exceeded the water 
qualily standard. The staffconfidence that standards were cxceedcd is high. 



Region 4: McCoy Canyon Creek 
Nitrate as Nitrogen 

Water Body McCoy Canyon Creek 

StressorlMediaiBeneficIsl Use Nitrate as Nitmgen~WaterlGroundwater Recharge 

Data quality asserrneat. Extent to Unknown 
whlch data qu~l l ty  requirements met. 

Llnluge between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard . 

UtUlty of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spat l~l  representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recammendrtlon 

Maximum Contamination Levels (MCL) are linked Groundwater Recharge. 

MCL are applicable to Groundwater Recharge 

Data 1-2 years, data measured at site, sample during multiple seasons. 

51 water samples, 19 samples exceeding. 

Samples were collected spatially along the creek. 

Spring-summer-fall 2000 and winter-spring 2001. 

Numerical data. 

City of Calabasas. 

Runoff from natural and urban sources. 

List due to a greater than 10% exceedance of nitrate as nitrogen water 
quality objectives. 

ARer reviewing the available data and infmalion and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should be nlaccd on the section 303(d) list because ap~lirable 
water auaiity standards are exceeded and a ooll&nt contributesib o! . . 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauatc oualim. . . ,  
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatial and tcmporal covcrage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been entablishcd and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is a~olicablc. . . 
5. Data are nu&ical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of lie data were considered 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: McGrath Beach 
Beach Closures 

Water Body 

Stres~rIMcdiafBeneiidnl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which dr t r  quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or usea are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assus water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(8) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB ~ecomiendat ion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

McGrath Beach 

Beach ClosureslWaterIREC- 1 

Ventura County Environmental Health Division QAIQC. 

Beach Closures can be linked to REC-I. 

Beach Closures and Postings are poor measures of whether water quality 
standards are exceeded, because in many circumstances postings and 
closures are precautionary measures. 

Data 2 to 3 years old. 

No Beach Closures recorded in the last three years. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Standard approaches were used. 

NIA 

Delist. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water M y  should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
appi~cabie water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings ihat: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate oualilv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standaid used is applicable. 
5. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

All of the water quality measurements did not exceed the beach closure 
guidelines in the last three years. Staff confidence that standards are not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 4: McGrath Lake 
PCBs 

Water Body 

Stressor~MOdldBenencIal Use 

Data quPUty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linbge behveen measurement endpoint 
and benelleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Sonrce(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

McGrath Lake 

PCBu'Sediment/Aquatic Life 

BPTCP and DFG 

Sediment toxicity and ERM-PEL are linked to Aquatic Life. 

ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 4.9 years old, environmental data measured at sitelwaterbody. 

13 sediment samples, 7 samples exceeding. Sediment toxicity was 
observed associated with these chemisny measurements. 

Samples were collected spatially. 

4 different events in 4 different yeas 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods. 

llistarical use ofpeslicidcs and lubricants, normwatcr runoffraerial 
deposition from agriculture fields. 

The Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Clcanup Plan describer how the 
RWQCB will work with the McGnth State Beach Area Trusae Council to 
address cleanup ofthis site. While the plann~ng has progressed, no . . 
remediation ofthe site has occurred. NO responsible have been 
identified. 

List 

Aner reviewing the available data and infomation and the RWQCB 
documenlation for this rccosmcndation. SWRCB sraffconclude that the 
water body should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&t contributes;; or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafftindines that: - 
I. The data is considered to be ofadquate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufRcicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses are aodicable and aoolv to this watcr body. .. . 
4. The evaluation guidefine used to interpret nanative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 
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Region 4: McGrath Lake 
Benthic Community Degradation 

Water Body 

StreuorlMedidBenefidsl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spednc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) oiPollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

McGrath Lake 

Benthic Community Degradation/Sedimcnt/Aquatic life 

BPTCP 

A pollutant was not identified. Benthic community degradation is linked to 
Aquatic Life. 

Benthic community impacts are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Samples taken at site. Data 4 years old. 

Benthic community impacts wcrc identified as a pollutnnt rather than a 
condition of the water body. Pollutants such a PCBs and dieldrin that are 
recommended for listing cause or contribute to the observed benthic 
impacts. 

Unlmown. 

Samples from one year. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants, stormwater runoffan aerial 
deposition from urban and agricultural areas. 

List due to benthic community degradation 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because the 
identified parameter is a condition for a water body and not a pollutant. 



Region 4: McGrath Lake 
Dieldrin 

Wnter Body 

Stressor/MedlnlBeneIicial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

McGrath Lake 

Dieldrin/SedimentlAquatic Life 

BPTCP and DFG. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recomrnendatlon 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon 

Benthic community effects, sediment toxicity, and ERM-PEL is linked to 
Aquatic Life. 

ERM-PELS are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 4-9 years old, environmental data measured at sitelwaterbody. 

13 sediment samples, 10 samples exceeding. Sediment toxicity was 
observed. 

Samples were collected spatially. 

4 different events in 4 different years. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP methods, 

Historical use of pesticides and lubricants, stormwater runofflacrial 
deposition from agriculture fields. 

The Conrolidaled Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan describes how the 
RWQCB will work with the McGrath State Bcach Arca Trustee Council to 
address cleanup of this site. While the planning has proaressed, no 
remediation ofthe site has occurred. N; resooisibl;oa&es have been 
identified. 

List due to exceedances of ERMlPELs. 

ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be placed on the section 303161 list because aoolicabie . , . . 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered lo be ofsdcquatc quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiaiand kmo&l coverace. - 
3. Beneficial uses arc applicable and apply lo this water body. 
4. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 



Region 4: McGrath Lake 
Dieldrin 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff contidenee that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: McGrath Lake 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

Strersor/Medir/Beneficial Use 

Data qunUty mssment .  Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behvrrn measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendstion 

McGrath W e  

Fecal ColiformANatedREC-1 

VenNra Division of Environmental Health Services. 

Fecal Colifonn WQO is linked to REC-I. 

WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data 0.5 - 3 years old, samples measured from site 

29 bacteria samples, 6 sample exceeding the geometric mean of 2001100 
mL. Included in the 29 bacteria samples, 16 samples were collected in 
collected in the Sarine of 2002. Five of the sixteen samales exceeded the 
400 MPNIIM) m i  objective. 

5 sites. 

Spring, Summer, and Fall 1999-2000. 

Numerical data. 

Ventura Division of Environmental Health Sewices 

AgriculNre, landfill runoff and natural sources. 

Ancr reviewing the available data and information and lhe RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that thc 
water body should be placed on the 303(d) list because aoalicable water 
quality sfandards are exceeded and a poll"tant contributesio or causes the 
problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considered lo be ofadequatc~ualiiy. 
2. Thc data exhibited suficicnl spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses have been cstablinhcd and apply to the water body. 
4. Water aualiw standard used is aoolicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the of age of the data were 
considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality rneasurcments exceeded the water 
quality standard. 'The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: McGrath Lake 
Total Pesticides 

Water Body McGrath Lake 

StressorlMedls/Benellci.I Use Total PesticidesJSedimentlAquatic Life 

N/A Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requiremmts met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and benefical use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quallty NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard metbod NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use ofpesticides and lubricants, stormwater ~nofflaeriai 
deposition from agriculNre fields. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because individual chemical can be listed for exceedances of ERM- 
PELS. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Afier reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed horn the section 303(d) list because 
chemicals can be listed individually. 



Region 4: Ormond Beach - Arnold Road 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body 

StressorlMed1.IBenend.l Use 

h o n d  Beach - Amold Road 

Bacteria IndicatorslWaterIREC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Lbkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

Utlllty of measure for judging If 
standarda or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendstion 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

County Health Department 

Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC.1. 

Data can be compared directly to Bacterial Micator water quality standard 
and are applicable to REC-I. 

Data 3 yeam old, collected at site. 

84 samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(44000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side ofthe sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods, 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

None. 

Do not list. 

After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for his recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude 
that the water body should not be placed on the scction 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards-are not exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraee . - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 

~ ~ 

5. Data arc numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An inadequate number afthe uatcr quality mea,urcments exceeded thc 
water quality standard. Thc staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Ormond Beach - J Street drain (50 yards south of drain) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Ormond Beach - J Street drain (50 yards south of drain) 

StressorIMedlWBenendnl Use Bacteria IndicatorsrWateriREC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to County Health Depamnent 
which data quaUty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators linked to REC-I. 
and beneflenl use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judging if Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards 
standards or uses are not attslned which are applicable to REC-I. 

Water Body-speclflc Information Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

Data used to assess water quality 99 samples, 13 samples exceeding 

Spatial representation I station: VC(42000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Temporal representation Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Standard bacteriological methods 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaRRecommmdatlon Alter revieu,ing the available data and information pravtdrd by the 
RWQCB documentation for  his recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude 
that the water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a poliutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate-quality. 
2. The data cxhib~tcd suliicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. 'The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Ormond Beach - Oxnard Industrial drain (50 yards north of d + 
Bacterial ~ndicators 

Water Body Ormond Beach - Oxnard Industrial drain (50 yards north of drain) 

StressorlMedis/Benelicial Use Bacteria IndicatorsANater/REC-I 

Data quality assessment. Extent to County Health Department 
which data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators arc linked to REC-I. 
and beneneal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging If Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards 
standards or uses are not attained and are applicable to REC-I. 

Water Body-specine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendatlon 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

96 samples, 18 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(43000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side ofthe sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List, 

Afler reviewing thc available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude 
that the watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
a~plicable water auality standards are exceeded and a ooliutsnt contributes . . 
t i  br causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. 
2. The data exhibited suflicient spatiaiand &mpdrnl coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data a& n&erical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or sitespecific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequalc number ofthc water quality measurements cxcccded the walcr 
quality standard. The staff confidcncc that standards were cxceedcd is high. 



Region 4: Peck Road Park Lake 
Trash 

-- 

Water Body Peck Road Park Lake 

Strecsorlhledll/Benefld.l B e  TrasWaterIAquatic Life, RECJ 

Data quality assessment. Extent to N/A 
whkh data quaUty requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure lor judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality NIA 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Altemstive EnforcemMe Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation TMDL Completed. 

SWRCB StalTRecommendation AAer reviewina the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationffor this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclud; that !he 
water body should be placcd on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has been developed for the water body-pollutant combination. The 
TMDL has been approved by USBPA. 



Region 4: Peninsula Beach (Beach area within two rock jetties) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Peninsula Beach (Beach area within two rock jetties) 

StressorlMedls/Beneflclid Use Bacteria IndicatorsANater/REC-l 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to County Health Depamnent. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators linked to REC-I. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standards. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifle Information Data 3 years old, collected at site 

Data used to assess water qunllty I02 samples, 19 samples exceeding 

Spatial representation 1 station: VC(23000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Temporal representation Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

PotenHal Source(s) ofPollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program None. 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaRReeommendatlon ARer rcvicwing the available data and information provided by the 
R\VQCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconcludc 
that the water body should bs placed on the scctton 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand tempoh coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the waterbody. 
4. Water quality standard used is a~vlicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered, 

An adequate numbcr ofthe watcr qualify measurements excecdcd the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were excccded is high. 



Region 4: Piru Creek (Tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 4) 
pH 

Water Body 

Stressor/MediaiBene11ciII Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurememt endpoint 
and bemencsl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not aitalned 

Water Body-speelne Information 

Dsta used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Dsta type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Euiorceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Pim Creek (Tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 4) 

pHNaterIAquatic Life 

United Water Conservation District. 

pH WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 years old, samples collected at site. 

24 water samples, 4 samples exceeding. 

Samples representative of the Reach. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

United Water Conservation District. 

Nonpoint sources and Conservation Discharge Releases. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffwnclude that the 
water body should be placed on the scctjon 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are cxcccded and a pollutant contribules to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered lo be ofadcquate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body infonation including lhe effects ofnatural sources, 
season and age of the data were considered. 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 4: Pole Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River R3) 
Sulfate 

Water Body Pole Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River R3) 

Streuor~edialBeneUclsl Use SulfatdWaterlAgricultun 

Data quality assessment. Extent to United Water Conservation District 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behueen measurement endpoint Sulfate WQO is linked to Agriculture. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if WQO is applicable to Agriculture. 
standards or uses arc not nttained 

Water Body-speeltlc Information Data 2-5 years old, samples collected at site. 

Data used to assess water quality 12 water samples, I I sample exceeding. 

Spatial representation Limited. 

Temporal representation Less than quarterly sampling. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method United Water Conservation District 

PotenH~l Source(s) ofpollutant Nonpoint sources. 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List due lo exceedance in WQO. 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docurnenla~io~for this rccornmcndation, SWRCB staficonclud; that the 
watcr body should bc placed on the section 303(d) list becausc applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited limited soatial and sufficient temooral coverane. 
3. Beneficial u x s  have been citablishcd and apply to rbe watcr bod;. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of age of the data 
were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurcments exceeded the watcr quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Pole Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River R3) 
TDS 

Water Body Pole Creek (tributa~y to Santa Clara River P.3) 

Stressor/Med~eneiicinl Use TDSMraterlAgriculture 

Data quality assessment. Extent to United Water Conselvation District 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint TDS WQO is linked to Agriculture. 
and heneflcal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attnlned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

TempQral representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rewmmendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

WQO is applicable to Agriculhrre. 

Data 2-5 years old, samples collected at site 

I2 water samples, I I sample exceeding 

Limited. 

Less than quarterly sampling 

Numerical data. 

United Water Conservation District. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List due to exceedances in WQO. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation'for this rccommcndat~on. SWRCB staffconclud; !hat the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list becausc applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited limited soatial and sufficient temooral coverage. 
3. Bcnelicial uscs have becn cilablishcd and apply to &c watcr bod;. 
4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of age of the data 
were considered. 

Most ofthc watcr quality measurements cxcccdcd the water quality 
standard. The slaffconAdcncc that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Port Hueneme Harbor (back basins) 
TBT 

Water Body 

StressorlMedillBenplldsl Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specine Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spstlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Port Hueneme Harbor @ack basins) 

TBTmissue and SedimenVAquatic Life 

BPTCP and Army Corp of Engineers 

Sediment chemistry linked to Aquatic Life, however linkage of tissue is 
unknown. 

Tissue guidelines do not exist for assessment for TBT 

Data I -  6 years old, collected at site, one sample event. 

14 sediment samples in 1996.20 sediment samples in 2001. Data on the 
number of samples exceeding was not presented. 

Samples were collected spatially. 

2 years of sampling. 

Numerical data. 

BPTCP and US Army Corps of Engineer methods. 

Unknown. 

Delist because guideline for TBT in tissue do not exist and delist TBT in 
sediment because levels were low. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because there 
was not a foundation for listing. The tissue measurements could not be 
evaluated. Assessment guidelines for TBT do not exist. A TBT level in 
sediment were low. 



Region 4: Port Hueneme Harbor (back basins) 
PAHs 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedlrlBeneflel.l Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfle Informatlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforeeable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaIIReeommendation 

Port Hueneme Harbor @ack basins) 

PAHslSedimenVAquatic Life 

BPTCP and A m y  Corp of Engineers 

Sediment chemistry is linked to Aquatic Life. 

Measurement based on Amy Corp of Engineers, PAH were at a low levels. 

Data 1- 6 years old, collected at site, one sample event. 

14 sediment samples in 1996,20 sediment samples in 2001,O samples 
exceeding. 

Samples were collected spatially. 

2 yean of sampling. 

Numerical. 

BPTCP method, US Amy Corps of Engineers unknown. 

Unknown. 

Delist because PAHs appear to be low throughout most of the back basin 
area based on Army Corps of Engineers data. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 

~ ~~~~ ~ ~~~. 
water body should be removed from the'section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: ~ ~ -~ ~ ~ 

I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uscs have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline uscd to interpret nsnativc waer quality 
standards is adequate. 
6. Data are numerical. 
7. Standard methods were uscd. 
8. Other watcr body information including the age ofthe data was 
wnsidered. 

None of the water quality measurements cxcccded the wdtcr quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Port Hueneme Harbor (back basins) 
zinc 

Water Body Port Hueneme Harbor @a& basins) 

Streuor/hTedislBenelieinl Use Zinc/Tissue and Sediment/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to BPTCP and Amy Corp of Engineel 
which data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Sediment chemistry linked to Aquatic Life. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging If Tissue guidelines do not exist for assessment for zinc. 
standards or uses ere not attnined 

Water Body-speellle Informatlon Data 1- 6 years old, collected at site, one sample event 

Data used to asses5 water quaUty 14 sediment sampt;s in 1996,20 sediment samples in 2001,O samples 
exceeding. 

Spatial representation Samples were collected spatially. 

Temporal representation 2 years of sampling. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method BPTCP and US Army Corps ofEngineers methods 

Potential Source(s) oi'PoUutsnt Unknown. 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because guideline for zinc in tissue do not exist and delist zinc in 
sediment because levels were low. 

SWRCB StsNRpcommendstlon A k r  reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation. SWRCB staNconcludc that the 
water body should be rcmovcd from the scclion 303(d) lisl brcausc there 
was not a foundation for listing. The tissue measurements could not be 
evaluated. Assessment guidelines for zinc in tissue do not exist. Also zinc 
levels in sediment were low. 



Region 4: Promenade Park - Figueroa Street 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body 

Stre$sor/hfedle/Bene(icIal UK 

Promenade Park - Figueroa Street 

Data qunllty assessment Extent to 
whlch data qunllty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpolnt 
and brnencal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Wster Body-speclIlc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type. 

Use of standard method 

Potentld Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stali Recommendation 

County Health Department 

Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator waterquality standards 
which are applicable to REC-I. 

Data 3 yeas  old, cotlected at site. 

97 samples, l l samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(14000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

Do not list. 

Aftcr reviewing the available data and information provided by thc 
RWQCB davmcnlation far this recommendation, SWRCB s~affconrludc 
that the water body should no1 be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality stmdardiare not exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraee. - 
3 Benefic~al uses apply to the water body 
4. Water quality standard used is appl~cablc. 
5. Data .& numerical 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age ofthe 
data were considered. 

An inadequate number ofthe water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staffconfidence that slandards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 4: Promenade Park - Holiday Inn (south of drain at California + 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Promenade Park - Holiday Inn (south of drain at California SITeet) 

Stressor~edlllBenefieial Use Bacteria IndicatorsAVater/RW:-I 

Data quaUty assessment. Extent to County Health Department 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendrtlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 

Data can bc compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards, which are applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

105 samples, 19 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(17000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB slaffconcludc 
that the water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
aoolicable water aualitv standards are exceeded and a oollutant contributes . . . . 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data is considcrsd lo be of adquate-quality. 
2. The da1a exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coveragc. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality sGda;d used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were cxceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Promenade Park - Oak Street 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Promenade Park - Oak Street 

StreraorlMedlslseneIiild Use , Bacteria lndicatorslWaterIREG1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to County Health Depamnent 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behvecn measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I 
and benencal use or standud 

Utility of measure for judging if Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards or uses are not attained standards, which are applicable to REC-I. 

Water Body-specinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source($) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StafCRecommendrtion 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

99 samples, 14 samples exceeding 

I station: VC(16000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

ARcr reviewing the available data and information provided by !he 
RWQCB documentalion for this rccommcndation, SWRCB slallconclude 
thal the water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a poliutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiaiand temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is apdicable. . . . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Promenade Park - 
Bacterial Indicators 

Redwood Apartments 

Water Body 

Stressor~edis/Beneficid Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Stan Recommendation 

Promenade Park - Redwood Apartments 

Bacteria Indicators/WateriREC-L 

County Health Department 

Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality standard, 
which are applicable to REC-I. 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

94 samples, 14 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(15000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude 
that the water body should be placed on the section 303(d) l~st bccsuse 
applicable water quality standards arc exceeded and a pollutant contribu8cs 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on [he staff findings that: 
I. Tho data is considered to be ofadcquatc quality. 
2. Tho data exhibited suficicnt spatial and temporal covcraae. 
3. Beneficial uses apply tothe water body. 

. - 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: Rincon Beach (150 yards south of creek mouth) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Rincon Beach (150 yards south of creek mouth) 

StressorlMedilJBenelicIal Use Bacteria IndicatorslWaterlREC-I 

Data quality assessment. Extent to County Health Depaltment 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 
and benelical use or standard 

UHlity of measure for judging If Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards or uses are not attained standards, which are linked to REC-I. 

Water Body-specilic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforcesble Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendntion 

Data 3 years old, collected at site 

104 samples, 23 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(1050). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude 
that the water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv . . 
2. The data exhibited sulficicnt spatiai and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Rincon Beach (at end of footpath) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Rincon Beach (at end of fmtpath) 

StressorlMedislseneflcial Use Bacteria IndicatordWaterlREC-I 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to County Health Department 
which data qusUty requlrementa met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 
and beneficnl use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging If Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards or uses are not attained standards, which are linked to REC-I. 

Water Body-specific Informntlon 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

101 samples, 15 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(1100). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side ofthe sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After reviewine the available data and information orovided bv the 
RWQCB documentation for this rrcommcndation, SWRCB skff conclude 
that the watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
toor causes the p~oblem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate qualify. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiai and &mo&l coveraee - 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age ofthe data were considered. 

An adequate number of the walcr quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The rtaffconfidcnce that standards were cxcecdcd is high 



Region 4: Rincon Beach-50 yards south of creek mouth 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Rincon Beach-SO yards south of creek mouth 

Stressor/MedlllBenend.l Use Bacteria Indicators/Water/REC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to County Health Department 
whlch data qnsllty reqnlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators an linked to REC-I. 
and beneficnl use or standard 

Utility olmessurc for judging if Data can be comparcd directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards or user sre not attained standards, which arc linked to REC-I. 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlnl represent~tlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data 3 old, collected at site. 

107 samples, 26 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(10Ml). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

Afler reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWOCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude 
that ;he water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on thc staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temooral coveraEe. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 

. - 

4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Rio de Santa ClaraIOxnard Drain #3 
Chem A 

Water Body Rio de Santa ClaralOxnard Drain #3 

Stressor~edis/BeneflcIaI Use Chem AfCissueffish Consumption 

Data quality assersmeot. Extent to TSMP 
wblch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Chem A MTRLs are linked to Fish Consumption.. 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if MTRLs are applicable to Fish Consumption. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclllc Information No data was presented. 

Data used to assess water quality No data was presented. 

Spatial representation No data was presented. 

Temporal representation No data was presented 

Data type Unknown 

Use ofstandard method No data war presented. 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides and lubricants, storm water runoff and aerial 
deposition from agricultural fields. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because listing was based on NAS guidelines, which are outdated. 
Individual chemicals can be listing for exceedances in MTRLs as 
appropriate. 

SWRCB Staff Reeommendatlon ARer reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff 
concluded that the water body should not be removed from the section 
303(d) list because the NAS guidelines are not outdated and remain a valid 
assessment tools. This guideline should continue to be used until an 
alternative value is available. 



Region 4: Rio Hondo Reach I 
Ammonia 

Water Body Rio Hondo Reach I 

StreslorlMedislBeneflcial Use Ammonia/WaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to There was not new data assessed for this water body-pollution combination. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnknge behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

No new data were submitled that indicates that water quality standards are 
met. 

Point sources 

An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedanccs for this reach. 

In June 1995. the seven water reclamation plants discharging in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara River watersheds received NPDES permits 
containing requirements regarding compliance with the Basin Plan water 
aualiw obiectives for ammonia. In accordance with these oermits. the Los . . .  
Angelcs Cowry Sanitation Districts have been pursuing th; addttion of 
nitrification and dcnitrification facilities at each ofthcse plants to comply 
with the ammonia obicctives. By June 2003, it is cxpccted that these new 
facilities will be aper~tional andammonia will be dr&tically reduced. 

Research facility operation shows that the monthly average ammonia 
concentration fully complies with the chronic ammonia objective that are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that the majority of ammonia discharged to this water body 
was contributed bv POTWs. Information in the record indicates that the 
majority (over 95%) of the ammonia in the Los Angeles River was 
contributed by POTWs. It is probable that the contribution in the San 
Gabriel River watershed is dominated by contributions from POTWs as 
well. Generally, concenmtions of ammonia upstream of the treatment 
plants is much lower than downstream concentrations (up to an order of 
magnihlde difference). 

None. 

4-194 



Region 4: Rio Hondo Reach 1 
Ammonia 
-- - 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information for this 
recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the water bod" should be 
placed on the ~nforceable Pmgram list because applicable &tcr quality 
standards arc exceeded and another pmgram will addreas the problem. 



Region 4: Rio Hondo Reach 2 
Ammonia 
-- 

Water Body Rio Hondo Reach 2 

StressorlMedWBeneflcfd Use AmmonialWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality ssrersment. Extent to There was not new data assessed for this water body-pollution combination. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnhge behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneficel use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifie Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

NIA 

No new data were submitted that indicates that water quality standards are 
met. 

Point sources 

An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedances for this reach. 

In June 1995, the seven watcr reclamation plants discharging in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara River watersheds received NPDES pcnnitr 
containing requirements regarding compliance with the Basin Plan water 
aualitv obiectives for ammonia. In accordance with these oermits. the Los . , ,  
Angclcs County Santtanon D~svrctr have been pursuing the addttion of 
nttnticat~on and dcnimfication facilities at each ofthese plants to comply 
with the ammonia objectives. By June 2003, it is expected that these new 
facilities will be operational and ammonia will be drastically reduced. 

Research facility operation shows that the monthly average ammonia 
concentration fully complies with the chronic ammonia objective that are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that the majority of ammonia discharged to this water body 
was contributed bv POTWs. Information in the record indicates that the 
majority (over 95%) of the ammonia in the Lor Angclss Rivcr was 
connibuted by POTWs. It is probable that the contribution in the San 
Gabriel River watershed is dominated by conmbutions horn POTWs as 
well. Generally, concentrations of akonia upstream of the treatment 
plants is much lower than downstream concentrations (up to an order of 
magnitude difference). 

None. 



Region 4: Rio Hondo Reach 2 
Ammonia 

SWRCB St~ffRwommcndatloo ARer reviewing the available data and information for thin 
recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the water body should be 
placed on the Enforceable Program list because applicable water quality 
standards are exceeded and another program will address the problem. 



Region 4: San Antonio Creek (Tributary to Ventura River Reach 4) 
Total Nitrogen 

Water Body 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not nttalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

San Antonio Creek (Tributary to Ventura River Reach 4) 

Total nivogcnMlaterlWQ0 

Ojai Valley Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

Total Nitrogen WQO is applicable 

Exceedance of Basin Plan WQO of 5 mgiL for Nitrogen is applicable. 

Data is 2-6 year old, data measured in the waterbody, samples collected 
different in seasons and years. 

23 water samples, 4 samples exceeding 

2 sites. 

Winter 1998 -Summer 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Ojai Valley Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Nonpoint sources. 

List due to greater than 10% exceedance of the nivogen objective. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatiai and temoiral coverage, 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate amount of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate. 



Region 4: San Buenaventura Beach (Kalorama Street and Sanjon testing + 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body San Bumavenfura Beach (Kslorama Street and Sanjon testing sites) 

Stressor/MedinlBenefld.l Use Bacteria Indicators/Water/REC-1 

Data quality assessment. Extent to County Health Department. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Bacterial lndicaton are linked to REC-I. 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judglng if Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards or uses are not attained standards, which are linked to REC-I. 

Water Body-speciflc Information Data 3 yean old, collected at site. 

Data used to assess water quaUty 101 samples, 14 samples exceeding, 

Spatial representation I station: VC(18000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Temporal representation Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Standard bacteriological methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation ARer reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude 
that the water body should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: ~~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

I .  The dam is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suilicient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the waterbody. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
msderate. 



Region 4: San Buenaventura Beach (south of drain at Dover Lane) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body 

StressorlMedislBenencIaI Use 

San Buenaveniura Beach (south of drain at Dover Lane) 

Bacteria IndicatorsAYater/REC-I 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whkh data quality requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencsl use o r  standard 

UtUlty of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specifie Information 

Data used to assess water quslity 

Spatlal representatiou 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternstlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

County Health Department 

Bacterial indicators an linked to REC-I. 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards, which are linked to REC-I. 

Data 3 years old, wllected at site. 

100 sampler, 8 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(Z0000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources 

Do not list. 

ARer reviewing the avatlablc data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentat~on for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude 
that the watcr body should not be placcd on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standardiare not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~atial and temooral coveraee 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 

' 

4. Watcr quality standard used is applicable. 
~ ~ 

5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An inadequate number ofthe water quality measxcments exceeded the 
water quality rundard. The staffconfidence that standards werc not 
exceeded is high 



Region 4: San Buenaventura Beach (south of drain at San Jon Road) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body 

StreasorlMedislBene~cial Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data qnsllty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if 
stsndsrds or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specl~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon 

San Buenavenhlra Beach (south of drain at San Ion Road) 

Bacteria IndicatorsANater/REC-1 

County Health Department 

Bacterial Indicators arc linked to REC-I. 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards, which are linked to REC-I. 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

103 samples, 20 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(19000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After rcvtewlng the avatlable data and informarlon prov~dcd by the 
RWQCB documental~on for th~s  rrcommendalion, SWRCB sraffconcludc 
that the water bod" should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because . . 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findin~s that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadcquatc-qualiry. 
2. The data exhibited sutlicient spatial and tcmporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body, 
4. Water quality standaid used in applicable. 
5. Data arc numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
8. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: San Buenaventura Beach (south of drain at Weymouth Lane) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body San Buenavenhua Beach (south of drain at Weymouth Lane) 

StressorlMedl.IBeneflcla1 Use Bacteria IndicetorslW~ter/RW:-1 

Data quality ~18cssmcnt. Extemt to County Health Depamncnt 
whlch data quality rcqulrcments met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 
and beneficel use o r  standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfic loformation 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentid Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB StaflRecommendatlon 

Data can bs compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards. which are linked to REC-I. 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

97 samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(20M)O). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods, 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

Do not list 

After reviewing the available data and information provided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclude 
that the water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality slandards arc not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specitic information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River East Fork 
Trash 

Water Body 

Stressor/hfedl.IBene~eill Use 

Data quslity assessment. Extent to 
which data qunllty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

San Gabriel River East Fork 

TrashAVaterlAquatic Life, REC-2 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

TMDL Completed 

ARcr reviewing the available data and informalion and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should be daced on the TMDLs Completed List because a 
TMDL has been deveioped for the water b~d~-~o i lu tan t  combination. The 
TMDL has been approved by USEPA. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Estuary 
Arsenic 

Water Body San Gabriel River Estuary 

Stressor/MedlllBeneflclal Use ArsenidTissueIFish Consumption 

Data quality assessment. Extent to QAPP 
whleh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Arsenic MTRLs a n  linked to Fish Consumption. 
and beneflcsl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judglng If M T U  guidelines for arsenic do not exist. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speciflc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quaUty Not applicable 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representatlon NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use orstandard method NIA 

Potential Saurce(s) of Pollutant NIA 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because there is no longer a MTRL for arsenic. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because MTRL 
for arsenic in tissue do not exist. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Estuary 
Trash 

Water Body San Gabriel River Estuary 

Stressor/MedlllBenefiei.l Use TrashWaterREC-I, REC-2 and Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Quality assurance information was not provided. 
whleh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Trash is linked to Aquatic Life and RW3-2. 
and beneficd use or  standard 

Utlllry of measure for judging If Photographs can indicalc gross impacts on beneficial uses and whether 
standards or  user are not attained standards have been cxcecded. Measurements of h e  amounts of wash can 

provides relativc measure ofrhe potential for nuisance. 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

Photographs of conditions in the estuary were provided. Data on beach 
and riverbed debris removal were also submitted. 

Pho tom~hic  evidence of the accumulation of trash was wovided in the 
vicinik df the confluence of Covote Creek with the San ~ a b r i e l  River , ~ ~~~ , ~~~~ 

Estuary. Nineteen photographs wcrc submitted depicting locations along 
the River and Estuary. The trash included plastic bottles, sryrofoam cups, 
paper wrappers, wood debris, shopping ca&, shoes, and other 
unidentifiable debris. 

Summary of Beach Debris Removal 
January-December 2001 572.43 tons 
Janualy-June 2002 16 tons 

Photographs were taken at two lccations. Beach cleanup was conducted at 
Seal Beach and in the riverbed. it is unknown what percentage of the 
cleanup volume is from the riverbed. 

Photographs taken on three dates: 10/29/2000, 11/04/2000, and 
11/05/2000. Monthly volunteer trash removal was performed between 
January 2001 and June 2002. 

Numerical and Non-numerical data. 

Unknown, 

Probably storm water discharge. 

The storm water permit could address this problem but likely does not have 
the enforceable provisions to do so now. 

RWQCB Recommend.llon List because of non-attainment ofthc narrative objective for floating and 
settleable materials objective described in thc Basin Plan. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentatio>or this recommendation, SWRCB sta~conclud; that the 
water body should be placed an the Monitoring List because the data arc 
inadequate to determine if applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 

4-205 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Estuary 
Trash 

I. The data is considered to be of unknown quality. 
2. The data exhibited insufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 

An inadequate amount o f  the measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staflconlidcnce that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Estuary 
Ammonia as Nitrogen 

Water Body San Gabriel River Esh~ary 

StressorlMediP/Beneflclal Use Ammonia as NitrogenlWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality asscs~ment. Extent to Los Angcles County Sanitation District as pan of the receiving watcr 
r h l r h  data quality requirrments met. monitoring program for the San Jose Creck Water Reclamation Plant. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benencal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or user r r e  not analned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Ammonia CTR and WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR and WQO are applicable Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-3 years old, data measure Bom site, samples taken different seasons 
and years. 

117 water samples, 34 exceeding samples. 

3 sites. 

Summer 1997, fall 1998, spring 2000. 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Lor Angclcs Counry Sanltatton Dtitncl as pan ofthe recetvlng water 
monitoring program for the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation plan 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Paint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedances for this reach. 

In June 1995, the seven water reclamation plants discharging in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara River watersheds received NPDES oermits 
contaming requirements regarding compliance with the Basin Plan water 
quality objcct~vcs for ammonia. In accordance with these permits, the Los 
An@cles County Sanitation Districts have been wnuing the addition of 
nithtication and denitrification facilities at each of these olants to comolv . . 
with the ammonia objectives. By June 2003, it is cxpccted that thcse new 
facilities will be operational and anunonia will be drastically reduced. 

Research facility operation shows that the monthly average ammonia 
concentration lully complics with the chronic ammonia objective that are 
expected to be applicable in 2003. 

It is probable that the majority of ammonia discharged to this water body 
was contributed by POTWs. Information in the record indicates that the 
majority (over 95%) ofthc ammonia in the Lor Angclcs River was 
contributed by POTWs. It is probable that the contribution in the San 
Gabriel Rlvcr watershed is dominated by contributions from POTWs as 
well. Generally, concentrations of ammonia llpsmam of the treament 
plants is much lower than downstream concentrations (up to an order of 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Estuary 
Ammonia as Nitrogen 

magnitude difference). 

RWQCB Recommendation List due to "on attainment of the ammonia aquatic life chronic criteria. 

SWRCB StaRRccommeodsHon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Enforceable Program list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and another program will 
address the problem. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Reach 1 
Ammonia 

Water Body San Gabriel River Reach I 

StressoriMedl.IBenefldrl Use AmmonialWaterlAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to New data was not assessed for this water body-pollution combination 
whieh data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use o r  standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentlal Source(r) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommend~tlon 

NIA 

No new data were submitted that indicates that water quality standards are 
met. 

Point sources. 

An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedances for this reach. 

In June 1995, the seven water reclamation plants discharging in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara River watersheds received NPDES oermits 
containing requirements rcgardtng compliance with the Basin Plan water 
quality objcctivcs for ammonia. in accordance with these pcrmtts, the Los 
Angcles County Sanitation Districts have been punuina the addition of 
nitrification and denitrification facilities at each ofthesi olants to mmolv . , 
with the ammonia objectives. By June 2003, it is chpecvd that there new 
facilities will bc operational and ammonia will be drastically reduced. 

Research fac~lity operation shows that the monthly avcragc ammonia 
concentration fully complics with the chronic ammonia objective that are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that the majority ofammanis discharged to this water body 
nas  contributed by POTWs. Information in the record indicates that the 
majority (over 95%) of the ammonia in the Los Angeles River was 
contributed bv POTWs. It is ombable that the contribution in the San 
Gabncl ~ive;watershcd is dominated by contributions from POTWs as 
well. Generally, concentrations ofammonia upstream ofthe treatment 
plants is much lower than downstream concentrations (up to an order of 
magnitude difference). 

None. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Reach 1 
Ammonia 
SWRCB StsNRccommendsdon Aner m i m i n g  the available data and information for this 

recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that rhe water body should be 
placed on the Enforceable Program list because applicable water quality 
standards are exceeded and another program will address the problem. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Reach 1 
Toxicity 

Water Body San Gabriel River Reach 1 

StressorlMedinlBeneflclal Use ToxicityiWaterlAquatic Life 

Data qusllty assessment. Extent to Data submitred in the 2000 NPDES Annual Monitoring Repons ofthe 
whlch data qusllry requlremenls met. Long Bcach and Valencia Water Reclamation Plants. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benefleal use o r  standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if NIA 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information Receiving water stations downstream of the ~ i n g  Beach WRP on Coyote 
Creek in 1999-2000. 

Data used to assess water quality Chronic toxicity has been detected at receiving water stations downstream 
of the Long Beach WRP on Coyote Creek in 1999-2000 and downstream 
of the Valencia WRP on the Santa Clara River durine 2000. Toxicitv - 
identtfication evaluations have bcen performed using zeolite filtration to 
contml ammonia toxicity. The test rcsulls indicatcd ammonia was l~kcly 
the principal cause of toxicity. 

Spatial representation Receiving water slations downstream of the Long Beach WRP on Coyole 
Crcck and downarcam ofthc Valencia WRP on the Santa Clara River. 

Temporal representation Toxicity identification evaluation completed: 1999-2000. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Unknown. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program An alternative enforceable oroeram is in dace  that w l l  address ammonla . - 
watcr qualit) standards cxccedanccs for this reach. Ifammonia 
conccntrations are reduced it ts very likely !ha1 the obscwed toxiciiy will 
be removed as well. 

In June 1995, the seven water reclamation plants discharging in !he San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara Rivcr watersheds received NPDES permils 
containine reauirements reeardine comoliance with the Basin plan water - .  
quality objectives for ammonia. In accordance with these permits, the Los 
Anpeles County Sanitation Districts have been pursuing the addition of 
nitrification and denilrilicalion facililies at each ofthcsc plants to comply 
with the ammonia obiectives. BY June 2003. it is exoected that these dew 
facilities will be operational and ammonia will be drastically reduced. 

Research facility operation shows that the monthly average ammonia 
concentration fully complies with the chronic ammonia objective that are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that the majority of ammonia discharged to this water body 
was contributed by POTWs. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Reach 1 
Toxicity 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB St~lTReeommendatlan After reviewing the available data and information for this 
recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the water body should be 
placed on the Enforceable Program list because applicable water quality 
standards are exceeded and another program will address the problem. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Reach 2 
Ammonia 

Water Body San Gabriel River Reach 2 

Stressor~edlslBeneficiaI Use AmmoniaAVaterIAquatic Life 

Data quality assecsment. Extent to New data was not assessed for this water body-pollution combination. 
which data quality reqnlremedts met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint NIA 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if NIA 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclBc Information NIA 

Data used to assess water quality No new data were submitted that indicates that water quality standards are 
met. 

Spatid representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use ofstandard method NIA 

Potential Sonrce(s) of Pollutant Point sources 

Alternative Enforceable Program An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedances for this reach. 

in June 1995. the seven water reclamation dants discharxinn in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara ~ i v e r  watersheds r e c e i v e d ~ F ~ ~ ~  permits 
containing requirements regarding compliance with the Basin Plan water 
quality objectives for ammonia. In accordance with these permits, the Los 
Aneeles Countv Sanitation Districts have been ounuinx the addition of - - 
nilrification and denitnfication facilities al each of there plants to comply 
with lhe ammonia objectives. By June 2003. it is expected that thcsc new 
facilities will be operational and ammonia wdl bc drastically reduced. 

Research facil~ty operatloo shows that the monthly average ammonla 
concentralion fully compl~cs with lhc chronic ammonla objcruvc thal are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that lhe nlajoriry ofammonia dischargeJ to this water body 
was conoibu!cd by POTWs. Information in the record indtcatcs that the 
maioriw (over 95%) of the ammonia in the Los Anneles River was . . .  
conmbuted by POT&. It is probable that the coniibution in the San 
Gabriel Rtvcr watershed is dominated by contribulions from POTWs as 
well. Generally, concentrations of ammonia upstream of the treahnent 

RWQCB Recommendation 

plants is muchlower than downstream concenirations (up to an order of 
magnitud~ difference). 

None. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Reach 2 
Ammonia 
SWRCB StaNReeommeadalioa ARer reviewing the available data and information for this 

recommendation, SWRCB staffwncludc that the water body should be 
placed on the Enforceable Program list because applicable water quality 
standards are exceeded and another program will address the problem. 



Region 4: San ~ab r i e l  River 
Toxicity 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedidBenefielnl Use 

Date quslity assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benefical use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judglng If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedfie Information 

Data used to assess water qusllty 

Spatlal representatlon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforee~lble Program 

Reach 3 

San Gabriel River Reach 3 

ToxicitylWaterlAquatic Life 

Data submined in the 2000 NPDES Annual Monitoring Reports of the 
Long Beach and Valencia Water Reclamation Plants. 

Receiving water stations downstream of the Long Beach WRP on Coyote 
Creek in 1999-2000. 

Chronic toxicity has been detected at receiv~ng water stations downstream 
of the Long Beach WRP on Coyote Creek in 1999-2000 and downstream 
of the Valcncia WRP on the Santa Clara River during 2000. Toxicity 
identification evaluations have bccn performed using rcolitc filtration to 
control ammonia toxicity. The test results indicated ammonia wag likcly 
the principal cause of toxicity. 

Recc~vtng water stations downaream of the Long Beach WRP on Coyote 
Creek and downstream of !he Valcncia WRP on the Santa Clara River. 

Toxicity identification evaluation completed: 1999-2000. 

Numerical data 

Unknown. 

Point sources. 

An alternative enforceable oronram is in olace that will address -onis 
water quality standards exc~cdances for &is reach. If ammonia 
concentrations are reduced it is very likcly that the obscwed toxicity will 
be removed as well. 

In June 1995, thc seven wavr reclamation plants discharging in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara River watersheds reccived NPDES permits 
containing requirements regarding compliance with the Basin plan water 
quality objectives for ammonia. in accordance with thcsc permits, the Los 
Angclos County Sanitation Disnins have been pursuing the addition of 
nitrification and dcnitrification facilities at each ofthesr plants to comply 
with the ammonia obiectiws. Bv June 2003. it is exoectid that these new 
facilities will be opektional andammonia will be &stically reduced. 

Research facility operation shows that the monthly average ammonia 
concentration fully complies with the chronic ammonia objective that are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that the majority of ammonia discharged to this water body 
was contributed by POTWs. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River Reach 3 
Toxicity 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation Atter reviewing the available data and information for this 
recommendation, SWRCB staiTwnclude that the water body should be 
placed on the Enforceable Program list because applicable &ter 
standards are exceeded and another program will addrcss the problem. 



Region 4: San Gabriel River, Reach 2 
Dissolved Zinc 

Water Body 

StressorlMedIdBeneneirl Use 

Data quality asseasmezlt. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benefleal use or  atandard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-spedlic Information 

Data used to assess water qualily 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlnl Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

San Gabriel River. Reach 2 

Dissolved ZincMraterlAquatic Life 

Stormwater Monitoring hogmm 

Dissolved Zinc CTR is linked to Aquatic Life 

CTR is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 yean old, data measured in waterbody, sample taken different 
seasons and years. 

26 water samples, 4 samples exceeding. 

One site. 

Fall, winter, and spring (1997-2000): 

Numerical data. 

Stormwater Monitoring Program 

Nonpoint sources. 

RWQCB Recommendalion List due to a grcatcr than 10% exceedance of dissolved zinc rccommendcd 
watcr criteria for provction of fresh water aquatic life. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendntlon Afier reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud; lhit the 
watcr body should be placed on the section 303(d) 11nt because applicable 
water sualiry standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributesib or 
causesthe problem. 

This conclusion is based an the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualih.. . . .  
2. The data cxbibitcd SUfficitflI temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. . . 
5. Data &e numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age 
of the data were considered. 

An adequate number ofthc water quality mearurrmcnts exceeded the water 
qualiry standard. The staReonfidence that standards were exceeded is 
moderate 



Region 4: San Gabriel River, Reach 2 
Dissolved Copper 

Water Body 

StressorlMedl.IBene~cld Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requlrements met. 

Llnkage behvekn measurement endpoint 
and benencnl use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quaUfy 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendatlon 

SWRCB Staff Recommendatlon 

San Gabriel River, Reach 2 

Dissolved CopperlWaterlAquatic Life 

Stormwater Monitoring Pmgram 

Dissolved Copper CTR is linked to Aquatic Life. 

CTR is applicable to Aquatic Life. 

Data 2-5 years old, data measured in waterbody, sample taken different 
seasons and years. 

26 water samples, 7 samplcs exceeding. 

I site (S 14). 

Fall, winter, spring (1997-2000). 

Numerical data. 

Stormwater Monitoring Program. 

Nonpoint sources 

List due to exceedanccs of the dissolved chronic criterion. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303rd) list because a~~ l i cab le  
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"&nt contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be of adequate qual~ty 
2. The data exhibited suflicicnt temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been establkhcd and aoolv to the water bodv .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age 
of the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is 
high. 



Region 4: San Jose Creek Reach 1 (SG Confluence to Temple St.) 
Ammonia 

Water Body San Jose Creek Reach I (SO Confluence to Temple St.) 

StressorlMPdidBeneficlal Use Ammoniflater/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to New data was not assessed for this water body-pollution combination. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint N/A 
and benefieal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judglng if N/A 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific InformaHon 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representallon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

New data was not submitted that indicates that water quality standards arc 
met. 

Point sources 

An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedanccs for this Reach. 

In June 1995, the seven water reclamation plants discharging in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara River watersheds received NPDES permits 
containing requirements regarding compliance with the Basin Plan water 
qualily objectives for ammonia. In accordance with these oemits. the Loe 
~nge ics  county Sanitation Districts havc been pursuing th'e addition of 
nitrification and dcnitrification facilities at each of these plants to comply 
with the ammonia objectives. By Junc 2003, it is expected that thcsc new 
facilities will be operational andammonia will be drastically reduced. 

Research facility operation shows that the monthly average ammonia 
concentration fully complies with the chronic ammonia obiective that arc 
expected to bc applicabie in June 2003. 

It is probable that the majority of ammonia discharged to this water body 
was contributed by POTWs. Information in the record indicates that the 
maioriw (over 95%) of the ammonia in the Los Aneeles River was . .. 
contributed by POTWS. It is probable that the conGbution in the San 
Gabriel Rivcr watershed is dominated by contributions from POTWs as 
well. Generally, copcentrations ofammonia upshram of the treatment 
plants is much lower than downstream concentrations (up to an order of 
magnihlde difference). 

None. 



Region 4: San Jose Creek Reach 1 (SG Confluence to Temple St.) 
Ammonia 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon After reviewing the available data and information for this 
recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the water body should be 
placed on the Enforceable Program list because applicable water quality 
standards are exceeded and another program will address the problem. 



Region 4: San Jose Creek Reach 2 (Temple St. to I 10 at White Ave.) 
Ammonia 

Water Body San Jose Creek Reach 2 (Temple St. to 1 10 at White Ave.) 

StressoriMdl./Benellclal Use Ammonia/Water/Aquatic Life 

Data qudlty sssessment. Extent to New data was not assessed for this water body-pollution combination. 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint NIA 
and benencal use o r  standard 

UtUity of measure for Judging if NIA 
standards o r  uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclflc Information NIA 

Data used to assess wnter quality New data was not submitted that indicates that water quality standards are 
met. 

Spatial representation NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard method NIA 

Potentla1 Source(s) of Pollutant Point sources 

AlternsHve Enforceable Program An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedances for this Reach. 

In June 1995, the seven water reclamation plants discharging in the San 
Gabriel Rivcr and Santa Clara River watersheds received NPDES permits 
eantainine reauirements repardinn comoliance with the Basin Plan water ~~ ~ " .  - - .  
quality objectives for ammonia. In accordance with these permits, the Lor 
Angclcs County Sanitation Districts have been pursuing the addition of 
nib%cation and denihification facilities at each of these dants to comvly . . 
with the ammonia objeclives. By June 2003, it is expected that these new 
facilities will be operational and ammonia will be drastically reduced. 

Research faciliw ooeration shows that the monthlv average ammonia ~~~ ~ , . - 
conecnrmrian hrlly complies with the chronic ammonia objective that are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable thar the majority ofammonia discharged to this water body 
mas conmbutcd by POTWs. Information in the record indicates that the 
majority (over 95%) of the ammonia in the Lor Angclcs Rivcr was 
contributed bv POTWs. It is ~robablc that the contribution in the San 
Gabriel ~lve;walershed is dominated by contributions from POTWs as 
well. Generally, concentrations ofammonta upstream of the trcamcnt 
plants is much lower than downstream concentrations (up to an order of 

RWQCB Recommendation 

magnitude difference). 

None. 



Region 4: San Jose Creek Reach 2 (Temple St. to I 10 at White Ave.) 
Ammonia 

SWRCB StaNRccommendation ARer reviewing the available dam and information for this 
recommendation, SWRCB naff conclude that the water body should be 
placed on the Enfmeabls Program list because applicable water quality 
standards are exceeded and another program will address the problem. 



Region 4: San Jose Creek, Reach 1 (SG Confluence to Temple St.) and R + 
pH 

Water Body San lose Creek, Reach I (SO Confluence to Temple St.) and Reach 2 
(Temple St. to 1 10 at White Ave.) 

Stressor~Medlr/Beneflcld Use pWWater1Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to San Jose Creek Reclamation Facility 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt pH WQO is linked to Aquatic Life. The Basin Plan states: pH of inland 
snd beneflcnl use or standard surface waters shall not be deoressed below 6.5 or raised above 8.5 as a 

result ofwastc dischargcs ~ k b i e n t  pH levels ohall not be changed more 
than 0.5 units from natural conditions as a result of waslc discharge. 

Utlllty of measure for judging if WQO is applicable to Aquatic Life 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speellic Information Data 1-5 yean old, data measure in waterbody, samples taken in different 
years in summer and fall. 

Data used to assess water quality 474 water samples. 180 samples cxcccding. However, stations 
downsvcam ofthe WWRP arc in compliance with the Basin Plan waler 
quafiry objective. Therefore, it does not appear that the elevated pH levels 
are a result ofwaste discharge. There i s  no starmwater or nonpoint source 
monitoring data available. 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaflRecommend~tion 

Upstream of San Jose Creek and nonpoint source discharge from urban 
runoff. 

Throughout 711997 and 912000. 

Numerical data. 

San Jose Creek Reclamation Facility. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List due to pH exceedance above 8.5. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be excluded from thilist bccausc the linkage bclwccn 
the pH levcl and wastc discharge cannot be determined. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: - 
I. The data is considercd to be ofadequate quallry. 
2 The data exhlbitcd sufiic~cnt spattal and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and avolv to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. There is no linkage between exceedance in pH values and waste 
discharge. 



Region 4: San Jose Creek, Reach 1 (SG Confluence to Temple St.) and R + 
pH 

Compliance with the water quality standard cannot be determined because 
theinre not data showing the el&ted pH levels are a result of waste 
discharge. Staff confidence that standards were exceeded is low. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Estuary 
Chem A 

Water Body Santa Clara River E s m q  

StressorlMedinlBenellclal Use Chem A~TissuclAquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to BPTCP and TSMP 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Chem A NAS guidelines arc linked to Aquatic Life 
and benellcal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if NAS guidelines are applicable to Aquatic Life. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speeille Information Data was not presented 

Data used to assess water quality Data was not presented. 

Spatial representation Data was not presented, 

Tempsral representation Data was not presented. 

Data type Data was not presented. 

Use ofstandard method TSMP and BPTCP methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Unknown 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWOCB Recommendation Orininally recommended for delistine because listing was based on NAS 
outdated &ideltnes. Reevaiuation rc~uitcd in a rcc~mmendsiion to 
malntsin an l~st because Chem A group are no1 outdated and arc sttll valid 
guidelines set by NAS to protect aquatic life. 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendatlon ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concludes that the 
water body should not be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable guidelines are not outdated and there is no new information to 
suppon delisting. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Estuary Beach-Surfer's Knoll (area of Bea + 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Santa Clara River Estuary Beach-Surfer's Knoll (area of Beach adjacent to 
parking lot) 

Stressor~Medl./Bcnellel.l Use Bacteria IndicatowWaterIREC-l 

Data quality assessment. Extent to County Health Depamnent 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage between measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 
and benellcal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for Judging if Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quaiiry 
standards or uses are not attained standards, which is linked to R K - I .  

Water Body-specMc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Altern~ltive Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

95 samples, 7 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(25000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on eithet 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

Do not list. 

Alter reviewinz the available data and information ~rovided by the 
RWQCB documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB stkfconclude 
that the water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staNfindings that: 
I. The dam is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited rvlficient spatial and temporal wvcragc 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An inadeauate number of the water aualiw measurements exceeded the 
water quaiity standard. The staff conkdeice that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Estuary BeacWSurfer's Knoll 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body Santa Clara River Estuary BeacWSurfer's Knoll 

StressorlMedlllBeneflclal Use Fecal ColiformlWater/REC-l 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to VenNra Division of Envimnmental Health Sewices 
which data quality requirements met. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Fecal Coliform Ocean Plan standard is linked to REC-I. 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spntlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Ocean Plan WQO is applicable to REC-I. 

Data 2-4 years old, samples collected at site, collected during all seasons. 

102 fecal coliform bacteria samples, 0% samples exceeding in 400 
MPN1100 ml. 

2 sites. 

Fall, winter, spring, summer, fall (1987-2000). 

Numerical data. 

Venhlra Division of Environmental Health Services methods 

NIA 

Delist because Ocean Plan WQO for fecal coliform war met. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB .-- 
docurnentattonfor th~s rerommendatlon, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should not be placed the sectton 303(d) l~st bccausc appl~cable 
water qualiiy standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate qualny. 
2. The data exhibited rumcicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualiiy standard used is applicable. 
5. The evaluation guideline uscd to intcmrct narrative water aualitv . . 
standards is adeauite. 
6. Data are numerical. The Ocean Plan total coliform objective of samples 
exceeding 1000 MPN1100ml is met. 
7. Standard methods were used. 
8. Other water body specific information including the effects of season 
and age of the data were considered. 

None of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards were not exceeded is high. 
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Region 4: Santa Clara River Estuary BeachISurfer's Knoll 
Total Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedinlBeneneisl Use 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

L lnksp  behveen mensurcment endpolnt 
and bcnencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Bodyapeclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representatlon 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendatlon 

Santa Clara River Estuary BeachlSurfer's Knoll 

Total ColiformlWateriREC-l 

VenNra Division of Environmental Health Services 

Total Coliform Ocean Plan standard is linked to REC-I. 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-I. 

Data 2-4 years old, samples collected at site, collected during all seasons. 

102 total coliform bacteria samples, 5 samples exceeding 1000 
MPN1100mL. 

2 sites. 

Fall, winter, spring, summer, fall (1987-2000). 

Numerical data. 

VenNra Division of Environmental Health Services methods. 

NIA 

Delist because Ocean Plan standard for total coliform was met 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB . - 
documcntat~onfor thcs recommcndatlon. SWRCB staffconclude that the 
water body should be removed from the sectton 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to bc ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient soatiaiand t;mo&l coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the waer body. 
4. Water quality standard uscd is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. The Ocean Plan total colifonn obiectivc ofsamples 
exceedinn 1000 MPNI100ml is met. 
6. standard methods were uscd. 
7. Olher water body specific information Including the effects of season 
and age ofthe data we& considered 

An inadequate amount of lhc water quality mcawemmts exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 3 
Nitrite as Nitrogen 

Water Body Santa Clara River Reach 3 

StressorlMed1llBeneIld.l Use Nitrite as Nitrogen/Water/AgricuINre and Groundwater Recharge 

Data quality assessment. Extent to POTW and United Water Conservation District, Department of Water 
rhlch data quallty requirements met. Resources 

Llnksge behveen measurement endpoint Nitrite as Nitrogen WQO is linked to AgriculNre and Groundwater 
and henencal use or standard Recharge. 

Utility of measure for judging If WQO are applicable to Agriculhlre and Groundwater Recharge. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specllic Information Data 2-5 years old, samples collected at site. 

Data used to assess water quality 70 water samples, 5 samples exceeding. 

Spatial representation Samples are representative of Reach. 

Temporal representation Quarterly sampling events. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method POTW and United Water Conservation District, Department of Water 
Resources methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources, 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWOCB Recommendation List. However reevaluation ofdata including non detected values at 112 
the minimum detection level did not cxcecdkasin Plan Water Quality 
Objectives far nitrite as nitrogen. 

SWRCB StaiiRecommendation After reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentation-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff eoncludf that the 
water body should not be placed on the scction 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the stallfindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient soatial and temvoral covernee. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to thc water body. 
4. Watcr quality standard used arc applicable. 
5. Data arc numerical and calculations including non detcclcd values at I,2 
of the minimum detection level were included the data evaluation. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
watcr quality standards. Staff confidence that standards were not exceeded 
is moderate. 
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Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 3 
Total Dissolved Solids 

Water Body Santa Clara River Reach 3 

StressorlMedislBeneUd.l Use Total Dissolved Solids/Water/Gmundwater Recharge and AgriculNre 

Data quality assessment. Extent to POTW, United Water Conservation District, Department of Water 
whleh data quality requirements 'met. Resources 

Llnhge behveen meaaurement endpolnt 
and benetleal use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judglng if 
standards or uses are not attahed 

Water Body-specille Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spstlsl representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNReeornmendstlon 

Basin Plan WQO linked to Agriculhlre and Groundwater Recharge, 

Basin Plan WQO exceedances are applicable. 

Data 2-5 years old, samples collected at site. 

189 water samples, 38 sample exceeding. 

Samples representative of Reach. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

POTW, United Water Conservatiop District, Department of Water 
Resources methods. 

Paint and nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationffor this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclud; that the 
water body should be phred on the sccllon 303(d) Ilst because appltcablc 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The dam is considered to be of adequate quality. . . 
2. The data exhibited sufficient s~atiaiand temooral coveraee. - 
3. Beneficial ux r  have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used in applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other site-specific information including the effects of season and age 
of thedata were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 3 
Nitrite and Nitrate as Nitrogen 

Water Body Santa Clara River Reach 3 

StressorMedlllBene11cial Use Nitrite and Nitrate as NitrogenlWater/Agriculture and Groundwater 
Recharge 

Data quality assessment. Extent to POTW and United Water Conservation District, Department of Water 
which data quality requirements met. Resources 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Nitrite and Nitrate as N~nogcn WQO linked to AgriculNre and 
and beneficml use or standard Groundwater Recharge. 

UtUlty of measure for Judging if 
standards o r  uses are  not attained 

Water Body-speclfie Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

WQOs are applicable to Agriculhlre and Groundwater Recharge. 

Data 2-5 years old, samples collected at site. 

53 water samples, 5 samples exceeding. 

Samples are representative of Reach. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

POTW and United Water Conservation District, Department of Water 
Resources methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

List. Reevaluation of data including non detected values at 112 the 
minimum detection level still exceeded Basin Plan Water Quality 
Objectives for nitrate and nitrite as nitrogen. 

SWRCB Staff Recornmend~tlon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documenr.?tionrfor this recommendation, SWRCB sta~conclud;lhat the 
water body should not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient suatial and temuoral coverare. .~ ~~~ -~ 
3. Bmeficial user have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water qualiiy slandard used are spplicablc. 
5. Data arc numerical and calculations including non- detected values at 
IR ofthe minimum delection level exceeded water quality objectives. 
6. Standard melhodr were used. 
7. Other walcr body information including the effects of season, storm 
events, and age of the data were considered. 
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Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 3 
Nitrite and Nitrate as Nitrogen 

An inadcquatc number orthe water quality measurements exeecdcd the 
water quality standards. Suff confidence that standards were e~cecdcd is 
low. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 7 
Ammonia 

Water Body 

StressorIModl./Benenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whkh data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

Utillty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not athlned 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data lype 

Use ofstandard method 

Poteutlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

Santa Clara River Reach 7 

Ammonia~WaterlAquatic Life 

New data was not assessed for this water body-pollution combination. 

New data was not submined that indicates that water quality standards are 
met. 

NIA 

Point sources. 

An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedances for this Reach. 

In June 1995, the seven water reclamation plants discharging in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara River watersheds received NPDES permits 
containinn reauirements reeardine comoliance with the Basin plan water 
qualiry ob;ect~vcs for ammonia. in accbrdance with these permits, the Los 
Angeles County Sanitation Districts have been pursuing the addition of 
nitrification and denitrification facilities at eachof the; olants to comolv 
with the ammonia objcctivcs. By June 2003, it is cxpect;d that these dew 
facilities will be operational and ammonia will be drastically reduced. 

Research facility operation shows that the monthlv averaee ammonia 
concentration h;ll~complies with the chronic ammonia okjcctive that are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that the maioriw of ammonia dischareed to this water bodv 
was contributed by POTWS. lnformation in the record indicates that th; 
majority (over 95%) ofthe ammonia in thc Los Angelcs Rivcr was 
contributed by POlWs. It is probable that the contribution in the Ssn 
Gabriel ~ i v e ;  watershed is dokinated bv contributions from POTWs as 
well. Generally, concentrations of ammonia upstream of the treahnent 
plants is much lower than downstream concentrations (up to an order of 
magnitude difference). 

None. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 7 
Ammonia 

SWRCB StaflReeommendntion ARer reviewing the available data and information for this 
recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the water body should be 
placed on the Enforceable Program list because applicable water quality 
standards are exceeded and another program will address the problem. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 8 ' 

Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved 

Water Body Santa Clara River Reach 8 

Stressor/MedirlBenenelnl Use Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved Oxygeflater/Aquatic Life 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to Dissolved Oxygen: Collection of data under quality assurance related to 
whieh data quality requirements met. NPDES monitoring and RWQCB monitoring related to development ofthe 

nitrogen TMDL. 

Algae data tiom two sources: Quality assurance for the first dataset 
performed by scientists from UC Los Angeles; unknown quality assurance 
associated with data collected by citizen monitoring effort. 

Llnluge between measurement endpoint Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved WQO is linked to Aquatic Life 
and benelieal use or standard 

The RWQCB used the percentage of cover ofalgac as a surrogate for 
organic enichment. No measurements oftatal organic carbon, dissnlved 
organic carbon, etc. were available. Algae growth can be a result of 
increased nutrients or decreased cover. Algae measurements by themselves 
are poor indicators of organic enrichment, because many factors influence 
algae growth. 

Utility of measure for judglng if Organtc Enrichment-Low Dissolved WQO is appl~cablc to Aquatlc Life. 
standards or uses are not atlained Algac perccnl cover may or may no1 be related to organic cnichmcnt. 

Water Body-speeilic Information 

Dats used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Patentla1 Source(s) ofPoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

Data isup to three years old. 

Dissolved oxygen: 144 samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

The original listing in 1996 was based on measurements ranging from 4.2 
mglL to 10.8 m a  (with a mean of 7.4 m a ) .  

Algae data: 10 observations offloating algae with hvo of the observations 
exceeding the threshold (the same threshold used for Malibu Creek). 

Dissolved Oxygen: One site. Algae data: 2 sampling locations (the length 
ofthe sampling locations is approximately one mile). 

Dissolved oxygen: All samples taken between 9 a.m. and 2 p.m. Samples 
collected monthly during 1999 and 2001. 

Algae data: Sampling was completed in Summer and Fall 

Numerical data. 

Dissolved Oxygen: NPDES methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

Do not list due to poor data distribution. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 8 
Organic Enrichment-Low Dissolved 

SWRCB SUNRecornmendation After reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
docummtation-for this recommendation, SWRCB otaffconclud; that the 
water body ohauld be removed fmm the union 303(d) list and place on 
the Monitoring List because applicable water quality standards are not 
exceeded and thc lack of QA/QC. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The dissolved oxygen data is considered to be ofadequate quality. . . .  
2. The data exhibitedinsufficient temnoral coveraee. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Other water b d y -  or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An inadequate number ofthc water quality measurements exceeded the 
water qualily standard. The staff confidence that standards were not 
exceeded is moderate. More information is needed because the available 
data may underestimate standards non-attainment. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 8 
Nitrate-nitrogen plus Nitrite-nitrogen 

Water Body Santa Clara River Reach 8 

StressorlMedislBeneflcl~l Use Nitrate-nitrogen plus Nitrite-niUogen/Water/Gmund Water Recharge 
(assuming that groundwater would be used as drinking water) 

Data quality assessment. Extent to Collection of data under quality assurance related to NPDES monitoring 
which data quality requiremeflts met. and RWQCB monitoring related to development of the nitrogen TMDL. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Nitrate-nitrogen plus Nitrite-nitrogen WQO are linked to Ground Water 
and benefical use or standard Recharge. 

Utility of measure for judging if WQOs are applicable to Ground Water Recharge. 
standards or "sea are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc information Data is up to five years old. 

Data used to assess water quality 44 samples, I sample exceeding. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Three locations were sampled downstream of a point source. 

Data were collected quarterly from 1997 to 2002. 

Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method NPDES monitoring and RWQCB sampling used to support the Nitrogen 
TMDL. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program Therc 1s sufficient infomation to lndtcste that lhe nitrificattonlde- 
nltrilication process bang Installed at the Saugus WRP w~ll address nltnte 
problem for this reach 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist. 

SWRCB StaRRecommendatlon After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffconcludc that the 
water body should be removed hom on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded 

This conclusion is bascd on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered lo be of adequate qualiry. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient svatialand tcmvoral coveraee 
3. ~cncficial uses apply to the water body. 

. 

4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements did not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 8 
Nitrite-Nitrogen 

Water Body Santa Clara River Reach 8 

Stressor/MedlnlBeneflcInl Uae Nitrite-Nimgen/Water/orOund Water Recharge (assuming that 
groundwater would be used as drinking water) 

Data quality assessment. Extent to NPDES monitoring and RWQCB staff monitoring related to TMDL 
whieh data quallty requiremeah met. development. 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpoint Nitrogen water quality objectives are established in the Los Angelcs 
and beneflcal use or standard Region Basin Plan for a number of reaches of the Santa Clara River. 

Utility of measure for judging if Measurements of nitrite-nitrogen can be compared to the numeric Basin 
standards or uses are not attained Plan water quality objective. 

Water Body-speciflc Informatlon Age of the data is up to five years. 

Data used to assess water quality 36 total measurements of nitrite-nitrogen. 15 samples exceed the water 
quality objective for nitrite-nitrogen. There is sufficient information to 

- indicate that the nitrificationlde-nitrification process will address nitrite 
problem. 

Spatial representation Two sampling stations. 

Temporal representatlon Data were collected quarterly from 1997 through 2002. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method NPDES monitoring 

Potentlal Source(s) of PoUutsnt Point sources, non-point sources, groundwater. 

Alternative Enforeeable Program The Saueus Water Reclamation Plant. which discharees at the uostream - - 
end of the reach, is in thc process of installing nitrification and 
denitrification (NDN) treatment processes to meet emuent limits in the 
plant's NPDES permit for ammonia and nitrate plus niuitc. 

The pcrmit eslabl~shes a wmpliance date of June 12,2003 lo mccl 
receiving water limits for ammonia. The pcrmitlee has stated and shown 
that the NDN facilities will be operational at the Saugus plant by the Junc, 
2003 deadline. The contract has been awardcd (nearly $10 million) to 
consmct the NDN pmccsses. 

When the NDN facilities are ooerational the nitrite concentrations will be 
reduced drastically. ~ ~ e r a t i o n o f a  research NDN facility at the Whinier 
narrows WRP has shown that NDN will reduce nitrite levels well below 
the 1 mgIL nitrite water quality objective. 

The Saugus WRP is the principal (if not sole) source of nitrite in Reach 8. 
A measurement upstrcam ofthe treatment plant had a very low 
concentration of nitrite (well below the standard). Other measurements 
down stream show varying levels ofnitrite depending on possible plant 
uptake, conversion of nitrite to other more stable forms of nitrogen, and 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 8 
Nitrite-Nitrogen 

dilution. 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff wnclude that the 
water body should be placed on the Enforceable Program List because 
applicable water quality standards a n  exceeded but there is a program in 
place now that will address the problem in 2003. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data i s  considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficicnt spatial and temporal coveraae. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water bcdy. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other waterbody- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 8 
Ammonia 

Water Body Santa Clara River Reach 8 

StressorlMed1.IBeoefld.l Use AmmoniaANater/Aquatic Life 

Data quality assessment. Extent to New data was not assessed for this water body-pollution combination. 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint N/A 
and beneflcal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judgingif NIA 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speelflc Information 

Data used to assess water quallty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

PotenHal Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

NIA 

New data was not submitted that indicates that water quality standards are 
met. 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

Point sources 

An alternative enforceable program is in place that will address ammonia 
water quality standards exceedances for this Reach. 

In June 1995, the scvcn water reclamalion planls discharging in the San 
Gabriel River and Santa Clara Rivcr watersheds rcccivcd NPDES permits 
containing requirements regarding compliance with the EasinPlanwater 
aualiw obiectives for ammonia. In accordance with these oerrnits. the Los ~~ ~~~~ 

~ngeieo County Sanilacion Districts have been pursuing th;addition of 
nilrification and denitrification facilities at each of these plants to comply 
with the ammonia objectives. By June 2003, it is npect;d that these new 
facilities will be operational and ammonia will be drastically reduced. 

Research facility operation shows that the monthly average ammonia 
concentration fully complies with the chronic ammonia objective that are 
expected to be applicable in June 2003. 

It is probable that the majority of ammonia discharged to this water body 
was contributed bv POTWs. Infomtion in the record indicates that the 
majoriry (over 95%) of the ammonia in the Lor Angelcs Rivcr war 
contributed by POTWs. It is probable that the contribution in the San 
Gabriel Rivcr watcrshed is dominated by contriburions from POTWs as 
well. Generally, concentrations of amionia upstream of the neabnent 
plants is much lower than downstream concentrations (up to an order of 
magnitude difference). 

None. 



Region 4: Santa Clara River Reach 8 
Ammonia 
SWRCB StaNRceommcndstlon After reviewing the available data and information for this 

recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude that rhe water body should be 
placed on the Enforceable Pmgram list because applicable water quality 
standards are exceeded and another program will address the problem. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
Copper 

Water Body Santa Monica Bay OffshoreMearshore 

StressorlMedl./Bene~d.l Use CopperISedimenUMarine Habitat 
CopperEish TissueJCommercial and Spott Fishing 

Data quality assessment. Extent to High quality for sediment data (See QAPP for SCBPP and Bight '98). 
whleh dsts quality requircmcnts met. High quality fish tissue data (See QAPP for Hyperion permit). 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolut Habitat quality is related to pollutant concentration (no toxics in toxic 
and benefical use or standard amounts). Fish tissue data can be comoared to risk-based values for the 

protection of human health (no toxics ;n toxic amounts). Linkages 
between fish tissue data and uses associated with the pmtcction of fish and 
wildlife are weak. 

Utillty of measure for judging If Use of sediment guidelines from literature alone is somewhat 
standards or uses are not attained controversial. However, use of sediment triad (chemistry, benthos, and 

acute toxicity) in a weight of evidence a~proach is well established. Fish 
tissue data provides anadditional screen.& overall weight of evidence 
approach. 

Water Body-speclnc lnformstioo Regional surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. Rig-fishing in Santa 
Monica Bay collected by Hyperion (1995-2000). 

Data used to assess water quallty Sediment contaminant concentration, benthic community structure, whole- 
sediment toxicity tests, fish muscle tissue data. Copper are concentrations 
low relative to thresholds. 

1994 (n=55) 1998 (n=23) 
%of  Area >ER-L (34 meke) 44% 13% 
% o f  Area > E R - M ( ~ ~ o  &zg) 0% 0% 
Average concentration 30 mgkg 12 mgntg 

There is no evidence of acute toxicity in sediments in 1994 (n = 55) or 
1998 (n = 23). 

Benthic community struchlre assessed as goad in 98% to 100% ofarea in 
1994 and 1998 using the Benthic Response Index. 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Copper concentrations in fish muscle tissue iiom approximately 250 
samples collected in Santa Monica Bay were below US Fish and Wildlife 
(1998) screening value of 15 mgkgww. 

Regional surveys entire bay. Point Dume to Palos Verdes Shelf (55 
samples in 1994 and 23 samples in 1998). Rig-fishing sites (9) 
representative of offshore conditions in the Bay. 

2 years data fmm Regional Survey. 5 years data on fish tissue. 

Numerical data. 

Performance-based. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
Copper 

Potentla1 Souree(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Reeommendntlon None. 

SWRCB StaflReeommendaHon After reviewing the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationfor this recommendation. SWRCB staffconclud;that the ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~ 

water bodyshould be removed fmm thisection 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suflicicnl spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation euideline used io intemret naktive water iual i~  . . 
standards is adeq6te. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements do not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards are not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay OffshoreiNearshore 
Arsenic 

Water Body Santa Monica Bay OffshoreMearshore 

StressorlMedislBenenclal Use Arsenic/Sediment/Marine Habitat 
AlsenicRish TissueICommercial and SporI Fishing 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent (o High quality for sediment data (See QAPP for SCBPP and Bight '98). 
which data quallty requirements met. High quality fish tissue data (See QAPP for Hyperion permit). 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Habitat quality is related to pollutant concentration (No toxics in toxic 
and beneficel use or standard amounts). Fish tissue data can be compared to risked based numbers for 

the protection of human health (No toxics in toxic amounts). Linkages 
behveen fish tissue data and uses associated with the protection of fish and 
wildlife are weak. 

Utility ofmeasure lor judging if Use of sediment guidelines from literature alone is somcwhat 
standards or uses are not 8nPlned controversial. However, use of sediment triad (chemistty, benthos, and 

acute toxicity) in a weight of evidence approach is well established. Fish 
tissue data orovides an additional screen in overall weieht of evidence - 
approach. 

Water Body-speeilic Information Regional surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. Rig-fishing in Santa 
Monica Bay collected by Hyperion (1995-2000). 

Data used to assess water quality Arsenic concentrations fish muscle tissue concentrations in approximately 
250 samoles were low relative to human-health based screenine values of 
1.0 m h g  ww for organic arsenic (OEHHA, 1999). These cokpa"sonr 
were made assuming that organic arsenic comprises 10% of the total 
arsenic measured in fish tissue. 

Spatial representation Regional surveys entire bay. Point Dumc to Paios Verdes Shclf(S5 
samples in 1994 and 23 samples in 1998). Rig-fishing sites (9) 
repr;sentative of offshore conditions in the Bay. 

Temporal representation 2 years data from Regional Survey. 5 years data on fish tissue. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Performance-based. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation None 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be not be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. 'The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay OffshorelNearshore 
Arsenic 

2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Thc evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data sn numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Most ofthc water quality measurements do not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidcnce that standards arc not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
Cadmium 

Water Body Santa Monica Bay Offshor*Nearshore 

StressorlMedislBeneflciaI Use CadmiudSedimentlMarine Habitat 
CadmiunvFish TissuelCommercial and Sport Fishing 

Data qunllty assessment. Extent to High quality for sediment data (See QAPP for SCBPP and Bight '98). 
which data quality requirements met. High quality for fish tissue data (See QAPP for Hyperion permit). 

Llnkage behveen measurement endpolnt Habitat quality is related to pollutant concenhation (no toxics in toxic 
and benefical use or standard amounts). Fish tissue data can be compared to risked based numbers for 

the protection of human health (no toxics in toxic amounts). 
Linkages behveen fish tissue data and uses associated with the protection 
of fish and wildlife are weak. 

Utilitv of measure for ludeine if Use of sediment euidelines fiom literature alone is somewhat - - -  - 
slsndards or uses are not attnlned controvenial. Howevcr, usc of sedimcnl mad (chemistry. benthos, and 

acute toxicity) in a weight of evidence approach is well established. Fish 
tissue data provides an additional screen in overall weight of evidence 
approach. 

Water Body-specific Information Regional surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. Rig-fishing in Santa 
Monica Bay collected by Hyperion (1995-2000). 

Data used to assess water quallty Sediment contaminant concentration, benthic community structure, whole- 
sediment toxicity tests, fish muscle tissue data. Cadmium are 
concentrations low relative to thresholds. 

1994 (n=55) 1998 (n=23) 
% of Area >ER-L (1.2 mg/kg) 9% 17% 
% of Area >ER-M (9.6 mg/kg) 0% 0% 
Average concentration 0.66 mgikg 0.72 mgikg 

There is no evidence of acute toxicity in sediments in 1994 (n = 55) or 
1998 (n = 23). 

Benthic community smcNre assessed as good in 98% to 100% of area in 
1994 and 1998 using the Benthic Response Index. 

~admi"m concentrations fish muscle tissue from approximately 250 fish 
samples were low relative to human-health based screening value of 3.0 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

mgljtg ww (OEHHA, 1998). 

Regional sulveys entire bay. Point Dume to Palos Verdes Shelf (55 
samples in 1994and 23 samples in 1998). Rig-fishing sitss (9) 
representative of offshore conditions in the Bay. 

2 years data from Regional Suwey. 5 years data on fish tissue. 

Numerical data. 

Performance-based. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
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Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program N/A 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB StatTRecommeodstlon ARer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from therection 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindines that: 
I. The data is considcrcd to be of adcquate"quality. 
2. The data exhibited sumcient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narratlvc water quality . . 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements do not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards are not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay OffshoreMearshore 
Chromium 

Water Body Santa Monica Bay Offshoreriiearshore 

~tressor/hledlaiB~nefielnl Use ChromiudSedimentMarine Habitat 
ChromiudissuslCommercial and Sport Fishing 

Data quality asscamtot. Extent to High qualily for sediment data (See QAPP for SCBPP and Bight '98) 
whlch data quallty requirements met. High quality lish tissue data (See QAPP for Hyperion permit). 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Habitat quality is related to pollutant coacentration (no toxics in toxic 
and benef id  use or standard amounts). Fish tissue data can be compared to risked based numben for 

the orotection of human health (no toxics in toxic amounts). Linka~es 
betkeen fish tissue data and uses associated with the protection of f;sh and 
wildlife are weak. 

UtUlty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Use of sediment euidelines from literature alone is somewhat - 
ronhoverslai. However. use ofsedlmcnt mad (chem~stry, bcnthos, and 
acute toxrlty) in a weight of evldence approach 1s well estabilshcd F~sh 
tissue data provides an additional screen in overall weight of evidence 
approach. 

Water Body-specific Inforrnatlon Regional surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. Rig-fishing in Santa 
Monica Bay collected by Hyperion (1995-2000). 

Data used to assess water quality Sediment contaminant concentration, benthic community struchlre, whole- 
sediment toxicity tests, fish muscle tissue data. Chromium concentrations 
are low relative to sediment thresholds. 

1994 (n=55) 1998 (n=23) 
% o f  Area >ER-L (1.0 m a g )  45% 4% 
% of Area >ER-M (3.7 mgkg) 0% 0% 
Average concentration 85 mgkg 45 mgkg 

There is no evidence of acute toxicity in sediments in 1994 (n = 55) or 
1998 (n= 23). 

Benthic community sm~cture assessed as good in 98% to 100% of area in 
1994 and 1998 using the Benthic Response Index. 

Chromium concentrations in fish muscle tissue from approximately 250 
samples were low relative to MTRL of 1.0 mgkg w for total chromium 

Regional surveys entire bay. Point Dume to Palos Verdes Shelf (55 
samples in 1994 and 23 samples in 1998). Rig-fishing sites (9) 
repr&entative of offshore chditions in the Bay. 

Temporal representation 2 years data from Regional Survey. 5 years data on fish tissue. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method Performance-based 

Potential Souree(6) of Pollutant Point and "on-point sources. 
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Alternative Enforceable Program N/A 

RWQCB Rewmrnendation None. 

SWRCB StafiRecommendatlon Aflcr reviewing the available data and information and [he RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be not be daced on the section 303(d) list because . , 
applicabliwater quality stan&ds are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualitv. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to inlerpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Mort ofthc water quality msasurcmcnls do not exceed the water quallly 
standard. The staffconfidence ghat standards are no1 exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
Lead 

Water Body Santa Monica Bay OffshowNearshore 

Stressor~edidBenenclal Use LsadISedimenVMarine Habitat 
LeadrTissuelCommcrciaI and Sport Fishing 

Data quality assessment. Extent lo High quality for sediment data (See QAPP for SCBPP and Bight '98). 
which data quality requlrementr met. High quality fish tissue data (See QAPP for Hyperion permit). 

Llnluge beheen measurement endpoint Habitat quality is related to pollutant concentration (no toxics in toxic 
and bencncnl use or standard amounts). Fish tissue data can be compared to risked based numbers for 

the omteetion of human health (no toxics in toxic amounts). Linkages 
bekeen fish tissue data and usis associated with the protection of f;sh and 
wildlife are weak. 

Ulility of measure for judglog I f  Use of sediment guidelines from literamre alone i s  somewhat 
standards or uses are not attained rontroveroial. However, use of sediment triad (chemistry, benthos, and 

acute toxicity) in a weight of evidence approach IS well establ~shed. Fish 
tissue data providesan additional screen in overall weight of evidence 
approach 

Water Body-speclnc Information Regional surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. Rig-fishing in Santa 
Monica Bay collected by Hyperion (1995-2000). 

Data used to assess water quality Sediment contaminant concentration, benthic community structure, whole- 
sediment toxicity tests, fish muscle tissue data. Lead are concentrations low 
relative to thresholds. 

1994 (n=55) 1998 (n=23) 
% o f  Area >ER-L (81 m&) 7% 22% 
% o f  Area >ER-M 1370 m a g )  0% 0% - -. 
Average concentration 22mgkg 4Omgkg 

There is no evidence of acute toxicity in sediments in 1994 (n = 55) or 
1998 (n= 23). 

Benthic community structure assessed as good in 98% to 100% ofarea in 
1994 and 1998 using the Benthic Response Index. 

Lead concentrations in fish muscle tissue concentralions from 
approximately 250 samples were low relative to MTRL of 2.0 mgkg ww. 

There is no lead-based consumption advisory for commercial or sport 
fishing in fish from Santa Monica Bay (OEHHA, 2001). 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Re~ional sunrevs entire bav. Point Dume to Palos Verdes Shelf (55 
samples in 199;l and 23 samples in 1998). Rig.fishing sites (9) 
representative ofoffshore conditions in the Bay. 

2 years data from Regional Survey. 
5 years data on fish tissue. 

Numerical data. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay OffshorehIearshore 
Lead 
Uae of standard method Performance based. 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program N/A 

RWQCB Reeommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Mort of the water quality measurements do not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards are not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
Zinc 

Water Body Santa Monica Bay OffshonMeanhore 

StreasorlMedislBeneflclal Use ZinclSediment/Marine Habitat 
ZindFish Tissus/Commereial and Spon Fishing 

Data quality assessment. Exlee1 to High qualiry for scdimcnt data (Scc QAPP for SCBPP and Bight '98). 
whlch data quality reqvlremenls met. High quality fish tissuc data (Scc QAPP for Ilyperion permit). 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Habitat quality is related to pollutant concentration (no toxics in toxic 
and beneflcal use or standard amounts). Fish tissue data can be compared to risked based numbers for 

the protection of human health (no toxics in toxic amounts). Linltages 
between fish tissue data and uses associated with the protection of fish and 
wildlife are weak. 

Utility of measure for judging If Use of sedimcnt guidelines from litcramre alone is somewhat 
standards or user are not attained connovcrsial. However, use ofscdiment triad (chemistry, benthos, and 

acute toxicity) in a weight of evidence approach is well established. Fish 
tissue data orovides an additional screen~in overall weiaht of evidence 
approach. iinkages between fish tissue data and uscs associated with the 
protection of fish and wildlife are weak. 

Water Body-specific Information Regional surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. Rig-fishing in Santa 
Monica Bay collected by Hyperion (1995-2000). 

Data used to assess water quality Sediment contaminant concentration, benthic community structure, whole- 
sediment toxicity tests, fish muscle tissue data. Zinc concentrations are low 
relative to thresholds. 

. . 
% ofArea >ER-L (IS0 mgkg) 7% 0% 
%of  Area >ER-M (410 mgkg) 0% 0% 
Average concentration 84mg/kg 61 m a g  

There is no evidence of acute toxicity in sediments in 1994 (n = 55) or 
1998 (n = 23). 

Benthic community structure assessed as good in 98% to 100% of area in 
1994 and 1998 using the Benthic Response Index. 

Zinc concentrations in fish muscle tissue from aooroximateiv 250 samoles 
wcre low relalivc to the Mean International ~tandard for frcfhwater fiih of 
45 m a g  ww (United tiatlons, 1983). 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Reeional survevs entire bav. Point Dume to Palos Verdes Shelf (55 - 
samples in 1994 and 23 sampler in 1998). Rlg-fishing sltcs (9) 
rcprescntalbve of olfshorc condtltons tn the Bay. 

2 years data from Regional Survey. 5 years data on fish tissue. 

Numerical data. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay OffshoreMearshore 
Zinc 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enioreeable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB StaflReeomrnendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from thcseclion 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality srandards are not cxccedcd. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequatc-quality. 
2. The data exhibited sullicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to interwet narrative water qualip, . . 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numericah 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements do not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards are not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay OffshoreBJearshore 
Silver 

Water Body Santa Monica Bay OffshowNearshore 

StreaorlMediPIBeneflcfd Use Silver/Sediment/Marine Habitat 
Silver~issudCommercial and Sport Fishing 

Data quality as~csrment. Exte.1 to High quality for sediment data (Scc QAPP for SCBPP and Bight '98). 
which data quality rqukcmea t r  met. High quality fish tissue data ( S n  QAPP for Hypenon permit). 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Habitat quality is related to pollutant concenhation (no toxics in toxic 
and benencal use o r  standard amounts). Fish tissue data can be compared to risked based numbers for 

the protection of human health (no toxics in toxic amounts). Linkages 
between fish tissue data and uses associated with the protection of fish and 
wildlife are weak. 

Utility of measure for judging if Use of sediment guidelines from literature alone is somewhat 
standards or uses are  not attained controversial. However, use of sediment triad (chemistly, benthos, and 

acute toxicity) in a weight of evidence approach is well established. Fish 
tissue data provides an additional screen in overall weight ofevidence 
approach. 

Water Body-specYc Information Regional surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. Rig-fishing in Santa 
Monica Bay collected by Hyperion (1995-2000). 

Data used to assess water aualltv Sediment contaminant concentration. benthic cammuniw stmcNrc, whole- . - 
sediment toxicity tcsrs, fish muscle tlssuc data. Silver concenlrations are 
slightly elevated relative to scdiment lhrrshold~. The malority of rhsse 
elevated values are within !he mne ofinfluence of the Hyperion outfall. 

1994 (n=55) 1998 (n=23) 
% o f  Area >ER-L (1.0 mg/kg) 71% 65% 
% of Area >ER-M (3.7 mglkg) 13% 26% 
Average concentration 1.58 m@g 2.06 m a g  

There is no evidence of acute toxicity in sediments in I994 (n = 55) or 
1998 (n = 23). 

Benthic community stmCNre good in 98% of area. 

There are no human-health based or wildlife based screenine values for 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

- 
evaluating sllver concentrations in fish tissue. There is no silver-based 
consumption advisory for commercial or sport fishing in fish from Santa 
Monica Bay (OEHHA, 2001). 

Regional sulvcys entlre bay. Point Dumc to PV Shclf(55 samples in 1994 
and 23 samples in 1998). Rig-fishing sites (9) representative ofoffshore 
conditions in the Bay. 

2 years data from Regional Survey. 5 years data on fish tissue. 

Numerical data. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
Silver 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from thc~scction 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not cxcceded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
1. The data is considcrcd to be ofadequatcquality. 
2. The data cxhibitcd suflicicnt spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to intcrorct narrative water qualiw . . 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements do not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staffconfidence that standards are not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
Nickel 

Water Body Santa Monica Bay OffshorelNeanhore 

StressorlMedls/Beneficld Use NickeVSedimentlMarine Habitat 
Nickswish TissudComercial and Sport Fishing 

Data quality assessment. Extent to High quality for sediment data (See QAPP for SCBPP and Bight '98). 
whlch data quality requirements met. High quality fish tissue data (See QAPP for Hyperion permit). 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Habitat quality is related to pollutant concentration (no toxics in toxic 
and beneficml use or standard amounts). Fish tissue data can be cornoared to risked based numbers for 

the ofhuman health (no loxjcs in toxic amounts). Linkages 
bcnvccn fish tissue data and uses srsociatcd with the protection of fish and 
wildlife are weak. 

Utility of measure for judging If Use ofscdimrnt guidelines from literature alone is somewhat 
slsndnrds or uses are not attained controversial. However, use ofsedimcnt triad (chemistry, benthos, and 

acute toxicity) in a weight of evidence approach is well established. Fish 
tissue data provides an additional screen-& overall weight of evidence 
approach. 

Water Body-specific Information Regional surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. Rig-fishing in Santa 
Monica Bay collected by Hyperion (1995.2000). 

Data used to assess water quality Sediment contaminant concentration, benthic community stmcture, whole- 
sediment toxicity tests, fish muscle tissue data. Nickel concentrations are 
low relative to thresholds. 

1994 (n=55) 1998 (n=23) 
% of Area >ER-L (21 m a g )  40% 30% 
%of Area >ER-M (52 mg/kg) 2% 0% 

' Average concentration 24mg/kg 20mg/kg 

There is no evidence of acute toxicity in sediments in 1994 (n = 55) or 
1998 (n = 23). 

Benthic community shuchlre assessed as good in 98% to 100% of area in 
1994 and 1998 using the Benthic Response Index. 

'There are no human-health based or wildlife based screening values for 
evaluating nickel concentrations in fish tissue. 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Regional surveys entire boy. Point Dume to Palos Vcrdcs Shelf ( 5 5  
samplcs in 1994 and 23 samplcs in 1998). Rig-fishing sites (9) 
representative of offshore conditions in the Bay. 

- 

2 years data from Regional Survey. 5 years data on fish tissue. 

Numerical data. 

Use ofstandard method Performance based, 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoint sources. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay OffshoreNearshore 
Nickel 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Staff Recammendstlon After reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB - ~~~~~ ~~~ 

documentatio~ior this rccommcndation, SWRCB staff conclud; that Be 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is bared on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coveraac 
3. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative waterquality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements do not exceed the water quality 
standsrd. The staffconfidence that standards are not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
Mercury 

Water Body Santa Monica Bay OffshoreiNearshore 

StressorlMedWBeneficlsl Use MercuryISedimenUMarine Habitat 
MercuryEish TissuelComercial and Sport Fishing 

Data quality assessment. Extent to High quality for sediment data (See QAPP for SCBPP and Bight '98). 
whleh data quality requirements met. High quality fish tissue dala (See QAPP for Hyperion permit). 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint Habitat quality is related to pollutant concentration (no toxics in toxic 
and benencal use or standard amounts). Fish tissue data can be compared to risked based numbers for 

the orotection of human health (no toxics in toxic amounts) 
~ i n k a ~ c s  between fish tissue data and uses associated withthe protection 
of fish and wildlife are weak. 

Utllity of measure for judging If Use of sediment guidelines from literature alone is somewhat 
standards or uses are not attained controversial. However, use of sediment triad (chemistry, benthos, and 

acute toxicity) in a weight of evidence approach is well established. Fish 
tissue data provides an additional screen in overall weight of evidence 
approach. 

Water Body-specific Information Regional surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. Rig-fishing in Santa 
Monica Bay collected by Hyperion (1995-2000). 

Data used to assess water quality Sediment contaminant concentration, benthic community structure, whole- 
sediment toxicity tests, fish muscle tissue data. Mercury concentrations are 
low relative to thresholds. 

1994 (n= 55) 1998 (n=23) 
% o f  AreaXR-L (0.15 mgntg) 45% 48% 
% o f  Area >ER-M (0.71 mgntg) 0% 0% 
Average concentration 0.14 mg/kg 0.16mg/kg 

There is no evidence of acute toxicity in sediments in 1994 (n = 55) or 
1998 (n =23). 

Benthic community srmCNre assessed as good in 98% to 100% of area in 
1994 and 1998 using the Benthic Response Index. 

The average mercury concentrations in fish muscle tissue from 
approximately 250 samples collected in Santa Monica Bay were close to 
the human-health based screening values (OEHHA, 0.3 mgntg ww). There 
is no mercury-based consumption advisory for commercial or sport fishing 
in fish from Santa Monica Bay (OEHHA, 2001). 

Spatial representation 

Temporal repredentation 

Data type 

Reeional survevs entire bay. Point Dume to Palos Verdes Shelf (55 
samples in 199i and 23 samples in 1998). Rig-fishing sites (9) 
representative of offshore conditions in the Bay. 

2 years data from Regional Survey. 5 years data on fish tissue. 

Numerical data. 



Region 4: Santa Monica Bay Offshore/Nearshore 
Mercury 

Use of standard method Performance-based. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Point and nonpoiot sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program NIA 

RWQCB Recommendation None. 

SWRCB Sta(lRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate qualify. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatiai and tempiral coverage. 
3. The evaluation guideline used to interpret narrative water quality 
standards is adequate. 
4. Data are numerical. 
5. Standard methods were used. 
6. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements do not exceed the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards are not exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Seaside Wilderness Park (400 yards N. of Ventura River) 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Seaside Wilderness Park (400 yards N. ofVentura River) 

StressorlMedlalBenefiei.l Use Bacteria Indicators~WateriREC-I 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to County Health Department. 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators are linked to REC-I. 
and benefical use or standard 

Utlllty olmessurc for judglng If Data can be compand directly to Bacterial Indicator water quality 
standards or urea are not attained standards which are linked to REC-I. 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

82 samples, 2 samples exceeding. 

I station: VC(12000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on eithe~ 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources. 

Do not list. 

After reviewinn the available data and information orovided bv the 
RWQCB docu~entation for this recommendation, SWRCB staffroncludc 
that the water body should not be placed on the sectton 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are not exceeded 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suilicient spatial and temporal wvcraae. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the effects of 
age of the data were considered. 

An inadequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the 
water quality standard. The staffwnfidence that standards were not 
exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Sespe Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 3) 

pH 

Water Body 

StressorMedlnlBenencial Use 

Data quality assersment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if 
standards or  uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaRRecommendation 

Sespe Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 3) 

pHAVater1Aquatic Life and Agriculture 

POTW and United Water Conservation District 

pH WQO linked to Agriculhlrc and Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Agriculture and Aquatic Life. 

Data 2 - 5 years old, sample measured from site. 

24 water samples, 6 sample exceeding. 

Samples representative of Reach. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

POTW and United Water Conservation District method 

Nonpoint sources. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body sho.uld be placed on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stafffindines that: - 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and aooiv to the water bodv. .. . 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water bady information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Sespe Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 3) 
Chloride 

Water Body 

StressorlMedlllBenencIal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requlrements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflcal use or standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speci~c Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternmtive Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendntlon 

Sespe Creek (tributary to Santa Clara River Reach 3) 

ChloridelWaterIAqustie Life and Agriculture 

United Water Conservation District 

Chloride WQO is linked to Agriculhlre and Aquatic Life. 

WQO is applicable to Agriculture and Aquatic Life. 

Data 2 - 5 years old, Mrnpled measured from site. 

16 watcr samples, 6 sample exceeding. 

Samples are representative of Reach. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

United Water Conservation District 

Nonpoint sources. 

List. 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should be placed on the scctjon 303(d) list becausc applicable 
watcr quality standards are excccdcd and a pollutant contributes to or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
1. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
6. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were wnsidend. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the wafer 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Surfer's Point at Seaside (End of access path via wooden ga + 
Bacterial Indicators 

Water Body Surfer's Point at Seaside (End of access path via wooden gate) 

StressorMedia/Beneficial Uae Bacteria Indicators/WaterREC-1 

Data qudlty assessment. Extent to County Health Department 
which data qudlty requlrementa met. 

Linkage hehveen measurement endpoint Bacterial Indicators linked to REC-I. 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Souree(s) of Pollutant 

Alternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Data can be compared directly to bacterial indicator water quality 
standards, which is linked to REC-I. 

Data 3 years old, collected at site. 

20 samples exceeding standards out of 105 samples 

I station: VC(13000). This station represents the beach 50 yards on either 
side of the sampling point. 

Data collected in 1999,2000, and 2001. 

Numerical data. 

Standard bacteriological methods. 

Point and nonpoint sources 

List 

Ancr rev~cwing the available data and information pravtdcd by the 
RWQCB documentation lor this recommendation, SWRCB staffconclude 
that the water bodv should be placed on the section 303(d) list because 
applicable water quality standards are exceeded and a Gliutant contributes 
to or causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate-quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses apply to the water bodv. 
4. Water quality st&da;d used is applicabie. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body- or site-specific information including the age of the 
data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidencs that standards were exceided is high. 



Region 4: Ventura River Estuary 
Total Coliform 

Water Body 

StrersorlMediPlBenendal Use 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benetleal use or mndard  

UtUlty of measure for judglog If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specific Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentlal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNRecommendation 

Ventura River Estuary 

Total ColiformlWaterIREC-l and Shellfih Hawesting 

Ojai Valley River Volunteer Monitoring Pmgram 

Ocean Plan standards are linked to REC-I and Shellfish Harvesting. 

Ocean Plan standards are applicable to REC-l and Shellfish Harvesting. 

Data is 2-4 year old, data measured in the waterbody, samples collected 
different in seasons and years. 

37 bacteria samples, Total Coliform (8 exceeding at 1000/100) (14 
exceeding at 230/IM)ml and 37 exceeding at 70/100ml). 

I site. 

Different seasons and years 

Numerical data. 

Ojai Valley River Volunteer Monitoring Program 

Stables and hone propeny 

List due to exceedance in Ocean Plan WQO. 

ARcr reviewing of the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccommcndation, SWRCB staffconclude that thc 
water body should be l~laced on the section 303(d) list because applicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll;tht contributesib or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

An adequate number of the water quality measurements exceeded the water 
quality standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Ventura River Estuary 
DDT 

Water Body Venhlra River Estuary 

StressorlMedir/Benenei.l Use DDTnissuelFish Consumption 

Data quality assessment. Extent to TSMP and BPTCP 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint DDT MTRLs are linked to Fish Consumption. 
and benellcai use or  standard 

UtUlty of measure for judging if MTRLs are applicable to Fish Consumption 
standards or uses sre not attained 

Water Body-specltlc Information Data 10 years old, data measured from site, species present, one time 
sample. 

Data used to assess water aualitv I tissue samole (Orieinal listine aooears to have been based on DDT . . 
concennatiois fdund;n shiner&perch in 1993 (TSM); however, h e  
level of 23 ppb of p,p'-DDE is below MTRL-which equals 32.0 ppb).. 

Spatial representation I tissue sample. 

Temporal representation One time sample event. 

Data type Numerical data. 

Use of standard method TSMP, BPTCP and NPDES methods. 

Potential Source(6) of Pollutant NIA 

Aiternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist. 

SWRCB StallRecommendation After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude thit the 
water badv should be removed from the section 3031d) list because ~. , ~ ~~ ~ ~~ 

applicable'water quality standards are not exceeded. In addition the 
original listing was based on one sample and concentrations of DDE was 
below the MfRLs. 



Region 4: Ventura River Estuary 
Fecal Coliform 

Water Body 

StressorlMedislBene~cl.I Use 

Data quality awessment. Extent to 
which data quallty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurrmcnl endpolnl 
and benencal use or  standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclne Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

SpatlalrepresentnHon 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

PotenHal Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaNReeommendatlon 

Ventura River Estuary 

Fecal C o l i f o ~ a t e r / R E C I  and Shellfish Harvesting 

Ojai Valley River Volunteer Monitoring hogram 

Fecal Colifom WQO is linked to REC-I and Shellfish Harvesting, 

WQO are applicable REC-I and Shellfish Harvesting. 

Data is 2-4 years old, data measured in the waterbody, samples collected 
different in seasons and years. 

37 bacteria samples, 6 samples exceeding 400 MPN/100ml objective 

I site. 

Different seasons and years. 

Numerical data. 

Ojai Valley River Volunteer Monitoring Program 

Stables and horse property. 

List due exceedances in Basin Plan WQO. 

After reviewine the available data and information and the RWOCB - . ~ 

documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB stalfronclude that thc 
water body should be placed on the scclion 303(d) list because applicablc 
water quality standards are exceeded and a vollutmt contributes to or 
causesthe problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adeauate aualiw. . . .  
2. The data exhibited sumcient temporal coverage. 
3. Bcncficial uses have been established and apply to the walcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

Most of the watcr quallty nicasurcmcnls exceeded the watcr qual~ty 
standard. The staffconlidcnce that standards were excecded is modcratc 



Region 4: Ventura River Reach 1 (Estuary to Main Street) and R2 (Main + 
Zinc 

Water Body 

StressorlMed1.IBeneficlal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linknp bchvcen messuremcnt endpoint 
and bencfical use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging If 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclfic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representstion 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potentla1 Source(s) of PoUutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StallRecammendstlon 

VenNra River Reach I (Estuary to Main Street) and R2 (Main Street to 
Weldon Canyon) 

Zinc~TissuelAquatic Life 

TSMP 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Use. 

EDLs are not an applicable guideline for assessment of beneficial use 
protection. 

TSMP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides. 

Delist because the original Listing was based on EDLs which do not 
represent valid assessment guidelines. 

Ancr rcvlewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed from the section 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Ventura River Reach 1 (Estuary to Main Street) and R2 (Main + 
Silver 

Water Body Ventura River Reach 1 (Estuary to Main Street) and RZ (Main Street to 
Weldon Canyon) 

StressorlMedl.IBenefielal Use Silver~Tissue/Aquatic Life 

Data quallty assessment. Extent to TSMP 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpolnt EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 
and benefical use or standard 

Utility of measure far judging if EDLs are not an applicable guideline for assessment of beneficial use 
standards or uses are not attained protection. 

Water Bodyapeelfie Information 

Data used to assess water quaUty 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

TSMP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides 

Delist because the original listing was based on EDLs which do not 
represent valid assessment guidelines. 

ABcr reviewing thc available data and infonnation and the RWQCB 
documentation for this rccomrncndation, SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed fmm the section 303(d) list becausc the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards 



Region 4: Ventura River Reach 1 (Estuary to Main Street) and R2 (Main + 
Selenium 

Water Body Venhlra River Reach I (Estuary to Main Street) and R2 (Main Stnet to 
Weldon Canyon) 

Streaor lMed~enel ic iaI  Use Seleniu~issuJAquatic Life 

Data quallty asscssmcnl. Extent to TSMP 
whlch data quality rquircmcnts met. 

Linkage bemeen measurement endpoint EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Use. 
and benencal use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if EDLs are not an applicable guideline for assessment of beneficial use 
standards or uses are not attained protection. 

Water Body-specilic Information N/A 

Data used to assess water quality No data presented. 

Spatial representanon NIA 

Temporal representation NIA 

Data type NIA 

Use of standard method TSMP methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Historical use of pesticides. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation Delist because the original Listing was based on EDLs which do not 
represent valid assessment guidelines. 

SWRCB StaffRecommendntion After reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation foi this recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed fiom thesection 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to interpret narrative water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Ventura River Reach 1 (Estuary to Main Street) and R2 (Main + 
Copper 

Water Body Ventura River Reach I (Estualy to Main Street) and R2 (Main Street to 
Weldon Canyon) 

Stresror/MedlllBenenei.I Use CopperiTisruelAquatic Life 

Data quality assessmemt. Extent lo TSMP 
whlch dsts quality requlremcnls met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and benencal use or standard 

UtUity of measure for Judglng if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-specYc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatid representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Use. 

EDLs are not an applicable guideline for assessment of beneficial use 
protection. 

TSMP methods. 

Historical use of pesticides. 

Delist because the original Listing was based on EDLs which do not 
represent valid assessment guidelines. 

AAer reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff concluded that the 
water body should be removed hom thc'sectio" 303(d) list because ,he 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool to intcrpm narrative water 

standards 



Region 4: Westlake Lake 
Chlordane 

Water Body 

StressorlMediPIBeneliclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data qudlty requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and benelical use or standard 

UtUity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-specilic Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use of standard method 

Potentid Source(s) of PoUutsnt 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendntlon 

SWRCB Staff~ecammendatlon 

Westlake Lake 

ChlordanelTissueiFish Consumption 

TSMP QAPP 

Chlordane MTRLs an linked to Fish Consumption. 

MTRLs are applicable to Fish Consumption. 

Data is 10- 1 I years old. 

2 tissue samples, 0 samples exceeding. The tissue samples collected in 
1991 and 1992 are below the MTRL guideline for chlordane. 

This watcr body-pollutant combination was rccommcndcd to be rcmaveJ 
from the section 303(d) list by the RWQCB. The SWRCB staff 
recommended to maintain the listing because the data was not presented to 
support delisting. In December 2002, the RWQCB included data to 
suppon the delisting. 

unknown. 

Data was collected in 1991 and 1992. 

Numerical. 

TSMP. 

unknown. 

Delist because the original Listing was based on a tissue concentration that 
now is below the MTRL guideline for Chlordane. 

After reviewing the available dam and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation. SWRCB staff conclude that the 
watcr body should removed from the 303(d) list becausc applicable water 
quality standards arc below the guideline. The RWQCB provided the 
appropriate data, that was inadvenently missing in their original fact sheet, 
to support the delisting of this water body-pollutant combination. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findings that: 
I. The data is considered to be of adequate aualiN . . .  
2. Thc data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the watcr body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of age of the data 
were considered. 
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Region 4: Westlake Lake 
Chlordane 

None of the water quality measurement8 exceeded the water quality 
standard. The stlff confidence that standards were exceeded is maderate. 



Region 4: Westlake Lake 
Copper 

Water Body 

Stressor/MedillBenenclal Use 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
which data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint 
and beneflenl use or standard 

Utllity of measure for judging if 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speclnc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Rewmmendation 

SWRCB Staff Recommendation 

Westlake Lake 

CopperiTissuelFish Consumption 

unlolown 

EDLs are not linked to Beneficial Uses. 

EDLs are not an applicable guideline for assessment of beneficial use 
protection. 

Delist because the original listing was based on EDLs which no longer 
represent valid assessment guidelines. 

After reviewinn the available data and information and the RWOCB 
documentationffor this recommendation. SWRCB staffconeludeh that the , ~ ~ ~ ~~~ 

water body should be removed from the scclion 303(d) list because the 
applied EDL guidelines are not a valid tool lo interpret narrative water 
quality standards. 



Region 4: Wheeler Creek-Todd Barranca 
TDS 

Water Body Wheeler Creek-Tcdd Barranca 

Strewor~MedlaIBene~clal Use TDWater/A@culwe 

Data quality assessment. Extent to United Water Conservation District 
whlch data quality requirements met. 

Linkage behveen measurement endpoint TDS WQO is linked io AgriculNn. 
and bmeflcd use or standard 

Utility of measure for judging if WQO is applicable to Agriculture. 
standards or uses are not attained 

Water Body-speelflc Information Data 2-5 years old, samples collected at site. 

Data used to assess water quality I2 water samples, I2 sample exceeding 

Spatlal representation 

Temporal representatlon 

Data type 

Limited. 

Quarterly sampling events 

Numerical data. 

Use of standard method United Water Conservation District methods. 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant Nonpoint sources. 

Alternative Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation List. 

SWRCB StaRRecomrnendatlon AAer reviewine the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentalion-for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water body should be placed on the section 303td) list because applicable 
water quality standards are exceeded and a pollutant contributes to 01 

causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the stanfindings that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited suliicienl temporal coverage. 
3. Beneficial uses have been established and apply to the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods were used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considned. 

All ofthc water quality measurements excecdcd the water quality standard. 
The staffconfidence that standards were exceeded is high. 



Region 4: Wheeler Creek-Todd Barranca 
Sulfate 

Water Body 

StressorlMedinlBenelleill Use 

Wheeler Creek-Todd Bananca 

SulfatelWater/Agriculture 

Data quality assessment. Extent to 
whleh data qunllty requirements met. 

Linkage between measurement endpoint 
and b e n e n d  use or standard 

Utility of measure for Judging if 
standards or uses are not attalned 

Water Body-speeinc Information 

Data used to assess water quality 

Spatial representation 

Temporal representation 

Data type 

Use ofstandard method 

Potential Source(s) of Pollutant 

Aiternatlve Enforceable Program 

RWQCB Recommendation 

SWRCB StaiiReeommendatlon 

United Water Conservation District 

Sulfate WQO is linked to Agriculture. 

WQO is applicable the Agriculture. 

Data 2-5 years old, samples collected at site. 

I2 water samples, I I sample exceeding. 

Limited. 

Quarterly sampling events. 

Numerical data. 

United Water Conservation District methods. 

Nonpoint sources. 

List 

After reviewing the available data and information and the RWQCB 
documentation for this recommendation, SWRCB staff conclude that the 
water bodv should be olaced on the section 303(d) list because aoolicable 
water quaiity standards are exceeded and a poll"tant contributesio or 
causes the problem. 

This conclusion is based on the staff findines that: 
I .  The data is considered to be ofadequate quality. 
2. The data exhibited sufficient temporal coverage. 
3. Brneficial uses have been established and apply lo the water body. 
4. Water quality standard used is applicable. 
5. Data are numerical. 
6. Standard methods wen used. 
7. Other water body information including the effects of season and age of 
the data were considered. 

Most of the water quality measurements exceeded the water quality 
standard. The staff confidence that standards were exceeded is high. 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board. 1996. 1996 Califomia Water Quality Assessment - 305@) Report 
Supporting Documentation for Los Angeles Region. 
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Stlte Water Resources Control Board. 2001a. Memo to Regional Board Executive Officers from Stan Martinson, Chief, 
Division of Water Quality, regarding "Solicitation of Water Quality Information!' 

State Water Resources Control Board. 2001b. Letter to Interested Persons from Stan Martinson, Chief, Division of Water 
Quality, dated March 14,2001. 
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Feasibility Study, Final Feasibility Report (August 1999). 

US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 1995. Calleguas Creek Watershed Erosion and 
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United States Environmental Protection Agency. 1997. Guidelines for Preparation of the Comprehensive State Water 
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Casitas Municipal Water District 

City of Calabasas. Adopt-A-Creek water quality data. 

City of Los Angeles. L.A.-Glendale and Tillman Water Reclamation Plants' receiving water data 

City of San Buenaventura 

City of Thousand Oaks. Conejo Creek supplemental data 

City of Thousand Oaks. Hill Canyon and Olsen Road WWRPs' receiving water data. 

County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. Stomwater monitoring data. 

Heal the Bay. Bioassessment and physical habitat assessment data for Malibu Creek watershed. 

Las Virgenes Municipal Water District. Tapia Water Reclamation Facility receiving water data. 
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State Water Resources Control Board. State Mussel Watch Program. 

State Water Resources Control Board. Toxic Substances Monitoring Program. 



United Water Conservation District. 

University of California, Davis. Calleguas Creek toxicity monitoring program data. 

Venture County Department of Health Services. Shoreline bacteriological data. 





State Water Resources Control Board 
P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA95812-0100. www.swrcb.ca.gov 

Onice of Legislat.ve and PublicAflairs: 
Onice of Legislatie Inlormatmn: (916) 341-5251 
Onice ol P~bl ic  Affairs Information: (916) 341-5254 

Fnarrial Assistance information: (916) 241-5700 
Water Q ~ a l  w Informalion: (916) 341-5455 
Water ~ i ~ h t s  Information: (916) 341-5300 

California Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
North Coast Ragion I0 
ExecuIIva Dlredor, Susan A. Warner 
5550 Srylane Bhd., S1e.A 
Sanla ~ o s a ,  CAB5403 
(707) 576-2220 

Central Coast Reglon (3) Lahontan Region (6) 
Executive Diredor, Roger W. Brlggs Executive Dlreclor, Harold J. Singer 
895Aemvista Place, Suite 101 2501 LakeTahoe Blvd. 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 South LakeTahoe, CA96150 
(605) 549-3147 (530) 542-5400 

San Francisco Bay Reglon (2) Lor Angeles Region (4) Vlctorviile Branch Office 
Executive Director, Lorem K. Barsamlan Executive Dlreclor, Dennls A. Olckerson 15426 Civic Drive, Ste. 1 W 
1515 Clay Street. Ste. 1400 320 W. 4th Street, Ste. 200 Victo~ille. CA92392.2383 
Oakland, CA94612 Los Angeles. CA90013 (760) 241-6583 
(510) 622.2300 (213) 576-6600 

Colorado River Basin Region (7) 
Central Valley Region (5) Executive Director, Phil Gruenberg 
Executive Director, Tom Pinkos 73-720 Fred Waring Dr., Sle. 100 
3443 Roulier Road. Suite A Palm Desert, CA92260 
Sacramento, CA95627-3098 (760) 346-7491 

Santa Ana Reglon (8) 
Fresno Branch Offlce Executive Director, Gerard J. Thlbeault 
I665 E. Street Calilornia Tower 
Fresno, CA93706 3737 Main Street, Sle. 500 
(559) 445.5116 Riverside, CA92501-3339 

(909) 782-4130 
Redding Branch Office 
415 Knollcrest Dinre, Suile 100 San Dlego Region (9) 
Redding, CA95002 Executive Director, John Roberlus 

9174 Skypark CI., Sle. 100 
San Diego. CA92124-1324 
(619) 467.2952 

State of California 
Gray Davis. Governor 

Caltfornia Envlmnmental 
Protection Agency 
Winston H. Hickox. Secrelaly 

Slats Water Resources Conlrol Board 
Arthur G. Baggen. Jr.. Chair 
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