CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

ITEM:

SUBJECT:

DISCUSSION:

LAHONTAN REGION

MEETING OF APRIL 9-10, 2014
SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

2

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE WATER QUALITY
CONTROL PLAN FOR THE LAHONTAN REGION (BASIN PLAN)

Water Board staff are proposing various amendments to the
Lahontan Region Basin Plan to update cited State and Regional
Board plans and policies, correct errors, remove duplication, and
clarify applicability of our regulations.

The proposed amendments are a result of internal and external
requests for Basin Plan changes. Among the changes are
significant revision of the Lake Tahoe Basin chapter, in part, to
reflect the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency'’s recent Regional Plan
Update and Lake Tahoe Water Quality Management (208) Plan
update; significant revision of waste discharge prohibitions and
exemption criteria to remove duplication, add clarity, and align
exemption criteria for the Truckee River and Little Truckee River
Hydrologic Units with the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit, including
exemptions for vegetation management activities to reduce fire
hazard and severity; and incorporation of the State Water Resource
Control Board’s new Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems
(Septic) Policy.

Scoping meetings on the proposed Basin Plan amendments were
held in February and March 2013. The proposed Basin Plan
amendments constitute a project under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Water Board staff have
prepared a Substitute Environmental Document that assesses the
potential environmental impacts of this project. That assessment
concludes that there will be no significant adverse environmental
effects as a result of adoption and implementation of the proposed
amendments.

Three comment letters were received during the 45-day public
comment period. No comments bring up significant issues
requiring change to the proposed amendments. Staff's responses
to the comments are provided.
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RECOMMEND- Certify the Substitute Environmental Document and approve the
ATION: proposed amendments.
Enclosure Description Bates
Number
1 Resolution R6T-2014-PROP, approving amendments to the 2-5
Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin
Plan)
2 Proposed Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for 2-11
the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan)
3 Staff Report/Substitute Environmental Document for 2-305
Proposed Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for
the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan)
4 Comment letters received 2-337
5 Responses to comment letters 2-345

2-2




ENCLOSURE 1

2-3



This page is intentionally left blank.

2-4



CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LAHONTAN REGION

RESOLUTION R6T-2014-PROPOSED

APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS TO
THE WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN FOR THE LAHONTAN REGION
CLARIFYING THE ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY, ADDING MIXING ZONE
PROVISIONS, REVISING CERTAIN WASTE DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS,
AND AMENDING CHAPTER 5 - WATER QUALITY CONTROL MEASURES FOR
THE LAKE TAHOE BASIN

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region, (Lahontan
Water Board) finds:

1. The proposed amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan
Region (Basin Plan) were developed in accordance with Water Code section 13240
et seq.

2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.5, the Resources Agency has
approved the Regional Water Boards’ basin planning process as a “certified
regulatory program” that adequately satisfies the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) requirements for
preparing environmental documents. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, 815251, subd. (g);
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, 83777.) The Substitute Environmental Documentation for
this project includes the language for the proposed amendments; the staff report; the
environmental checklist that evaluates potential adverse environmental effects of the
Basin Plan amendments, including any reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
environmental effects associated with the potential methods of compliance with the
regulatory provisions of the amendments; responses prepared by staff to address
comments provided during the public review period, and this resolution.

The project is a set of amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the
Lahontan Region that clarifies implementation of the State Water Resources Control
Board’s (State Water Board) Resolution 68-16, “Statement of Policy with Respect to
Maintaining High Quality Waters in California” (also known as the Antidegradation
Policy), adds mixing zone provisions, revises certain waste discharge prohibitions,
amends Chapter 5 — Water Quality Control Measures for the Lake Tahoe Basin,
corrects grammatical and typographical errors, updates discussion of wastewater
treatment and vegetation management, and updates discussion of State and
Lahontan Water Board policies.

3. In development and adoption of the amendments, the Lahontan Water Board
considered factors in Water Code section 13241 and has concluded the
requirements to comply with the regulatory provisions of the amendments are
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Basin Plan Amendments Resolution R6T-2014-PROP

reasonable and necessary to maintain protection of water quality and past, present
and probable future beneficial uses of water.

4. The substitute environmental documentation concludes that the adoption of the
Basin Plan amendments will not result in any reasonably foreseeable significant
adverse environmental impacts. As a result, no analysis is presented regarding
reasonable alternatives to the project and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce
any significant or potentially significant adverse environmental impacts. (Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 23, 83777, subd. (e).)

5. CEQA scoping meetings were conducted on February 14, 2013 in South Lake
Tahoe and March 13, 2014 in Lake Arrowhead. A notice of the CEQA scoping
meetings was provided on the Water Board’s website, posted at County clerk
offices, and was sent to interested parties, including environmental health
departments, environment groups, and other individuals interested in Basin Plan
amendments.

6. A Notice of Filing, the staff report, substitute environmental documentation, including
a CEQA environmental checklist, and the proposed basin plan amendments were
prepared and distributed to interested individuals and public agencies on January
27, 2014 for review and comment, in accordance with state environmental
regulations (California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 3775 et seq.).

7. Water Board staff made minor changes and clarifications to the amendments as a
result of internal Water Board review and released the proposed amendments on
March 10, 2014 for thirty days ahead of the Water Board’s meeting for consideration
of amendments adoption.

8. During the written public comment period, letters were received providing comments
on the proposed amendments. Water Board staff provided responses to those
comments. Comment letters and responses were provided to the Water Board for
consideration.

9. The Lahontan Water Board heard and considered all written public comments and
all testimony presented at the public hearing held on April 9, 2014 in South Lake
Tahoe.

10.The record as a whole, including the staff report and environmental checklist,
indicates that these amendments are consistent with the provisions of the State
Water Board’s Resolution 68-16, “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality Waters in California” and federal antidegradation policy prescribed in 40
CFR section 131.12. The anticipated changes in water quality associated with
waste discharges allowed under these amendments will not unreasonably affect
present and anticipated beneficial uses of water in the Lahontan Region.

Projects implemented under the regulatory provisions of these amendments may
result in temporary lowering of water quality, or lowering of water quality in localized
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areas. Water Code section 13241 recognizes that it is possible for the quality of
water to be degraded to some degree without unreasonably affecting beneficial
uses. Control measures that are built into these amendments (the project) will limit
the temporal and spatial extent of any impacts to water quality to ensure beneficial
uses will not be unreasonable affected. Discharges permitted as a result of these
amendments must be consistent with the state and federal antidegradation policies,
as appropriate, and each proposed discharge will be evaluated in light of the policies
and will not be authorized unless the discharge meets the policies’ requirements.

It is in the interest of the people of the state to provide a means for waste discharge.
Such a discharge may be needed for important economic or social development in
the area or may be needed to support environmental restoration or protection or for
other purposes. The waste discharge controls measures within these amendments
provide conditions for discharge to water when there is no reasonable alternative.
Those conditions require best practicable treatment or control of the discharge and
protect the beneficial uses of the waters for use by the people of the state.

11.The Lahontan Water Board finds that the analysis contained in the staff report, the
environmental checklist, and the responses to public comments comply with the
requirements of the State and Regional Water Board’s certified regulatory CEQA
process, as set forth in California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 3775 et seq.

12.The proposed amendments meet the necessity standard of the Administrative
Procedures Act, Government Code section 11353, subdivision (b).

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Lahontan Water Board considered the information and analysis provided in the
Substitute Environmental Documentation prepared by Lahontan Water Board staff
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.5, and the Lahontan Water Board
certifies that the Substitute Environmental Documentation reflects the independent
judgment of the Lahontan Water Board and complies with all applicable
requirements.

2. The Lahontan Water Board adopts the amendments to the Water Quality Control
Plan for the Lahontan Region.

3. The Executive Officer is directed to forward copies of the Basin Plan amendments
and the administrative record to the State Water Board in accordance with the
requirements of Water Code section 13245.

4. The Lahontan Water Board requests that the State Water Board approve the Basin
Plan amendments in accordance with the requirements of Water Code sections
13245 and 13246 and forward them to the California Office of Administrative Law
(OAL) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for approval.
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Basin Plan Amendments Resolution R6T-2014-PROP

5.

Following approval of the Basin Plan amendments by the State Water Board and
OAL, the Executive Officer shall file a Notice of Decision with the Natural Resources
Agency. The record of the final Substitute Environmental Documentation shall be
retained at the Lahontan Water Board'’s office at 2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard, South
Lake Tahoe, California, in the custody of the Lahontan Water Board’s administrative
staff.

If during its approval process, Lahontan Water Board staff, State Water Board or
OAL determines that minor, non-substantive changes to the amendment language
or supporting staff report and environmental checklist are needed for clarity or
consistency, the Executive Officer may make such changes, and shall inform the
Lahontan Water Board of any such changes.

I, Patty Z. Kouyoumdijian, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full,
true, and correct copy of a Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Lahontan Region, on April 9, 2014.

PATTY Z. KOUYOUMDJIAN
EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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Summary of Proposed Amendments to the
Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan)

Amendments are proposed to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region
(Basin Plan) to correct errors, remove duplication, clarify applicability of the Lahontan
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s regulations, and update cited State and Regional
Board plans and policies. Below is a summary of the proposed changes.

1. Editorial changes to correct grammar or sentence structure in Chapters 3, 4 and 5.
Chief among these grammar corrections is the replacement of the word “which” with
“that” in sentences with restrictive clauses.

2. Modify Table 2-1, Beneficial Uses of Surface Waters of the Lahontan Region, for the
Mojave Hydrologic Unit (HU) to remove duplication, correct errors and add receiving
waters, as appropriate.

3. Chapter 3 - Water Quality Objectives

a.

b.

f.

Add description of the National Toxics Rule and the California Toxics Rule that
apply as water quality objectives.

Improve description and implementation of the Antidegradation Policy of the
State Board and federal antidegradation regulations.

Correct an error on Lake Tahoe electrical conductivity water quality objective
(change 50 degrees C to 25 degrees C).

Correct nitrate description in various tables (replace “Nitrogen as Nitrate” with the
correct terminology “Nitrate as Nitrogen.”

Correct Table 3-17 surface water names (replace “Owens River (Tinemaha River
Outlet)” with “Owens River (Tinemaha Reservoir Outlet)” and replace “Haiwee
Reservoir (outlet)” with “South Haiwee Reservor (outlet).”

Correct Mojave River name (at Lower Narrows) in Table 3-20 (delete “West
Fork”).

4. Amend Chapter 4 to:

a.

b.

C.
d.

Incorporate State Board policy on mixing zones for NPDES waste discharge
permits in Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface
Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California (SIP). Expand the
use/applicability of provisions of the SIP for additional constituents and waters
not covered by the SIP, including non-federal surface waters and groundwaters.
Incorporate State Board policy authorizing use of compliance schedules in
NPDES permits.

Clarify regulatory tools for enforcement.

Update discussion of the Nonpoint Source Program.

5. Section 4.1 — Clarify, simplify, and consolidate waste discharge prohibitions:

a.

b.
C.

2014

Consolidate the narrative (No. 1) and numeric (No. 2) objective violation
prohibitions.

Add prohibition for unauthorized discharges (new No. 3).

Eliminate regionwide prohibition No.5, as new prohibition No. 3 and existing No.
4 covers these types of discharges.

Provide exemption criteria for prohibition Nos. 1 and 2.
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Summary of Proposed Lahontan Region Basin Plan Amendments

e. Authorize Executive Officer to grant exemption to prohibitions for emergency
projects.

f. Provide authorization/exemptions for a list of low threat discharges (discharges
with low threat to water quality and with no significant effect to the environment) if
specific conditions/criteria are met.

g. Authorize Executive Officer to grant exemptions for restoration projects.

h. Eliminate duplication of Surprise Valley, Cowhead Lake, Madeline Plains, Duck
Flat, Susanville (prohibition Nos. 1 through 3), and Smoke HU prohibitions with
revised regionwide prohibition No. 1 and new No. 3.

i. Clarify Eagle Drainage HU prohibitions and remove duplicative prohibitions.

J. Consolidate Little Truckee River and Truckee River HUs prohibitions and
exemptions, remove duplicative prohibitions, add exemption criteria for prohibited
surface water discharges, and modify exemption criteria for discharges within the
100-year floodplain.

k. Remove Executive Officer exemption delegation language, as delegations to the
Executive Officer may be amended at the will of the Board.

I.  Remove septic system prohibition for Glenshire and Devonshire subdivisions, as
those areas are now sewered.

m. Remove the Amargosa HU prohibition No. 1, Searles HU prohibition No. 1,
Antelope HU prohibition No. 2, and Mojave HU prohibition No. 6, as they are
covered by the new regionwide prohibition No. 3.

n. Remove the Mojave HU prohibition No 5, as the area is now sewered.

0. Amend figures as appropriate to reflect prohibition changes.

p. Amend pesticide prohibition language that was approved by the Lahontan Water
Board on December 7, 2011, to clarify what entities may apply for exemptions.

. Amend section 4.4 to incorporate the 2012 State Board policy on onsite wastewater

treatment systems. Modify Facilities Discussion to summarize the types of facilities in

the Region, and eliminate detailed descriptions of the facilities, as the facilities change
through time. Clarify graywater systems discussion.

. Update the Forest Management portion of section 4.9 to reflect current regulation of

forest and vegetation management activities.

. Chapter 5 — Lake Tahoe

a. Remove outdated discussion of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency and its
plans and policies (throughout all sections).

b. Remove language that duplicates parts of Section 4.

. Section 5.1 — Lake Tahoe Water Quality Standards:

a. Improve description and implementation of the Antidegradation Policy of the
State Board and federal antidegradation regulations.

b. Correct typographical error on ammonia formula (change 0.052 to 0.52).

c. Correct an error on Lake Tahoe electrical conductivity water quality objective
(change 50 degrees C to 25 degrees C).

10. Section 5.2 — Lake Tahoe HU waste discharge prohibitions:

a. Add general language regarding prohibitions.
b. Delete language of regionwide prohibitions and refer to section 4.1, where
regionwide prohibitions are located.

2
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Summary of Proposed Lahontan Region Basin Plan Amendments

c. Remove prohibitions that are duplicative of regionwide prohibitions or other
Tahoe prohibitions.
d. Improve descriptions of floodplain and Stream Environment Zone (SEZ)
prohibitions and associated exemption criteria.
e. Remove duplicative prohibition language for the Truckee River Hydrologic Unit.
f. Remove figures 5.2-1 and 5.2-2 that are no longer applicable to this section.
11.Section 5.3 — Lake Tahoe HU Best Management Practices: Update to reflect current
plans, policies and regulations.
12.Section 5.4 — Lake Tahoe HU Land Capability and Coverage Limitations: Update Basin
Plan language to reference the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and local
government regulations and planning documents, and remove outdated references to
regulations no longer in effect or not applicable to the Lahontan Water Board’s authority.
13.Section 5.5 — Lake Tahoe HU Remedial Programs and Offset: Simplify discussion and
refer to TRPA programs to address the effects of watershed disturbance.
14.Section 5.6 — Lake Tahoe HU Stormwater Problems and Control Measures: Update to
remove outdated references.
15. Section 5.7 — Lake Tahoe HU SEZ, Floodplains, Shorezones and Groundwater:
a. Remove outdated material and most references to TRPA programs, policies and
ordinances to focus on Water Board activities and authorities.
b. Delete prohibition exemption discussions, as exemptions are now all in Section
5.2.
c. Remove discussion on Executive Officer authority to grant exemptions, as
delegations to the Executive Officer may be amended at the will of the Board.
16. Section 5.8 — Lake Tahoe HU Development Restrictions: Delete entire section, as
development and most land use regulation are not within the Water Board’s authority.
Renumber following sections, tables, and figures accordingly.
17.Section 5.9 — Lake Tahoe HU Wastewater Treatment, Export, and Disposal:
a. Remove most language referencing TRPA plans, policies and ordinances.
b. Simplify discussion of wastewater facilities.
18. Sections 5.10 through 5.12: Update and remove most references to TRPA plans,
policies and ordinances.
19. Section 5.13 — Lake Tahoe HU Forest Management Activities — Update language to
reflect current regulations and approaches.
20. Sections 5.14 through 5.17: Update and remove most references to TRPA plans,
policies and ordinances.
21.Chapter 6: Update and correct references, including discussion of State and Regional
Board plans and policies.
22.Update the document Title Page and Record of Amendments to reflect the effective
date of these amendments, update the Table of Contents and document pagination to
reflect the changes resulting from these amendments, and make other formatting
changes as needed.
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TABLE 2-1. BENEFICIAL USES OF SURFACE WATERS OF THE LAHONTAN REGION

Unless otherwise specified, beneficial uses also apply to all tributaries of surface waters identified in Table 2-1.

BENEFICIAL USES
HYDROLOGIC UNIT/SUBUNIT WATERBODY RECEIVING
DRAINAGE FEATURE CLASS MODIFIER EBIRIZI2BIEISIRIRICIBIZICIZIZIEIZESIEE WATER
=Z|m|O ;U%<§OOZC;UI_'_U|—;U;U§|T|O
I S m =2
HU No.
2800 WO momoooeT e |
LOWER NARROWS-OF- MAJOVE R-WETLANDS WETLANDS X % % X [X X X X X [% X X |-
MOJAVE RIVER - X X% X X X X X X X UPPER-MOJAVE GW-BASIN
WEST-FORK-MOJAVERIVER INTERMITTENT-STREAM X X X X X X X X X MOJAVE RIVER GW-BASIN
EASTFORK-OF WESTFORK-OFMOJAVE RIVER PERENNIAL STREAM X % X X [ X X X WEST-FORK-MOJAVERIVER
LAKE GREGORY LAKE X X X X X X X X X X BURNTHILL CANYON
SEELEY-GANYON-CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X X X X X X X EASTFORKMESTFORK
ZYZYXSPRING SPRINGS X X X X X X X X X X X MOJAVE HYDROLOGIC UNIT-GW
SUGARLOAF-SPRING SPRINGS X X X % X X MOJAVERIVER BASIN-GW
TURNER SPRINGS SPRINGS X X X X [% X X X |X | MOJAVERIER
MINOR SURFACE WATERS - X X X X X X X X X X
MINORWETLANDS WETLANDS X X % X |% X X X X X |X
628.10 EL MIRAGE HYDROLOGIC AREA
SHEEP CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM x| x X x| x|x x| x X [E)wﬁAGE VLY GW BASIN, EL MIRAGE
HEATH CANYON CREEK (FRIBUTARY-TO-SHEER CREEK) PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X | X X DEER-SHEEP CREEK
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX X | X XX X X X EL MIRAGE VLY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS X | X X | X XX X X X X | X | ELMIRAGE VLY GW BASIN
628.20 UPPER MOJAVE HYDROLOGIC AREA
MOJAVE RIVER X|x X X x| x x| x X E;P(:E;OV\’A\‘(E%/-\EVEAEE\QLYGWBAS\N SODA
LOWER NARROWS OF MOJAVE R. WETLANDS WETLANDS XX X XX XXX XX XX EASSJQVE FERLUPRERHOMIER LY
TURNER SPRINGS SPRINGS XX X XX X X X [ X | MOJAVE RIVER
WEST FORK MOJAVE RIVER INTERMITTENT STREAM XX X XXX XX X agﬁsg"s%{%x%ﬁﬁ RIVER, UPPER
EAST FORK OF WEST FORK OF MOJAVE RIVER PERENNIAL STREAM XX XXX X X X SILVERWOOD LAKE
LAKE GREGORY LAKE XX X X XXX X X X HOUSTON CREEK
SEELEY CANYON CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX XXX X X EAST FORK OF WEST FORK
HOUSTON CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X | X XXX X X EAST FORK OF WEST FORK
DART CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X | X X XXX X | X X HOUSTON CREEK
DEEP CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X X FORKS RESERVOIR, MOJAVE RIVER
SAWPIT CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X|X X XXX XX X SILVERWOOD LAKE
WILLOW CREEK INTERMITTENT STREAM XX XXX X X DEEP CREEK
TROY CREEK INTERMITTENT STREAM XX X XXX XX X DEEP CREEK
TROY POND INTERMITTENT POND XX X XXX XX X DEEP CREEK
HOLCOMB CREEK INTERMITTENT STREAM XX XXX X X DEEP CREEK
LITTLE BEAR CREEK INTERMITTENT STREAM XX XXX X X DEEP CREEK

2-14



TABLE 2-1. BENEFICIAL USES OF SURFACE WATERS OF THE LAHONTAN REGION

Unless otherwise specified, beneficial uses also apply to all tributaries of surface waters identified in Table 2-1.

BENEFICIAL USES
HYDROLOGIC UNIT/SUBUNIT WATERBODY RECEIVING
DRAINAGE FEATURE CLASS MODIFIER EBBBI2EECRIBICEIEICIPIERERI2EI WATER
T NI E O~ m|P|Z
HU No.

LAKE ARROWHEAD LAKE X | X X X XXX X X DEEP-CREEKWILLOW CREEK
ARROWBEAR LAKE LAKE XX X X XXX XX X DEEP CREEK
HOOKS CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X|[X|X X X DEEP-CREEKLITTLE BEAR CREEK
TWIN PEAKS CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX XX X (UPPER) GRASS VALLEY CREEK
SHALE SHAKE CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX XXX X X X DEEP CREEK
SHEEP CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X X|[X|X X|X X DEEP CREEK
CRAB CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X|[X|X X X X DEEP CREEK
GREEN VALLEY LAKE LAKE X | X X XXX X X GREEN VALLEY LAKE-CREEK
GREEN VALLEY LAKE STREAMCREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X | X X XXX X | X X GREEN VALLEY LAKE, DEEP CREEK
SILVERWOOD RESERVOIRLAKE RESERVOIR XX X XXX X X ggf;VZOSRKBMOPJIAﬂ%mﬁ
GRASS VALLEY LAKE LAKE XX X XXX X X GRASS VALLEY LAKECREEK
GRASS VALLEY CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX XX X GRASS VALLEY LAKE, W FK MOJAVE
UPPER MOJAVE RIVER, LOWER SLOUGH WETLANDS XX X XX X X X | X | MOJAVE RIVER
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX X X|X|X X|X X UPPER MOJAVE R VLY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS XX XX XX X|X X X X | X | UPPER MOJAVE R VLY GW BASIN

628.30 MIDDLE MOJAVE HYDROLOGIC AREA

MIDDLE MOJAVE R. VLY GW BASIN, SODA

MOJAVE RIVER X|X X XXX [X]|X] |X LAKE, CRONESE LAKES
MINOR SURFACE WATERS X|X X X|X|X XX X MIDDLE MOJAVE R. VLY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS XX XX XX XX X X X | X | MIDDLE MOJAVE R. VLY GW BASIN-

628.40 LOCKHART HYDROLOGIC AREA
MINOR SURFACE WATERS
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS

X
x
x
x
X
X
X
X
X

X
x
x
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
x

628.41 GRASS VALLEY HYDROLOGIC SUBAREA

MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX X XXX XX X HARPER VALLEY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS XX XX X[ X XX X X X | X'| HARPER VALLEY GW BASIN
62842 [FAPER vALE oROLOGG SBAER s s
BIRD SPRINGS SPRINGS X | X X X | X X | X X X SQSI%ERVALLEVGRQQNDWAIERM
HARPER LAKE ALKALI LAKE XX X XX X|X X INTERNALLY DRAINED LAKE
OPAL MTN. SPRINGS SPRINGS X
HARPER LAKE WETLANDS WETLANDS XX X XX X|X X X | X | HARPER LAKE
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX X X[ X XX X HARPER VALLEY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS XX XX X[ X XX X X X | X | HARPER VALLEY GW BASIN
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TABLE 2-1. BENEFICIAL USES OF SURFACE WATERS OF THE LAHONTAN REGION

Unless otherwise specified, beneficial uses also apply to all tributaries of surface waters identified in Table 2-1.

BENEFICIAL USES
HYDROLOGIC UNIT/SUBUNIT WATERBODY RECEIVING
T|O|ZF|(O|D|Z|D|(D|B(O(> (@[ T |IDZ|» m
DRAINAGE FEATURE CLASS MODIFIER 2B 2IBESRRICIEIEICEEICIEEIER R WATER
e sSIEFI2le] |27 |mRIE|T
HU No.
628.50 LOWER MOJAVE HYDROLOGIC AREA
LOWER MOJAVE R. VLY GW BASIN, SODA
MOJAVE RIVER XX X X|X|X XX X LAKE, CRONESE LAKES
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX X XX XX X LOWER MOJAVE R. VLY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS X|X X X|X XX X X | LOWER MOJAVE R. VLY GW BASIN
62860 [Nevsemn srancs orotoc e -
MINOR-SURFACE WATERS - X[ X% X X [ % X | X X -
MINORWETLANDS WETLANDS X X [ % X | X X
2861 [wEwmOROLoGC SUEATE o |
MINOR SURFACE WATERS X XX X|X X KANE WASH AREA GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS XX X|X X X | KANE WASH AREA GW BASIN
862 [ToriAE ORGSR B S
MINOR SURFACE WATERS X XX XX X TROY VLY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS X XX XX X X | TROY VLY GW BASIN
628.70 | AFTON HYDROLOGIC AREA s |
MINOR-SURFACE WATERS - X X | % X | % X -
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS X X[ % X | X X
2871 [cuEsmororoa e O
MOJAVE R-FORKS RESERVOIRCAVES CYN
MOJAVE RIVER XX XX X VLY GW BASIN, SODA LAKE, CRONESE
LAKES
MINOR SURFACE WATERS X XX XX X CAVES CYN VLY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS X XX XX X X | CAVES CYN VLY GWBASIN
872 [croesmoroioo s X
BITTER SPRINGS WETLANDS X XX XX X X | CRONESE VALLEY GW BASIN
INTERNALLY DRAINED LAKES, CRONESE
CRONESE LAKES (EAST AND WEST) WETLANDS X XX XX X X ZSVLY GW BASIN
MINOR SURFACE WATERS X XX XX X CRONESE VALLEY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS X XX XX X X | CRONESE VALLEY GW BASIN
2873 [Urcrommororoa e O

MINOR SURFACE WATERS

>

>
>
>
>
>

LANGFORD VLY GW BASIN

MINOR WETLANDS

WETLANDS

>

LANGFORD VLY GW BASIN

>
—
o



TABLE 2-1. BENEFICIAL USES OF SURFACE WATERS OF THE LAHONTAN REGION

Unless otherwise specified, beneficial uses also apply to all tributaries of surface waters identified in Table 2-1.

BENEFICIAL USES
HYDROLOGIC UNIT/SUBUNIT WATERBODY RECEIVING
SIZIBIZIQIBIZIBIRIRIQIEZIZIRICIZIBIZIZIQIZ|IR
DRAINAGE FEATURE CLASS MODIFIER =S[o]Es & = @ Z|2 5 5 %,% )é 8 b Elo % 3 % 55 WATER

HU No.
628.80 BAKER HYDROLOGIC AREA

MINOR-SURFAGE WATERS - X [ % X X | X X [ X% X

MINOR-WETLANDS WETLANDS X | X% X [ % X[ % X [ X% X X | X

628.81 SILVER LAKE HYDROLOGIC SUBAREA

SILVER LAKE ALKALI LAKE INTRNL DRN LK/SILVER LK HSA-VLY GW

XX X XX XX X BASIN
HALLORAN SPRING SPRING/EMERGENT XX X XX XX X SILVER LAKE VLY GW BASIN
INDIAN-SPRING SPRING X | X X | % X | % X | X X SILVERLAKE
CANE SPRING SPRING X | % X | % X | % X | X X SILVERLAKE
GRANITE SPRING SPRING X | % X | % X | % X | X X SILVERLAKE
HENRY-SPRING SPRING X | % X | % X | % X | X X SILVERLAKE
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX X XX XX X SILVER LAKE VLY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS X|X XX X|X XX X X X | X | SILVER LAKE VLY GW BASIN

628.82 SODA LAKE HYDROLOGIC SUBAREA

SODA LAKE ALKALI LAKE XX X XXX XX X X g\lngmﬁtLEleisAGlvagALsﬁmLILVER LAKE
ZYZYX SPRING SPRING XX X XXX XX XXX SODA LAKE VLY GW BASIN

PAIUTE SPRING SPRING/EMERGENT X | % X% X[ X[ % X% X% % X% PAIUTE WASHIPAIJTE VALLEY GW.
MOJAVE RIVER XX XX XX X WSODALAKEi' SODALAKE
INDIAN SPRING SPRING XX XX XX X|X X SODA LAKE VLY GW BASIN

CANE SPRING SPRING i ; ; i ; i i ; i SODA LAKE VLY GW BASIN

GRANITE SPRING SPRING i ; ; i ; i i ; i SODA LAKE VLY GW BASIN

HENRY SPRING SPRING g X X g 2 g g 2 g SODA LAKE VLY GW BASIN

MESQUITE SPRINGS SPRINGS XX X XX XX X Ww
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX X XX XX X SODA LAKE VLY GW BASIN

MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS X|X XX XX XX X X X | X | SODA LAKE VLY GW BASIN

628.90 KELSO HYDROLOGIC AREA

TOUGH NUT SPRING SPRING/EMERGENT XX XX XXX X | X X X CEDAR WASH
MARL SPRING SPRING/EMERGENT XX XX XXX X | X X X KELSO WASH
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX X XX X|X X KELSO VLY GW BASIN
MINOR WETLANDS WETLANDS XX XX X|X X|X X X X | X'| KELSO VLY GW BASIN

2-17



Chapter 3

WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
defines “water quality objectives” as the allowable
“limits or levels of water quality constituents or
characteristics which—that are established for the
reasonable protection of beneficial uses of water or
the prevention of nuisance within a specific area.”
Thus, water quality objectives are intended to
protect the public health and welfare, and to
maintain or enhance water quality in relation to the
existing and/or potential beneficial uses of the
water. The objectives, when compared to future
water quality data, will also provide the basis for
detecting any future trend toward degradation or
enhancement of basin waters.

The water quality objectives in this Basin Plan
supersede and replace those contained in:

The 1975 Water Quality Control Plan for the
North Lahontan Basin, as amended through
1990, and

The 1975 Water Quality Control Plan for the
South Lahontan Basin, as amended through
1990, and

The 1980 Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality Plan,
as amended through 1989.

Water quality objectives apply to “waters of the
State” and “waters of the United States.” Some of
the waters of the Lahontan Region are interstate
waters, flowing into either Nevada or Oregon. The
Lahontan Regional Board has a responsibility to
ensure that waters leaving the state meet the water
quality standards of the receiving state (see the
discussion of “Interstate Issues” in the Introduction
to Chapter 4).

Water Quality Standards

The federal Clean Water Act defines “water quality
standards” to include both “designated uses” (i.e.,
beneficial uses) and “water quality criteria” (i.e.,
water quality objectives). Thus, the beneficial uses
designated in Chapter Two of this Basin Plan and
the water quality objectives of this Chapter are this
Region's water quality standards for purposes of the
Clean Water Act.

In addition to state water quality objectives, federal
water quality criteria for certain toxic “priority
pollutants” promulgated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency under the California Toxics Rule

(40 CFR 131.38) and National Toxics Rule (40
CFR 131.36) apply to surface waters of the United
States within the Lahontan Region. Most federal
water quality criteria_are recommended, science-
based thresholds for the protection of aquatic life
or human health that can be used by states to set
enforceable limits. The criteria in the California
Toxics Rule and National Toxics Rule are
enforceable _and are incorporated in the State
Water Board’s Policy for Implementation of Toxics
Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed
Bays, and Estuaries of California (2005).

Water Quality Objectives and Effluent
Limits

It is important to recognize the distinction between
ambient water quality objectives and “effluent
limitations” or “discharge standards,” which are
conditions in state and federal waste discharge
permits. Effluent limitations are established in
permits both to protect water for beneficial uses
within the area of the discharge, and to meet or
achieve water quality objectives.

Methodology For Establishing Water
Quality Objectives

Water quality objectives are numerical or narrative.
Narrative and numerical water quality objectives
define the upper concentration or other limits that
the Regional Board considers protective of
beneficial uses.

The general methodology used in establishing water
quality objectives involves, first, designating
beneficial water uses; and second, selecting and
quantifying the water quality parameters necessary
to protect the most vulnerable (sensitive) beneficial
uses. To comply with-the Non-degradation Objective
{see-below) Because of the limited human impact
on many waters of the Region, and because site-
specific information is limited for many waters in the
Region, many water quality objectives may-bewere
established at levels better than that necessary to
protect the most vulnerable beneficial use._ As
additional information is obtained on the quality of
the Region’s waters and/or the beneficial uses of
those waters, certain water quality objectives and/or
beneficial uses may be updated based on the new
information.

In establishing water quality objectives, factors in
addition to designated beneficial uses and-the-Nen-
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degradation—Objective—are considered. These

factors include environmental and economic
considerations specific to each hydrologic unit, the
need to develop and use recycled water, as well as
the level of water quality which—that could be
achieved through coordinated control of all factors
which—that affect water quality in an area.
Controllable water quality factors are those actions,
conditions, or circumstances resulting from human
activities that may influence the quality of the waters
of the State, and that may be reasonably controlled.

Water quality objectives can be reviewed and, if

appropriate, revised by the Lahontan Regional
Board. Revised water quality objectives would then
be adopted as part of this Basin Plan by
amendment. Opportunities for formal public review
of water quality objectives will be available at a
minimum of once every three years following the
adoption of this Basin Plan to determine the need
for further review and revision.

As a component of the State's continuing planning
process, data may be collected and numerical water
quality objectives may be developed for additional
water bodies and/or constituents where sufficient
information is presently not available for the
establishment of such objectives. If appropriate,
these objectives may be adopted by the Regional
Board and amended to this Basin Plan. Since 1997,
scientific peer review has been required for changes
in regulations, including water quality objectives,
whieh-that require scientific justification.

Establishment of Numerical Objectives

for Specific Water Bodies

Where available data were sufficient to define
existing ambient levels of constituents, these levels
were used in developing the numerical objectives
for specific water bodies. By utilizing annual mean,
90th percentile values and flow-weighted values, the
objectives are intended to be realistic within the
variable conditions imposed by nature. This
approach provides an opportunity to detect changes
in water quality as a function of time through
comparison of annual means, while still
accommodating variations in the measured
constituents.

Prohibited Discharges

Discharges which-that cause violation of the—Nen-
degradation-Objective{see-below)—or-any narrative
or numerical water quality objective are prohibited.
(See also Section 4.1, “Waste Discharge
Prohibitions.”)

After application of reasonable control measures,
ambient water quality shall conform to the narrative
and numerical water quality objectives included in
this Basin Plan. When other factors result in the
degradation of water quality beyond the limits
established by these water quality objectives,
controllable human activities shall not cause further
degradation of water quality in either surface or
ground waters.

Compliance with Water Quality

Objectives

The purpose of text, in italics, following certain water
quality objectives is to provide specific direction on
compliance with the objective. General direction on
compliance with objectives is described in the last
section of this Chapter. It is not feasible to cover all
circumstances and conditions which-that could be
created by all discharges. Therefore, it is within the
discretion of the Regional Board to establish other,
or additional, directon on compliance with
objectives of this Basin Plan. The purpose of the
italic text is to provide direction only, and not to
specify method of compliance.

Nondegradation
ObjectiveAntidegradation Policy
T . | e

Reai . . : ‘ —
grewndhisioey

On October 28, 1968, the State Water Resources
Control Board adopted Resolution No. 68-16,
“Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High
Quality of Waters in California,” establishing an nen-
antidegradation policy for the protection of water
quality. This policy;referred-to-in-this-Basin-Plan-as-the
Nen-degradation—Objective;  requires  continued
maintenance of existing high quality waters. Whenever
the existing quality of water is better that the quality of
water established in this Basin Plan as objectives (both
narrative and numerical), such existing quality shall be
maintained unless appropriate findings are made
under the policy. The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IX, has also issued detailed guidelines
for implementation of federal anti-degradation
regulations for surface waters (40 CFR [J 131.12). For
more information, see the discussion on “General
Direction Regarding Compliance With Objectives” at
the end of this Chapter.

As required by the federal Clean Water Act_and
implementing regulations, no permanent or long-term
degradation is allowed in Lake—Tahoe,water
designated as an Outstanding National Resource
Water (ONRW). Lake Tahoe and Mono Lake have
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been designated as ONRWSs; other waters in the
Region may be designated as ONRWSs in the future.
Section 114 of the federal Clean Water Act also
indicates the need to “preserve the fragile ecology of
Lake Tahoe.”

Water Quality Objectives for

Surface Waters

Water quality objectives for surface waters are
divided into the three categories of:

1. Water Quality Objectives Which-That Apply
to All Surface Waters.
Listed alphabetically below, these narrative and
numerical water quality objectives apply to all
surface waters (including wetlands) within the
Lahontan Region:

Ammonia

Bacteria, Coliform

Biostimulatory Substances

Chemical Constituents

Chlorine, Total Residual

Color

Dissolved Oxygen

Floating Materials

Oil and Grease

Non-degradation of Aquatic Communities and
Populations

Pesticides

pH

Radioactivity

Sediment

Settleable Materials

Suspended Materials

Taste and Odor

Temperature

Toxicity

Turbidity

2. Water Quality Objectives For Certain Water

Bodies

Some narrative and numerical water quality
objectives are directed toward protection of
surface waters (including wetlands) in specific
areas. To the extent of overlap, these site-
specific water quality objectives supersede the
“Water Quality Objectives Which-That Apply to
All Surface Waters” described above. The areas
for which site-specific objectives have been
adopted are listed below in order of hydrologic
units (HUs) and hydrologic areas (HAs) within
the Lahontan Region, in a north to south
direction:

Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

HU/HA Figure Table
Surprise Valley HU 3-1 3-7
Eagle Drainage HA 3-2 3-8
Susanville HU 3-3 3-9
Little Truckee River HU 3-4 3-10
Truckee River HU 3-5 3-11
Lake Tahoe HU 3-6 3-12
Fallen Leaf Lake 3-6 3-13

West Fork Carson River HU  3-7 3-14
East Fork Carson River HU 3-7 3-14

West Walker River HU 3-8 3-15
East Walker River HU 3-8 3-15
Mono HU 3-9 3-16
Owens HU 3-10 3-17

Pine Creek, Inyo Co. 3-11 3-18
Antelope HU 3-12 3-19
Mojave HU 3-13 3-20

San Bernardino Mtns. Area 3-14 3-21

3. Water Quality Objectives for Fisheries
Management Activities Using the Fish
Toxicant Rotenone
Rotenone is a fish toxicant used by the
California Department of Fish and Game
Wildlife (BEGDEW) for fishery management
purposes. (See detailed discussions later in this
Chapter and in Chapter 4.) Additional water
quality objectives pertinent to rotenone
treatments are: Color, Pesticides, Species
Composition, and Toxicity.

Water Quality Objectives Which-That
Apply to All Surface Waters

Ammonia

The neutral, un-ionized ammonia species (NH3 ) is
highly toxic to freshwater fish. The fraction of toxic
NH; to total ammonia species (NH,” + NH3 ) is a
function of temperature and pH. Tables 3-1 to 3-4
were derived from USEPA ammonia criteria for
freshwater. Ammonia concentrations shall not
exceed the values listed for the corresponding
conditions in these tables. For temperature and pH
values not explicitly in these tables, the most
conservative value neighboring the actual value
may be used or criteria can be calculated from
numerical formulas developed by the USEPA. For
one-hour (1h-NH3) and four-day (4d-NHj3) unionized
ammonia criteria, the following equations apply:

1h-NH3 =0.52 + (FT x FPH x 2)
4d-NH;3 = 0.80 + (FT x FPH x RATIO)

where:
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FT = 10[0.03(20-TCAP)]
for: TCAP<T<30
FT = 1010.03(20-T)]

for: O<ST<TCAP

FPH = (1+1074"%) . 1 25
for: 6.5<pH<8.0

FPH = 1
for: 8.0<pH<9.0

RATIO = 20.25 x (107-7PH) . (4410(74PH)

for: 6.5<pH<7.7

)

RATIO =13.5
for: 7.7<pH<9.0

and:
T = temperature in °C
TCAP = temperature cap in °C

For 1h-NH3, TCAP is 20°C with salmonids
present and 25°C with salmonids absent. For
4d-NHj3, TCAP is 15°C with salmonids present
and 20 C with salmonids absent.

For interpolation of total ammonia (NH," + NH3)
criteria, the following equations can be used:

Nqp = 1h-NH3 - f, Or Ngq = 4d-NH3 +f
| where:

N4, is the one-hour criteria for total ammonia
species (NH;" + NH3)

N4q is the four-day criteria for total ammonia
species (NH;" + NH3 )

f=1+(10PPHq)

pKa = 0.0901821 + [2729.92 + (T+273.15)]
and:

pKa is the negative log of the equilibrium
constant for the NH,” = NH; + H" reaction

f is the fraction of unionized amr+nonia to total
ammonia species: [NHz =+ (NH;" + NH3 )]

Values outside of the ranges 0-30°C or pH 6.5-9.0
cannot be extrapolated from these relationships.
Site-specific objectives must be developed for these
conditions. A microcomputer spreadsheet to
calculate ammonia criteria was developed by
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Regional Board staff. An example of output from this
program is given in Table 3-5. Contact the Regional
Board if a copy is desired.

Bacteria, Coliform

Waters shall not contain concentrations of coliform
organisms attributable to anthropogenic sources,
including human and livestock wastes.

The fecal coliform concentration during any 30-day
period shall not exceed a log mean of 20/100 ml,
nor shall more than 10 percent of all samples
collected during any 30-day period exceed 40/100
ml. The log mean shall ideally be based on a
minimum of not less than five samples collected as
evenly spaced as practicable during any 30-day
period. However, a log mean concentration
exceeding 20/100 ml for any 30-day period shall
indicate violation of this objective even if fewer than
five samples were collected.

Biostimulatory Substances

Waters shall not contain biostimulatory substances
in concentrations that promote aquatic growths to
the extent that such growths cause nuisance or
adversely affect the water for beneficial uses.

Chemical Constituents

Waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of chemical constituents in excess of
the maximum contaminant level (MCL) or secondary
maximum contaminant level (SMCL) based upon
drinking water standards specified in the following
provisions of Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations, which are incorporated by reference into
this plan: Table 64431-A of Section 64431 (Inorganic
Chemicals), Table 64431-B of Section 64431
(Fluoride), Table 64444-A of Section 64444 (Organic
Chemicals), Table 64449-A of Section 64449
(Secondary  Maximum  Contaminant  Levels-
Consumer Acceptance Limits), and Table 64449-B of
Section 64449 (Secondary Maximum Contaminant
Levels-Ranges). This incorporation-by-reference is
prospective including future changes to the
incorporated provisions as the changes take effect.

Waters designated as AGR shall not contain
concentrations of chemical constituents in amounts
that adversely affect the water for beneficial uses
(i.e., agricultural purposes).

Waters shall not contain concentrations of chemical
constituents in amounts that adversely affect the
water for beneficial uses.

Chlorine, Total Residual

For the protection of aquatic life, total chlorine
residual shall not exceed either a median value of
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0.002 mg/L or a maximum value of 0.003 mg/L.
Median values shall be based on daily
measurements taken within any six-month period.

Color

Waters shall be free of coloration that causes
nuisance or adversely affects the water for
beneficial uses.

Dissolved Oxygen

The dissolved oxygen concentration, as percent
saturation, shall not be depressed by more than 10
percent, nor shall the minimum dissolved oxygen
concentration be less than 80 percent of saturation.

For waters with the beneficial uses of COLD, COLD
with SPWN, WARM, and WARM with SPWN, the
minimum dissolved oxygen concentration shall not be
less than that specified in Table 3-6.

Floating Materials

Waters shall not contain floating material, including
solids, liquids, foams, and scum, in concentrations
that cause nuisance or adversely affect the water for
beneficial uses.

For natural high quality waters, the concentrations
of floating material shall not be altered to the extent
that such alterations are discernable at the 10
percent significance level.

Oil and Grease

Waters shall not contain oils, greases, waxes or
other materials in concentrations that result in a
visible film or coating on the surface of the water or
on objects in the water, that cause nuisance, or that
otherwise adversely affect the water for beneficial
uses.

For natural high quality waters, the concentration of
oils, greases, or other fiim or coat generating
substances shall not be altered.

Nondegradation of Aquatic Communities and
Populations

All wetlands shall be free from substances
attributable to wastewater or other discharges that
produce adverse physiological responses in
humans, animals, or plants; or which-that lead to the
presence of undesirable or nuisance aquatic life.

All wetlands shall be free from activities that would
substantially impair the biological community as it
naturally occurs due to physical, chemical and
hydrologic processes.

Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Pesticides

For the purposes of this Basin Plan, pesticides are
defined to include insecticides, herbicides,
rodenticides, fungicides, piscicides and all other
economic poisons. An economic poison is any
substance intended to prevent, repel, destroy, or
mitigate the damage from insects, rodents,
predatory animals, bacteria, fungi or weeds capable
of infesting or harming vegetation, humans, or
animals (CA Agriculture Code [ 12753).

Pesticide concentrations, individually or collectively,
shall not exceed the lowest detectable levels, using
the most recent detection procedures available.
There shall not be an increase in pesticide
concentrations found in bottom sediments. There
shall be no detectable increase in bioaccumulation
of pesticides in aquatic life.

Waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of pesticides er-herbicides-in excess
of the limiting concentrations specified in Table
64444-A of Section 64444 (Organic Chemicals) of
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, which
is incorporated by reference into this plan. This
incorporation-by-reference is prospective including
future changes to the incorporated provisions as the
changes take effect.

pH

In fresh waters with designated beneficial uses of
COLD or WARM, changes in normal ambient pH
levels shall not exceed 0.5 pH units. For all other
waters of the Region, the pH shall not be depressed
below 6.5 nor raised above 8.5.

The Regional Board recognizes that some waters of
the Region may have natural pH levels outside of
the 6.5 to 8.5 range. Compliance with the pH
objective for these waters will be determined on a
case-by-case basis.

Radioactivity

Radionuclides shall not be present in concentrations
which-that are deleterious to human, plant, animal,
or aquatic life or which—that result in the
accumulation of radionuclides in the food web to an
extent which—that presents a hazard to human,
plant, animal, or aquatic life.

Waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of radionuclides in excess of the
limits specified in Table 4 of Section 64443
(Radioactivity) of Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations, which is incorporated by reference into
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this plan. This incorporation-by-reference is
prospective including future changes to the
incorporated provisions as the changes take effect.

Sediment

The suspended sediment load and suspended
sediment discharge rate of surface waters shall not
be altered in such a manner as to cause nuisance or
adversely affect the water for beneficial uses.

Settleable Materials

Waters shall not contain substances in
concentrations that result in deposition of material
that causes nuisance or that adversely affects the
water for beneficial uses. For natural high quality
waters, the concentration of settleable materials shall
not be raised by more that 0.1 milliliter per liter.

Suspended Materials

Waters shall not contain suspended materials in
concentrations that cause nuisance or that
adversely affects the water for beneficial uses.

For natural high quality waters, the concentration of
total suspended materials shall not be altered to the
extent that such alterations are discernible at the 10
percent significance level.

Taste and Odor

Waters shall not contain taste or odor-producing
substances in  concentrations that impart
undesirable tastes or odors to fish or other edible
products of aquatic origin, that cause nuisance, or
that adversely affect the water for beneficial uses.
For naturally high quality waters, the taste and odor
shall not be altered.

Temperature

The natural receiving water temperature of all
waters shall not be altered unless it can be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Regional
Board that such an alteration in temperature does
not adversely affect the water for beneficial uses.

For waters designated WARM, water temperature
shall not be altered by more than five degrees
Fahrenheit (5°F) above or below the natural
temperature. For waters designated COLD, the
temperature shall not be altered.

Temperature objectives for COLD interstate waters
and WARM interstate waters are as specified in the
“Water Quality Control Plan for Control of
Temperature in The Coastal and Interstate Waters
and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California”
including any revisions. This plan is summarized in
Chapter 6 (Plans and Policies), and included in
Appendix B.
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Toxicity

All waters shall be maintained free of toxic
substances in concentrations that are toxic to, or
that produce detrimental physiological responses in
human, plant, animal, or aquatic life. Compliance
with this objective will be determined by use of
indicator organisms, analyses of species diversity,
population density, growth anomalies, bioassays of
appropriate duration and/or other appropriate
methods as specified by the Regional Board.

The survival of aquatic life in surface waters
subjected to a waste discharge, or other controllable
water quality factors, shall not be less than that for
the same water body in areas unaffected by the
waste discharge, or when necessary, for other
control water that is consistent with the
requirements for “experimental water” as defined in
Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and
Wastewater (American Public Health Association, et
al. 49982012, or subsequent editions).

Turbidity

Waters shall be free of changes in turbidity that
cause nuisance or adversely affect the water for
beneficial uses. Increases in turbidity shall not
exceed natural levels by more than 10 percent.

Water Quality Objectives For Certain

Water Bodies

The narrative and numerical water quality objectives
which-that follow in this section are directed toward
protection of surface waters (including wetlands) in
certain hydrologic units (HUs), watersheds, or water
bodies within the Lahontan Region. These surface
waters are listed by hydrologic unit, in a north to
south direction. Specific numerical criteria are
organized in a tabular format. Maps (figures) are
included to illustrate the locations of surface waters
listed in the tables. Figures and tables are located at
the end of the Chapter.

Surprise Valley Hydrologic Unit
(See Figure 3-1 and Table 3-7 for water quality
objectives for the Surprise Valley HU.)

Susanville Hydrologic Unit

(Figures 3-2 and 3-3, Tables 3-8 and 3-9)

Unless otherwise specified, the following additional
water quality objectives apply to all surface waters
of the Eagle Drainage Hydrologic Area (Figure 3-
2):

Algal Growth Potential: The mean monthly mean
of algal growth potential shall not be altered to the
extent that such alterations are discernible at the 10
percent significance level.
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Bacteria, Fecal Coliform

The fecal coliform concentration based on a
minimum of not less than five samples for any 30-
day period, shall not exceed a log mean of 20/100
ml, nor shall more than 10 percent of total samples
during any 30-day period exceed 75/100 ml.

Biostimulatory Substances: The concentrations of
biostimulatory substances shall not be altered in an
amount that could produce an increase in aquatic
biomass to the extent that such increases in aquatic
biomass are discernible at the 10 percent
significance level.

Chlorophyll-a: For the following Eagle Lake
stations listed below and mapped in Figure 3-2, the
chlorophyll-a levels, as measured in micrograms per
liter on a mean of monthly mean basis, shall not
exceed the following values:

Station Chlorophyll-a
Middle Basin 5A4A 5.2
South Basin 11 4.5

Also, chlorophyll-a levels in Eagle Lake shall not be
increased to the extent that such alterations are
discernible at the 10 percent significance level.

Dissolved Oxygen: In all waters of Eagle Lake
except for the hypolimnion, the dissolved oxygen
concentration shall not be depressed by more than
10 percent, below 80 percent saturation, or below
7.0 mg/L at any time, whichever is more restrictive.

pH: In the hypolimnion of Eagle Lake, the pH shall
not be depressed below 7.6 at any time. For all
other Eagle Lake waters, changes in normal
ambient pH shall not exceed 0.1 units.

Plankton Counts: For the Eagle Lake stations
listed below and mapped in Figure 3-2, total
phytoplankton abundance as calculated per milliliter
on a mean of monthly means basis shall not exceed
the following values:

Station  Plankton Count (number per mL)

Middle Basin 4A 7,400
South Basin 11 4,600

Also, for the waters of Eagle Lake, the
phytoplankton abundance shall not be increased to
the extent that such alterations are discernible at the
10 percent significance level.
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Species Composition: Species composition of the
aquatic biota shall not be altered to the extent that
such alterations are discernible at the 10 percent
significance level.

Taste and Odor: The taste and odor shall not be
altered.

Transparency: Transparency of Eagle Lake waters
as measured by a secchi disk on a mean of monthly
mean basis shall not fall below the following values
for each of the three index stations mapped in Figure
3-2:

Station Secchi Disk Transparency
North Basin 6B 3.1 meters
Middle Basin 4A 2.3 meters
South Basin 11 4.4 meters

Also, the secchi disk transparency of Eagle Lake
waters shall not be decreased to the extent that
such alterations are discernible at the 10 percent
significance level.

The following additional water quality objectives
apply to Honey Lake (Figure 3-3):

The average value at any given time (based on at
least 3 samples from 3 different locations) shall not
exceed:

Arsenic (in mg/L)

= 37,113 x (lake volume in acre—feet)T'o'98418
Boron (in mg/L)

= 836,820 x (lake volume in acre-feet) 0913
Molybdenum (in mg/L)

= 16,667 x (lake volume in acre—feet)T'o'97658

The pH (based on the average of values from at least
3 samples from 3 different locations) shall not at any
time be depressed below 8.0 nor raised above 10.0.

Little Truckee River Hydrologic Unit
(Figure 3-4, Table 3-10)

The following additional water quality objectives
apply to all surface waters of the Little Truckee
River Hydrologic Unit:

Algal Growth Potential: The mean monthly algal
growth potential shall not be altered to the extent
that such alterations are discernible at the 10
percent significance level.
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Biostimulatory Substances: The concentration of
biostimulatory substances shall not be altered in an
amount that could produce an increase in aquatic
biomass to the extent that such increases are
discernible at the 10 percent significance level.

Color: The color shall not exceed an eight (8)
Platinum Cobalt Unit mean of monthly means
[approximately equivalent to the State of Nevada
standard of a twelve (12) Platinum Cobalt Unit
sample mean].

Dissolved Oxygen: The dissolved oxygen
concentration shall not be depressed by more than
10 percent, below 80 percent saturation, or below
7.0 mg/L at any time, whichever is more restrictive.

pH: Changes in normal ambient pH levels shall not
exceed 0.5 unit.

Species Composition: The species composition of
aquatic organisms shall not be altered to the extent
that such alterations are discernible at the 10
percent significance level.

Taste and Odor: The taste and odor shall not be
altered.

Turbidity: The turbidity shall not be raised above 3
Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU) mean of
monthly means. (This objective is approximately
equal to the State of Nevada standard of 5 NTU
sample mean.)

Truckee River Hydrologic Unit

(Figure 3-5, Table 3-11)

Unless otherwise specified, the following additional
water quality objectives apply to all surface waters
of the Truckee River Hydrologic Unit:

Algal Growth Potential: The mean monthly algal
growth potential shall not be altered to the extent
that such alterations are discernible at the 10
percent significance level. This objective does not
apply to Martis Creek; however, nuisance or
pollution levels of algal growth potential shall not be
discernible at these stations.

Biostimulatory Substances: The concentration of
biostimulatory substances shall not be altered in an
amount that could produce an increase in aquatic
biomass to the extent that such increases are
discernible at the 10 percent significance level. This
objective does not apply to Martis Creek or the
Truckee River stations downstream of Martis Creek;
however, no nuisance or pollution levels of algal
biomass shall be discernible at these stations at any
time.
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Color: The color shall not exceed an eight (8)
Platinum Cobalt Unit mean of monthly means
(approximately equivalent to the State of Nevada
standard of a twelve (12) Platinum Cobalt Unit
sample mean).

Dissolved Oxygen: The dissolved oxygen
concentrations shall not be depressed by more than
10 percent, below 80 percent saturation, or below
7.0 mg/L at any time, whichever is more restrictive.

pH: Changes in normal ambient pH levels shall not
exceed 0.5 unit.

Species Composition: The species composition of
aquatic organisms shall not be altered to the extent
that such alterations are discernible at the 10
percent significance level. This objective does not
apply to Martis Creek or the Truckee River stations
downstream of Martis Creek; however, alterations in
species composition which-that result in a nuisance
or pollution shall not be discernible at these stations
at any time.

Taste and Odor: The taste and odor shall not be
altered.

Turbidity: The turbidity shall not be raised above 3
Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU) mean of
monthly means. (This objective is approximately
equal to the State of Nevada standard of 5 NTU
sample mean.)

Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit

(Figure 3-6, Tables 3-12 and 3-13)

Unless otherwise specified, the following additional
water quality objectives apply to all waters of the
Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit:

Algal Growth Potential: For Lake Tahoe, the mean
algal growth potential at any point in the Lake shall
not be greater than twice the mean annual algal
growth potential at the limnetic reference station.
The limnetic reference station is located in the north
central portion of Lake Tahoe. It is shown on maps
in annual reports of the Lake Tahoe Interagency
Monitoring Program. Exact coordinates can be
obtained from the U.C. Davis Tahoe Research
Group.

Biological Indicators: For Lake Tahoe, algal
productivity and the biomass of phytoplankton,
zooplankton, and periphyton shall not be increased
beyond the levels recorded in 1967-71, based on
statistical comparison of seasonal and annual
means. The “1967-71 levels” are reported in the
annual summary reports of the “California-Nevada-
Federal Joint Water Quality Investigation of Lake
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Tahoe” published by the California Department of
Water Resources.

Clarity: For Lake Tahoe, the vertical extinction
coefficient shall be less than 0.08 per meter when
measured below the first meter. When water is too
shallow to determine a reliable extinction coefficient,
the turbidity shall not exceed 3 Nephelometric
Turbidity Units (NTU). In addition, turbidity shall not
exceed 1 NTU in shallow waters not directly
influenced by stream discharges. The Regional
Board will determine when water is too shallow to
determine a reliable vertical extinction coefficient
based upon its review of standard limnological
methods and on advice from the U.C. Davis Tahoe
Research Group.

Conductivity, Electrical: In Lake Tahoe, the mean
annual electrical conductivity shall not exceed 95
pemhos/cm at 5625°C at any location in the Lake.

pH: In Lake Tahoe, the pH shall not be depressed
below 7.0 nor raised above 8.4.

Plankton Counts: For Lake Tahoe, the mean
seasonal concentration of plankton organisms shall
not be greater than 100 per ml and the maximum
concentration shall not be greater than 500 per ml at
any point in the Lake.

Suspended Sediment: Suspended sediment
concentrations in streams tributary to Lake Tahoe
shall not exceed a 90th percentile value of 60 mg/L.
(This objective is equivalent to the Tahoe Regional
Planning  Agency's regional  “environmental
threshold carrying capacity” standard for suspended
sediment in ftributaries.) The Regional Board will
consider revision of this objective in the future if it
proves not to be protective of beneficial uses or if
review of monitoring data indicates that other
numbers would be more appropriate for some or all
streams tributary to Lake Tahoe.

Transparency: For Lake Tahoe, the annual
average deep water transparency as measured by
the Secchi disk shall not be decreased below 29.7
meters, the levels recorded in 1967-71 by the
University of California, Davis.

Turbidity: see “Clarity” above
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West Fork Carson River Hydrologic Unit
(Figure 3-7, Table 3-14)

The following additional water quality objectives
apply to all surface waters of the West Fork Carson
River Hydrologic Unit:

Algal Growth Potential: The mean of monthly
mean of algal growth potential shall not be altered to
the extent that such alterations are discernible at the
10 percent significance level.

Biostimulatory Substances: The concentrations of
biostimulatory substances shall not be altered in an
amount that could produce an increase in aquatic
biomass to the extent that such increases in aquatic
biomass are discernible at the 10 percent
significance level.

Color: The color shall not exceed the 13 Platinum
Cobalt Unit mean of monthly means (approximately
equal to the State of Nevada standard of 13
Platinum Cobalt Unit sample mean).

Dissolved Oxygen: The dissolved oxygen
concentration shall not be depressed by more than
10 percent, below 80 percent saturation or below
7.0 mg/L at any time, whichever is more restrictive.

pH: Changes in normal ambient pH levels shall not
exceed 0.5 unit.

Sodium Adsorption Ratio (SAR): Water quality
objectives for SAR are set to protect the irrigated
agriculture component of the Agricultural Supply
(AGR) beneficial use. SAR is calculated using the
following equation, where Na = sodium ion
concentration, Ca= calcium ion concentration, and
Mg = magnesium ion concentration.

Na

fCa+Mg
2

Concentrations of all chemical constituents in the
equation above are expressed in milliequivalents
per liter. As a ratio, SAR has no units.

SAR =

The following water quality objective for SAR, as
an annual average, applies to surface waters of
the West Fork Carson River HU. Except as noted
below, SAR objectives apply to the entire water
body and its tributary surface waters in California.

Water Body SAR (Annual Average)
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West Fork Carson River 1

The Lahontan Regional Board recognizes that
SAR may be higher than the value above in certain
surface waters of the West Fork Carson River
watershed due to natural sources of sodium,
including geothermal sources. Where higher SAR
values occur only as a result of natural sources,
the affected water bodies or water body segments
will not be considered to be in violation of the
applicable SAR objective.

Species Composition: Species composition of the
aquatic biota shall not be altered to the extent that
such alterations are discernible at the 10 percent
significance level.

Taste and Odor: The taste and odor shall not be
altered.

Turbidity: The turbidity shall not be raised above a
mean of monthly means value of 2 NTU. (This
objective is approximately equal to the State of
Nevada standard of 2 NTU annual mean.)

East Fork Carson River Hydrologic Unit
(Figure 3-7, Table 3-14)

The following additional water quality objective
applies to all surface waters of the East Fork
Carson River Hydrologic Unit

Sodium Adsorption Ratio (SAR): Water quality
objectives for SAR are set to protect the irrigated
agriculture component of the Agricultural Supply
(AGR) beneficial use.

SAR is calculated using the following equation,
where Na = sodium ion concentration, Ca= calcium
ion concentration, and Mg = magnesium ion
concentration.

Na

’Ca+Mg
2

Concentrations of all chemical constituents in the
equation above are expressed in milliequivalents
per liter. As a ratio, SAR has no units.

SAR =

The following water quality objective for SAR, as
an annual average, applies to surface waters of
the East Fork Carson River HU. Except as noted
below, SAR objectives apply to the entire water
body and its tributary surface waters in California.
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Water Body SAR (Annual Average)
East Fork Carson River 2
Bryant Creek 1

The Lahontan Regional Board recognizes that
SAR may be higher than the value above in certain
surface waters of the East Fork Carson River
watershed due to natural sources of sodium,
including geothermal sources. Where higher SAR
values occur only as a result of natural sources,
the affected water bodies or water body segments
will not be considered to be in violation of the
applicable SAR objective.

(Figure 3-7, Table 3-14)

The following additional water quality objectives
apply to all surface waters of the Indian Creek
watershed:

Algal Growth Potential: The mean of monthly
mean of algal growth potential shall not be altered to
the extent that such alterations are discernible at the
10 percent significance level.

Biostimulatory Substances: The concentrations of
biostimulatory substances shall not be altered in an
amount that could produce an increase in aquatic
biomass to the extent that such increases in aquatic
biomass are discernible at the 10 percent
significance level.

Color: The color shall not exceed the 13 Platinum
Cobalt Unit mean of monthly means (approximately
equal to the State of Nevada standard of 13
Platinum Cobalt Unit sample mean).

Dissolved Oxygen: The dissolved oxygen
concentration shall not be depressed by more than
10 percent, below 80 percent saturation, or below
7.0 mg/L at any time, whichever is more restrictive.

pH: Changes in normal ambient pH levels shall not
exceed 0.5 unit.

Species Composition: Species composition shall
not be altered to the extent that such alterations are
discernible at the 10 percent significance level.

Taste and Odor: The taste and odor shall not be
altered.

West Walker River Hydrologic Units

(See Figure 3-8 and Table 3-15 for water quality
objectives for the West Walker River HUs.)
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The following additional water quality objective
applies to all surface waters of the West Walker
River Hydrologic Unit

Sodium Adsorption Ratio (SAR): Water quality
objectives for SAR are set to protect the irrigated
agriculture component of the Agricultural Supply
(AGR) beneficial use. SAR is calculated using the
following equation, where Na = sodium ion
concentration, Ca= calcium ion concentration, and
Mg = magnesium ion concentration.

Na

fCa+Mg
2

Concentrations of all chemical constituents in the
equation above are expressed in milliequivalents
per liter. As a ratio, SAR has no units.

SAR =

The following water quality objectives for SAR, as
an annual average, apply to surface waters of the
West Walker River HU. Except as noted below,
SAR obijectives apply to the entire water body and
its tributary surface waters in California.

Water Body SAR (Annual Average)
West Walker River 2

Topaz Lake 2

The Lahontan Regional Board recognizes that
SAR may be higher than the value above in certain
surface waters of the West Walker River
watershed due to natural sources of sodium,
including geothermal sources. Where higher SAR
values occur only as a result of natural sources,
the affected water bodies or water body segments
will not be considered to be in violation of the
applicable SAR objective.

East Walker River Hydrologic Unit
(See Figure 3-8 and Table 3-15 for water quality
objectives for the East Walker River HU.)

The following additional water quality objective
applies to all surface waters of the East Walker
River Hydrologic Unit
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Sodium Adsorption Ratio (SAR): Water quality
objectives for SAR are set to protect the irrigated
agriculture component of the Agricultural Supply
(AGR) beneficial use. SAR is calculated using the
following equation, where Na = sodium ion
concentration, Ca= calcium ion concentration, and
Mg = magnesium ion concentration.

Na

/Ca+Mg
2

Concentrations of all chemical constituents in the
equation above are expressed in milliequivalents
per liter. As a ratio, SAR has no units.

SAR =

The following water quality objective for SAR, as
an annual average, applies to surface waters of
the West Walker River HU. Except as noted below,
SAR objectives apply to the entire water body and
its tributary surface waters in California.

Water Body SAR (Annual Average)

East Walker River 2

The Lahontan Regional Board recognizes that
SAR may be higher than the value above in certain
surface waters of the East Walker River watershed
due to natural sources of sodium, including
geothermal sources. Where higher SAR values
occur only as a result of natural sources, the
affected water bodies or water body segments will
not be considered to be in violation of the
applicable SAR objective.

Mono Hydrologic Unit
(See Figure 3-9 and Table 3-16 for water quality
objectives for the Mono HU.)

Owens River Hydrologic Unit

(Figures 3-10 and 3-11, Tables 3-17 and 3-18)

The following additional water quality objectives
apply to all surface waters of the Pine Creek
watershed (Figure 3-11):

Ammonia, Un-ionized: The discharge of wastes
shall not cause concentrations of un-ionized
ammonia (NH3°) to exceed 0.01 mg/L (as NH3°) in
receiving waters.

Settleable Material: The concentration of settleable
material shall not be raised by more than 0.2
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milliliter per liter (maximum), and by no more than
an average of 0.1 milliliter per liter during any 30-
day period.

Antelope Hydrologic Unit
(Figures 3-12 and 3-12a, Tables 3-19, 3-19a, and
3-19b.)

The following additional water quality objectives
apply to Amargosa Creek downstream of the Los
Angeles County Sanitation District No. 14
discharge point, and to the Piute Ponds and
associated wetlands. The regionwide ammonia
objective applies to all other surface waters of the
Antelope Hydrologic Unit. (Note: the regionwide
ammonia objective is derived from the USEPA’s
1985 freshwater ammonia criteria, and emphasizes
un-ionized ammonia. The objective below is
derived from the USEPA’s 1999 freshwater criteria
for total ammonia.)

Ammonia, Total

The acute (1hour) ammonia toxicity limits are
dependent on pH, and the chronic (30-day) limits
are dependent on pH and temperature.
Concentrations of total ammonia in lower
Amargosa Creek and the Piute Ponds and
wetlands, expressed “as Nitrogen” or “as N,” shall
not exceed the acute and chronic limits listed for
the corresponding temperature and pH conditions
in Tables 3-19a and 3-19b more often than once
every three years, on the average. In addition, the
highest four-day average concentration of total
ammonia within the 30-day period shall not exceed
2.5 times the chronic toxicity limit.

The values in Table 3-19a are the USEPA’s 1999
freshwater acute ammonia criteria for waters with
salmonids (salmon and trout) absent and fish early
life stages present. The values in Table 3-19b are
the chronic ammonia criteria for waters with fish
early life stages present. Salmonids are not
present in lower Amargosa Creek and the Piute
Ponds and wetlands. Early life stages of several
warmwater fish species are present.

For temperature and pH values not explicitly in
Table 3-19a and Table 3-19b, the most
conservative ammonia value neighboring the
actual value may be used, or the acute and chronic
ammonia limits for waters with salmonids absent
and chronic ammonia limits for waters with fish
early life stages present can be calculated from the
following formulas from the USEPA’s 1999
freshwater ammonia criteria document. In these
equations, T = temperature in °C, and pH (the
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measure of acidity or alkalinity) is expressed in
standard units.

Acute Toxicity. The formula for the acute toxicity
limit (1-hour average) for total ammonia nitrogen
(in mg N/L), for waters with salmonids absent, is:

0.411 58.4
1 + 107204-pH *t1 + 10PH-7204

Acute Limit =

Chronic Toxicity. The formula for the chronic
toxicity limit (30-day average) for total ammonia
nitrogen (in mg N/L), for waters with fish early life
stages present is:

Chronic Limit =

0.0577 2.487
(1 + 1(07.688—pH + 1+ 10pl-1—7.688) * MIN(Z' 85' 1.45
" 100.023*(254))

In the equation above, “MIN” means that the
calculation should use either 2.85 or the number
resulting from the second expression, whichever is
lower.

Temperature and pH measurements. If receiving
water samples are obtained over a period of time
during which pH and/or temperature is not
constant, the pH, temperature, and the
concentration of total ammonia in each sample
should be determined. For each sample, the
toxicity limit should be determined at the pH and
temperature of the sample, and then the
concentration of total ammonia nitrogen in the
sample should be divided by the limit to determine
a quotient. The acute or chronic toxicity objective is
attained if the mean of the quotients is less than 1
over the duration of the averaging period.

Mojave Hydrologic Unit
(See Figures 3-13 and 3-14, and Tables 3-20 and 3-
21, for water quality objectives for the Mojave HU.)

Water Quality Objectives for Fisheries
Management Activities Using the Fish
Toxicant Rotenone

Rotenone is a fish toxicant used by the California
Department of Fish and Game-Wildlife (BFGDFW)
for fishery management purposes. (See Chapter 4
for a more complete discussion of this topic.)

The application of rotenone solutions and the
detoxification agent potassium permanganate can
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cause several water quality objectives to be
temporarily exceeded, both inside and outside of
project boundaries. (Project boundaries are defined
as encompassing the treatment area, the
detoxification area, and the area downstream of the
detoxification station up to a thirty-minute travel
time.)

Additional narrative water quality objectives
applicable to rotenone treatments are: color,
pesticides, toxicity, and species composition.
Conditional variances to these objectives may be
granted by the Regional Board's Executive Officer
for rotenone applications by the BEGDFW, provided
that such projects comply with the conditions
described below and with the conditions described
in Chapter 4 (Implementation) under the section
entitled “Rotenone Use in Fisheries Management.”

Color

The characteristic purple discoloration resulting from
the discharge of potassium permanganate shall not
be discernible more than two miles downstream of
project boundaries at any time. Twenty-four (24)
hours after shutdown of the detoxification operation,
no color alteration(s) resulting from the discharge of
potassium permanganate shall be discernible within
or downstream of project boundaries.

Pesticides
Chemical residues resulting from rotenone
treatment must not exceed the following limitations:

1. The concentration of naphthalene outside of
project boundaries shall not exceed 25 ug/liter
(ppb) at any time.

2. The concentration of rotenone, rotenolone,
trichloroethylene (TCE), xylene, or acetone (or
potential trace contaminants such as benzene
or ethylbenzene) outside of project boundaries
shall not exceed the detection levels for these
respective compounds at any time. “Detection
level” is defined as the minimum level that can
be reasonably detected using state-of-the-art
equipment and methodology.

3. After a two-week period has elapsed from the
date that rotenone application was completed,
no chemical residues resulting from the
treatment shall be present at detectable levels
within or downstream of project boundaries.

4. No chemical residues resulting from rotenone
treatments shall exceed detection levels in
ground water at any time.
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Species Composition

The reduction in fish diversity associated with the
elimination of non-native game fish or exotic species
may be part of the project goal, and may therefore
be unavoidable. However, non-target aquatic
populations (e.g., invertebrates, amphibians) that
are reduced by rotenone treatments are expected to
repopulate project areas within one year. Where
species composition objectives are established for
specific water bodies or hydrologic units, the
established objective(s) shall be met for all non-
target aquatic organisms within one year following
rotenone treatment. For multi-year treatments (i.e.,
when rotenone is applied to the same water body
during two or more consecutive vyears), the
established objective(s) shall be met for all non-
target aquatic organisms within one year following
the final rotenone application to a given water body.

Threatened or endangered aquatic populations
(e.g., invertebrates, amphibians) shall not be
adversely affected. The BFEG-DFW_shall conduct
pre-project monitoring to prevent rotenone
application where threatened or endangered
species may be adversely impacted.

Toxicity

Chemical residues resulting from rotenone
treatment must not exceed the limitations listed
above for pesticides.

Water Quality Objectives for
Ground Water

(See also section 4.6, “Ground Water Protection
and Management”)

Water quality objectives for ground waters are
divided into the two categories of:

1. Water Quality Objectives Which-That Apply
to All Ground Waters. Listed alphabetically
below, these narrative and numerical water
quality objectives apply to all ground waters
within the Lahontan Region:

Bacteria, Coliform
Chemical Constituents
Radioactivity

Taste and Odor

2. Water Quality Objectives For Specific
Ground Water Basins. Certain numerical and
narrative water quality objectives are directed
toward protection of specific ground water
basins. These ground water basins are listed
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below by ground water basin name within the
Lahontan Region, in a north to south direction:

Honey Lake Valley

Truckee River and Little Truckee River HUs
Carson Valley

Mojave River Valley

| Water Quality Objectives Which-That
Apply to All Ground Waters

Bacteria, Coliform

In ground waters designated as MUN, the median
concentration of coliform organisms over any
seven-day period shall be less than 1.1/100
milliliters.

Chemical Constituents

Ground waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of chemical constituents in excess of
the maximum contaminant level (MCL) or
secondary maximum contaminant level (SMCL)
based upon drinking water standards specified in
the following provisions of Title 22 of the California
Code of Regulations, which are incorporated by
reference into this plan: Table 64431-A of Section
64431 (Inorganic Chemicals), Table 64431-B of
Section 64431 (Fluoride), Table 64444-A of Section
64444 (Organic Chemicals), Table 64449-A of
Section 64449 (Secondary Maximum Contaminant
Levels-Consumer Acceptance Limits), and Table
64449-B of Section 64449 (Secondary Maximum
Contaminant Levels-Ranges). This incorporation-by-
reference is prospective including future changes to
the incorporated provisions as the changes take
effect.

Waters designated as AGR shall not contain
concentrations of chemical constituents in amounts
that adversely affect the water for beneficial uses
(i.e., agricultural purposes).

Ground waters shall not contain concentrations of
chemical constituents that adversely affect the water
for beneficial uses.

Radioactivity

Ground waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of radionuclides in excess of the
limits specified in Table 4 of Section 64443
(Radioactivity) of Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations, which is incorporated by reference into
this plan. This incorporation-by-reference is
prospective including future changes to the
incorporated provisions as the changes take effect.

Taste and Odor

Ground waters shall not contain taste or
odor-producing substances in concentrations that
cause nuisance or that adversely affect beneficial
uses. For ground waters designated as MUN, at a
minimum, concentrations shall not exceed adopted
secondary maximum contaminant levels specified in
Table 64449-A of Section 64449 (Secondary
Maximum Contaminant Levels-Consumer
Acceptance Limits), and Table 64449-B of Section
64449 (Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels-
Ranges) of Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations, which is incorporated by reference into
this plan. This incorporation-by-reference is
prospective including future changes to the
incorporated provisions as the changes take effect.

Water Quality Objectives For Certain
Ground Water Basins

Honey Lake Valley Basin

For ground waters under the Eagle Drainage
Hydrologic Area (Figure 3-2), the taste and odor
shall not be altered.

Truckee River and Little Truckee River HUs

For ground waters under the Little Truckee River
Hydrologic Unit (Figure 3-4), the taste and odor
shall not be altered.

For ground waters under the Truckee River
Hydrologic Unit (Figure 3-5), the taste and odor
shall not be altered.

Carson Valley Basin

For ground waters under the Indian Creek
Watershed (Figure 3-7), the taste and odor shall
not be altered.

For ground waters under the West Fork Carson
River Hydrologic Unit (Figure 3-7), the taste and
odor shall not be altered.

Mojave River Valley Basin

For certain _ground waters under the Mojave
Hydrologic Unit, see water quality objectives for
Total Dissolved Solids and nitrate in Table 3-20 and

on Figure 3-13.

General Direction Regarding
Compliance With Objectives

This section includes general direction on

determining compliance with the nendegradation;
narrative and numerical objectives described in this
Chapter. (Specific direction on compliance with
certain objectives is included, in italics, following the
text of the objective.) It is not feasible to cover all
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circumstances and conditions which-that could be
created by all discharges. Therefore, it is within the
discretion of the Regional Board to establish other,
or additional, direction on compliance with
objectives of this Plan. Where more than one
objective is applicable, the stricter objective shall
apply. (The only exception is where a regionwide
objective has been superseded by the adoption of a
site-specific objective by the Regional Board.)
Where objectives are not specifically designated,
downstream objectives apply to upstream
tributaries.

Nendegradation———Antidegradation
ObjectivePolicy

To implement State Board Resolution No. 68-16, the
“Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality Waters in California,” the Regional
Board follows guidance such as that in the USEPA's
1993 Water Quality Standards Handbook and the
State Board's October 7, 1987 legal memorandum
tited “Federal Antidegradation Policy” (Attwater
1987). The State Board has interpreted the
Resolution No. 68-16 to incorporate the federal
antidegradation policy in order to ensure consistency
with federal Clean Water Act requirements (see State
Board Order No. WQ 86-17, pages 16-24). For
detailed information on the federal antidegradation
policy, see USEPA Region IX's Guidance on
Implementing the Antidegradation Provisions of 40
CFR 131.12 and USEPA's Questions and Answers
on Antidegradation. The Regional Board's
procedures for implementation of State and federal
antidegradation policies are summarized below. It is
important to note that the federal policy applies only
to surface waters, while the State policy applies to
both surface and ground waters.

Under the State Nendegradation—Antidegradation

ObjectivePolicy, whenever the existing quality of
water is better than that needed to protect all existing

and probable future beneficial uses, the existing high
quality shall be maintained until or unless it has been
demonstrated to the State that any change in water
quality will be consistent with the maximum benefit of
the people of the State, and will not unreasonably
affect present and probable future beneficial uses of
such water. Therefore, unless these conditions are
met, background water quality concentrations (the
concentrations of substances in natural waters which
that are unaffected by waste management practices
or contamination incidents) are appropriate water
quality goals to be maintained. If it is determined that
some degradation is in the best interest of the people
of California, some increase in pollutant level may be
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appropriate. However, in no case may such
increases cause adverse impacts to existing or
probable future beneficial uses of waters of the State.

Where the federal antidegradation policy applies, it
does not absolutely prohibit any changes in water
quality. The policy requires that any reductions in
water quality be consistent with the three-part test
established by the policy, as described below.

Part One-Instream Uses

[40 CFR § 131.12(a)(1)]

The first part of the test establishes that “existing
instream water uses and the level of water quality
necessary to protect the existing uses shall be
maintained and protected.” Reductions in water
quality should not be permitted if the change in
water quality would seriously harm any species
found in the water (other than an aberrational
species). Waters of this type are generally referred
to as “Tier I” waters.

Part Two-Public Interest Balancing

[40 CFR § 131.12(a)(2)]

The second part of the test applies where water
quality is higher than necessary to protect existing
instream beneficial uses. This part of the test allows
reductions in water quality if the state finds “that
allowing lower water quality is necessary to
accommodate important economic or social
development in the area in which the waters are
located” and existing beneficial uses are protected.
Waters of this type are generally referred to as “Tier
II” waters.

Part Three-Outstanding National Resource
Waters (ONRWSs) [40 CFR § 131.12(a)(3)]

The third part of the test established by the federal
policy requires that the water quality of the waters
which—that constitute an outstanding national
resource be maintained and protected. No
permanent or long-term reduction in water quality is
allowable in areas given special protection as
Outstanding National Resource Waters (48 Fed.
Reg. 51402). Waters which—-that potentially could
qualify for ONRW designation are generally
classified as “Tier III” waters.

Examples of such waters include, but are not limited
to, waters of National and State Parks and wildlife
refuges, waters of exceptional recreational or
ecological significance, and state and federally
designated wild and scenic rivers. To date, the only
California waters designated as ONRWSs are Lake
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Tahoe and Mono Lake. However, other California
waters would certainly qualify.

ONRWSs may be designated as part of adoption or
amendment of water quality control plans. It is
important to note that even if no formal designation
has been made, lowering of water quality should not
be allowed for waters whichthat, because of their
exceptional recreational  and/or  ecological
significance, should be given the special protection
assigned to ONRWSs.

Narrative and Numerical Objectives

The sections below provide additional direction on
determining compliance with the narrative and
numerical objectives of this Basin Plan.

Pollution and/or Nuisance

In determining compliance with narrative objectives
which—that include the terms “pollution” and or
“‘nuisance,” the Regional Board considers the
following definitions from the Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act.

Pollution -- an alteration of the waters of the State
by waste to the degree which—that unreasonably
affects either of the following:

e such waters for beneficial uses.
e facilities which-that serve these beneficial uses.

“Pollution” may include “contamination.”
Contamination means an impairment of the quality
of the waters of the State by waste to a degree
which—that creates a hazard to the public health
through poisoning or through the spread of disease.
Contamination includes any equivalent effect
resulting from the disposal of waste, whether or not
waters of the State are affected.

Nuisance -- Anything which-that meets all of the
following requirements:

e Is injurious to health, or is indecent or offensive
to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use
of property, so as to interfere with the
comfortable enjoyment of life or property.

o Affects at the same time an entire community or
neighborhood, or any considerable number of
persons, although the extent of the annoyance
or damage inflicted upon individuals may be
unequal.

e Occurs during or as a result of the treatment or
disposal of wastes.

References to Taste and Odor, Human Health
and Toxicity (also see “acute toxicity” and
“chronic toxicity,” below):

In determining compliance with objectives including
references to Taste and Odor, Human Health or
Toxicity, the Regional Board will consider as
evidence relevant and scientifically valid water
quality goals from sources such as drinking water
standards from the California Department of Public
Health Services-(State “Action Levels”), the National
Interim Drinking Water Standards, Proposition 65
Lawful Levels, National Ambient Water Quality
Criteria-(He =R A cCualiny Crterdafor i ated for the
1989), the National Academy of Sciences'
Suggested No-Adverse-Response Levels
(SNARLs), USEPA's Health and Water Quality
Advisories, USEPA’s National Toxicity Rule and
California_Toxicity Rule, as well as other relevant
and scientifically valid evidence.

References to Agriculture or AGR designations:
In determining compliance with objectives including
references to the AGR designated use, the
Regional Board will refer to water quality goals and
recommendations from sources such as the Food
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
University of California Cooperative Extension,
Committee of Experts, and McKee and Wolf's
“Water Quality Criteria” (1963).

References to “Natural High Quality Waters” -
The Regional Board generally considers “natural
high quality water(s)” to be those waters with
ambient water quality equal to, or better than,
current drinking water standards. However, the
Regional Board also recognizes that some waters
with poor chemical quality may support important
ecosystems (e.g., Mono Lake).

References to “10 Ppercent Ssignificance
Lievel”:

A statistical hypothesis is a statement about a
random variable's probability distribution, and a
decision-making procedure about such a statement
is a hypothesis test. In testing a hypothesis
concerning the value of a population mean, the null
hypothesis is often used. The null hypothesis is that
there is no difference between the population
means (e.g., the mean value of a water quality
parameter after the discharge is no different than
before the discharge.) First, a level of significance to
be used in the test is specified, and then the regions
of acceptance and rejection for evaluating the
obtained sample mean are determined.
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At the 10 percent significance level, assuming
normal distribution, the acceptance region (where
one would correctly accept the null hypothesis) is
the interval which-that lies under 90 percent of the
area of the standard normal curve. Thus, a level of
significance of 10 percent signifies that when the
population mean is correct as specified, the sample
mean will fall in the areas of rejection only 10
percent of the time.

If the hypothesis is rejected when it should be
accepted, a Type | error has been made. In
choosing a 10 percent level of significance, there
are 10 chances in 100 that a Type | error was made,
or the hypothesis was rejected when it should have
been accepted (i.e., one is 90 percent confident that
the right decision was made.)

The 10 percent significance level is often
incorrectly referred to as the 90 percent significance
level. As explained above, the significance level of a
test should be low, and the confidence level of a
confidence interval should be high.

References to “Means” (e.g., annual mean, log
mean, mean of monthly means), “Medians”
and“90th percentile values”:

“Mean” is the arithmetic mean of all data. “Annual
mean” is the arithmetic mean of all data collected in
a one-year period. “Mean of monthly means” is
the arithmetic mean of 30-day averages (arithmetic
means). A logarithmic or “log mean” (used in
determining compliance with bacteria objectives) is
calculated by converting each data point into its log,
then calculating the mean of these values, then
taking the anti-log of this log transformed average.
The median is the value which—that half of the
values of the population exceed and half do not.
The average value is the arithmetic mean of all
data. For a 90th percentile value, only 10% of data
exceed this value.

Compliance determinations shall be based on
available analyses for the time interval associated
with the discharge. If only one sample is collected
during the time period associated with the water
quality objective, (e.g., monthly mean), that sample
shall serve to characterize the discharge for the
entire interval. Compliance based upon multiple
samples shall be determined through the application
of appropriate statistical methods.

Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Standard Analytical Methods to Determine
Compliance with Objectives

Analytical methods to be used are usually specified
in the monitoring requirements of the waste
discharge permits. Suitable analytical methods are:

o those specified in 40 CFR Part 136, and/or

e those methods determined by the Regional
Board and approved by the USEPA to be
equally or more sensitive than 40 CFR Part 136
methods and appropriate for the sample matrix,
and/or

e where methods are not specified in 40 CFR
Part 136, those methods determined by the
Regional Board to be appropriate for the sample
matrix

All analytical data shall be reported uncensored with
method detection limits and either practical
quantitation levels or limits of quantitation identified.
Acceptance of data should be based on
demonstrated laboratory performance.

For bacterial analyses, sample dilutions should be
performed so the range of values extends from 2 to
16,000. The detection method used for each
analysis shall be reported with the results of the
analysis. Detection methods used for coliforms (total
and fecal) shall be those presented in Standard
Methods for the Examination of Water and
Wastewater (American Public Health Association et
al.-4998), or any alternative method determined by
the Regional Board to be appropriate.

For acute toxicity, compliance shall be determined
by short-term toxicity tests on undiluted effluent
using an established protocol (e.g., American
Society for Testing and Materials [ASTM], American
Public Health Association, USEPA, State Board).

For chronic toxicity, compliance shall be
determined using the critical life stage (CLS) toxicity
tests. At least three approved species shall be used
to measure compliance with the toxicity objective. If
possible, test species shall include a vertebrate, an
invertebrate, and an aquatic plant. After an initial
screening period, monitoring may be reduced to the
most sensitive species. Dilution and control waters
should be obtained from an unaffected area of the
receiving waters. For rivers and streams, dilution
water should be obtained immediately upstream of
the discharge. Standard dilution water can be used
if the above sources exhibit toxicity greater than 1.0

3-17
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Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Chronic Toxicity Units. All test results shall be
reported to the Regional Board in accordance with
the “Standardized Reporting Requirements for
Monitoring  Chronic  Toxicity” (State Board
Publication No. 93-2 WQ).

Application of Narrative and Numerical Water
Quality Objectives to Wetlands

Although not developed specifically for wetlands,
many surface water narrative objectives are
generally applicable to most wetland types.
However, the Regional Board recognizes, as with
other types of surface waters such as saline or
alkaline lakes, that natural water quality
characteristics of some wetlands may not be within
the range for which the narrative objectives were
developed. The Regional Board will consider site-
specific adjustments to the objectives for wetlands
(bacteria, pH, hardness, salinity, temperature, or
other parameters) as necessary on a case-by-case
basis.

The numerical criteria to protect one or more
beneficial uses of surface waters, where
appropriate, may directly apply to wetlands. For
example, wetlands whieh-that actually are, or which
that recharge, municipal water supplies should meet
human health criteria. The USEPA numeric criteria
for protection of freshwater aquatic life,—as-listed-in

i iteri , although not
developed specifically for wetlands, are generally
applicable to most wetland types. As with other
types of surface waters, such as saline or alkaline
lakes, natural water quality characteristics of some
wetlands may not be within the range for which the
criteria  were developed. Adjustments for pH,
hardness, salinity, temperature, or other parameters
may be necessary. The Regional Board will
consider developing site-specific objectives for
wetlands on a case-by-case basis.

Variances from Water Quality Objectives
The USEPA allows states to grant variances from
water quality standards under the narrow

circumstances summarized below—{(UJSERPA Water

Chapter-5). Such variances must be “built into” the
standards themselves, and thus variances cannot
be granted in California without Basin Plan
amendments.

According to the USEPA, variances from standards
“are both discharger and pollutant specific, are time-
limited, and do not forego the currently designated
use.”> The USEPA recommends use of variances
instead of removal of beneficial uses when the State
believes that standards can ultimately be attained.

3-18

Variances can be used with NPDES permits to
ensure reasonable progress toward attainment of
standards without violation of Clean Water Act
Section 402(a)(1), which requires NPDES permits to
meet applicable water quality standards.

The USEPA “has approved State-adopted
variances in the past and will continue to do so if:

e each individual variance is included as part of
the water quality standard;

o the State demonstrates that meeting the
standard is unattainable based on one or more
of the grounds outlined in 40 CFR 131.10 (g) for
removing a designated use;

¢ the justification submitted by the State includes
documentation that treatment more advanced
than that required by sections 303(c)(2)(A) and
(B) has been carefully considered, and that
alternative effluent control strategies have been
evaluated;

¢ the more stringent State criterion is maintained
and is binding upon all other dischargers on the
stream or stream segment;

e the discharger who is given a variance for one
particular constituent is required to meet the
applicable criteria for other constituents;

e the variance is granted for a specific period of
time and must be rejustified upon expiration but
at least every three years (Note: the 3-year limit
is derived from the triennial review requirements
of section 303(c) of the Act.);

e the discharger either must meet the standard
upon the expiration of this time period or must
make a new demonstration of “unattainability”;

e reasonable progress is being made toward
meeting the standards; and

o the variance was subjected to public notice,
opportunity for comment, and public hearing.
(See section 303(c)(1) and 40 CFR 131.20.)
The public notice should contain a clear
description of the impact of the variance upon
achieving water quality standards in the affected
stream segment.”

(The “section” references in the quoted language
above are to the Clean Water Act. As used in this
language, “criteria” and “criterion” are equivalent to

1 K

California’s “water quality objective[s]”.)-
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Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Table 3-7
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
SURPRISE VALLEY HYDROLOGIC UNIT

| Objective (mg/L-exceptasheted)™”

See

Fig.

3-1 Surface Water
| TDS cl so, % Na B Total Total

N P

| 1 Bidwell Creek 55 1.0 - - 0.05 0.2 -
| 2 Mill Creek 70 0.8 - - 0.02 0.2 -
| 3 Cedar Creek 100 1.0 - - 0.03 0.2 -
| 4 Eagle Creek 60 0.5 - - 0.02 0.1 -
| 5 Emerson Creek 90 0.8 - - 0.01 0.2 -
| 6 Bear Creek 110 0.6 - - 0.02 0.1 -

| ! Annual Average Value/90th-Percentile-Value

2 Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:

B Boron

Cl Chloride

N Nitrogen, Total

P Phosphorus, Total

—— 0% Na— SodiumPercent

(Nax100)
Na+Ca+Mg +K

-~ concentrations.

SO Sulfate
4 ot

TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)
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WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
SUSANVILLE HU, EAGLE DRAINAGE HA

Table 3-8

See Objective (mg/L except as noted)"*
Fig. TDS o] SO, | NOs-N | TKN N P B PO, | SAR | ALK
3-2 Surface Waters
1 |Eagle Lake: North 535 | 140 | 09 | 001 | 1.0 | 1.0 | 0.04 | 0.08 | 0.01 | 549 | 445
(Index Stn. 6b) 0.30° 0.20° 500°
2 | Eagle Lake: Middle 500 | 140 | 09 | 001 | 1.0 | 1.0 | 0.04 | 0.08 | 0.01 | 549 | 430
(Index Stn. 4A) 0.30° 0.20° 500°
3 | Eagle Lake: South 800 | 140 | 09 | 002 | 1.3 | 1.3 | 0.04 | 0.08 | 0.01 | 549 | 470
(Index Stn. 11) 0.30° 0.20° 500°
4 |Pine Creek - 01 | 09 | 004 | 03 | 04 | 0.06 | 0.01 | 0.02 | 0.30 -
5 | Merrill Creek - 02 | 05 | 002 | 01 | 01 | 0.02 | 0.01 | 0.01 | 0.23 -
6 Papoose Creek - 0.1 0.5 0.01 0.3 04 0.03 | 0.01 | 0.01 0.45 -
7 Grasshopper Creek - 2.6 - 0.01 0.4 0.4 0.22 | 0.01 | 0.06 - -

Calculated and stipulated in terms of mean of monthly mean for the period of record values, unless otherwise specified.

Maximum for hypolimnetic waters.
Maximum value.
Objectives are defined as follows:

ALK
B

Cl

N
NOs-N
TKN
PO,
P
SO,
TDS
SAR

Alkalinity, Total as CaCO;
Boron

Chloride

Nitrogen, Total
Nitrogen-as-Nitrate_as Nitrogen

Nitrogen;-Total Kjeldahl_Nitrogen

Orthophosphate, Dissolved

Phosphorus, Total

Sulfate

Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)

Sodium Adsorption Ratio: (Na, Ca, Mg expressed as meg/L concentrations)

Na

\/;X(Ca + Mg)

= SAR
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Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Table 3-10
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
LITTLE TRUCKEE RIVER HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See Objective (mg/L-exceptas-noted)'?
Fig. Surface Waters
3-4
TDS Cl SO, | Fe | NOs-N TKN | Total | Total
N P
1 Little Truckee 60 10| 10| .30 0.08 0.32| 0.40| 0.05
River below
Boca Reservoir
2 Little Truckee 45 1.0| 1.0| 0.13 0.05 0.40| 0.45| 0.03
River below
Independence
Creek
3 Independence 35 1.0| 1.0| 0.10 0.03 0.71| 0.74] 0.05
Lake
4 Independence Cr 40 1.0( 1.0| 0.10 0.03 0.17( 0.20| 0.03
at Mouth
5 Little Truckee 45 1.0| 1.0| 0.10 0.07 0.35| 0.42| 0.04
River above
Independence
Creek

1
Values are mean of monthly means

2 Objectives are as mg/L and defined as follows:

Cl Chloride

Fe Iron, Total

N Nitrogen, Total

NOs-N Nitrogen-as-Nitrate_as Nitrogen

TKN Nitrogen;-Total Kjeldahl_Nitrogen

P Phosphorus, Total

SO, Sulfate

TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)
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Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Table 3-11
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
TRUCKEE RIVER HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See | Surface Waters Objective (mg/L-exeept-as-noted)"?
Fig.
3-5
TDS Cl SO, P B NOs-N N TKN Fe
1 Truckee River at 75 8.0 5.0] 0.05 1.0 0.08 0.40 0.32 0.30
Stateline
2 | Truckee River 75 9.0 5.0 0.05 - 0.10( 0.40 0.30 0.30
below Little

Truckee River

3 Truckee River 75 10.0 5.0 0.05 - 0.14] 0.40 0.26 0.30
below Prosser
Creek

4 | Truckee River 80 10.0 5.0 0.05 - 0.20( 0.40 0.20 0.29
below Martis
Creek

5 | Truckee River 70 3.0 3.5| 0.05 - 0.06| 0.41 0.35 0.29
below Donner
Creek

6 Martis Creek at 150 25.0 8.0] 0.05 - 1.00 1.45 0.45 0.40
Mouth

7 Trout Creek at 70 3.0 3.5] 0.04 - 0.05 0.15 0.10 0.18
Mouth

8 |Squaw Creek at 85 3.0 25.0| 0.02 - 0.05( 0.18 0.13 0.13
Mouth

9 | Truckee River 65 2.0 2.0] 0.03 - 0.06| 0.22 0.16 0.13
above Squaw
Creek

10 |Truckee River 65 2.0 2.0 0.03 - 0.05( 0.21 0.16 0.13
below Bear Cr.

11 |Bear Creek at 65 2.0 2.0 0.02 - 0.05( 0.15 0.10 0.10
Mouth

continued...
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Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Table 3-11 (continued)
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
TRUCKEE RIVER HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See Objective (mg/L-except-as-noted)™?
Fig. | Surface Waters
3-5
TDS Cl SO, P B NO;-N N TKN Fe
12 | Truckee River 65 2.0 2.0] 0.02 - 0.04] 0.19 0.15 0.10
above Bear
Creek
13 | Truckee River at 65 2.0 2.0] 0.01 - 0.02] 0.12 0.10 0.03
Lake Tahoe
Outlet

Values shown are mean of monthly mean for the period of record.

Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:

B Boron

Cl Chloride

Fe Iron, Total

N Nitrogen, Total

NO;-N Nitrogen-as-Nitrate_as Nitrogen

TKN Nitregen;-Total Kjeldahl_Nitrogen

P Phosphorus, Total

SO, Sulfate

TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)
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Table 3-14

Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
EAST & WEST FORK CARSON RIVER HYDROLOGIC UNITS

See Objective (mg/L except as noted)”
Fig. Surface Waters
3-7
TDS | Cl | SO, |[TotalP| B | TotalN [ TKN | NOsN
1 |West Fork Carson 55( 1.0 20/ 0.02 0.02 0.15| 0.13] 0.02
River at Woodfords®
2 |West Fork Carson 70 25 2.0 0.03 0.02 0.25| 0.22| 0.03
River at Stateline’
3 |Indian Creek Res." 305 24| - 0.04[ - 40 - -
4 |East Fork Carson 80] 4.0 4.0/ 0.02 0.12 0.20 - -
River’ 100 6.0 0.03 0.5 0.30
5 |Bryant Creek Basin®® 140, 15 351 0.02] 0.20 0.20| - -
200 25 50, 0.03 0.50 0.30

Values shown are mean of monthly mean for the period of record.
Annual average value/90th percentile value.

In addition, the following numerical water quality objectives shall apply specifically to surface waters of the Bryant Creek Basin:

Parameter Maximum Value (mg/l except as noted)
Turbidity (NTU) 15

Alkalinity, total as CaCO3 70 (minimum)
Acidity, total as CaCOs; 10

Disselved-Iron, dissolved 0.5

Manganese, total 0.5

Color, PCu 15
Aluminum,_total 0.1

s o0

Arsenic 0.05

Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:

B Boron

Cl Chloride

N Nitrogen, Total

SO, Sulfate

TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)
NOs-N Nitrogen-as-Nitrate_as Nitrogen

TKN Nitrate;-Total Kjeldahl_Nitrogen

P Phosphorus, Total
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Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Table 3-15
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
WEST & EAST WALKER RIVER HYDROLOGIC UNITS

See Objective (mg/L-exceptas-noted)'?
Fig. Surface Waters
3-8
TDS Cl sSo, B Total Total
N P
1 Topaz Lake 90 4 - 0.10 0.10 0.05
105 7 0.20 0.30 0.10
2 West Walker 60 3.0 - 0.10 0.20 0.01
River at 75 5.0 0.20 0.40 0.02
Coleville
3 East Walker River 145 4.0 - 0.12 0.50 0.06
at Bridgeport 160 8.0 0.25 0.80 0.10
485 | RoPinson Sreek 45 20| - . 0.05 0.02
& all other 70 4.0 0.10 0.03
tributaries
above
Bridgeport
Valley

Annual Average value/90th Percentile Value

Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:

B Boron

Cl Chloride

N Nitrogen, Total

P Phosphorus, Total

SO, Sulfate

TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)
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Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Table 3-16
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
MONO HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See Objective (mg/L)"?
Fig. Surface Waters
3-9
TDS Cl SO, F B NO3-N | Total N | PO,
1 Mono Lake 76,000| 17,700 11,000 48| 348 37 - 66
80,700| 18,000 12,000 52 355 47 75
2 June Lake 200 - - - - - 0.3 0.06
225 0.5 0.08
Reversed Creek
3 130 - - - - 0.1 0.4 0.24
(Gull Lake Inlet) 160 01 10 0.34
4 Gull Lake 120 - - - - - 0.3 0.11
140 0.8 0.17
5 Reversed Creek 100 - - - - 0.1 0.2 0.16
(Silver Lake 130 0.1 0.4 0.35
inlet)
6 Rush Creek 41 - - - - 0.1 0.1 0.02
(S.C.E. inlet) 60 0.1 0.2 0.07
7 Silver Lake 45 - - - - - 0.1 0.06
60 0.2 0.09
8 Rush Creek 58 - - - - 0.1 0.2 0.07
(Grant Lake 70 0.1 0.2 0.09
inlet)
9 Grant lake 37 2.0 4.0| 0.10] 0.05 - 0.4 0.07
46 4.0 8.0 0.20| 0.08 0.9 0.15

! Annual average value/90th Percentile Value

2 Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:

B Boron

Cl Chloride

F Fluoride

N Nitrogen, Total

NO;z-N Nitrogen-as-Nitrate as Nitrogen

SO, Sulfate

PO, Bisselved-Orthophosphate, Dissolved

TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)
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Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Table 3-17
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES

OWENS HYDROLOGIC UNIT

S_ee Objective (mg/L)l’2
Fig. Surface Waters
3-10
TDS Cl SO, F B NO3-N | Total N PO,
1 Owens River (above East 110| 11.0 5.0| 0.40| 0.40 0.1 0.2 0.90
Portal) 200| 16.0| 8.0| 0.80| 0.80 0.1 05| 3.75
2 Owens River (below East 100| 6.0 6.0| 0.30| 0.20 0.5 0.6 0.73
Portal) 150 | 12.0| 16.0| 0.60| 0.40 1.0 15| 0.94
3 | Coldwater Creek 35| 07| - - - 0.5 05| 0.02
40 1.4 1.0 1.0 0.03
4 Mammoth Creek (Twin 60| 0.6 - - - 0.4 0.5 0.03
Lakes Bridge) 90| 1.0 0.8 1.0| 0.05
5 Mammoth Creek (Old 85| 0.8 - - - 0.4 0.6 0.27
Mammoth Road) 115| 1.4 0.8 1.0| 0.50
6 Mammoth Creek (at Hwy. 75| 1.0 6.0 0.10| 0.03 0.4 0.6 0.11
395) 100/ 1.4| 11.0| 0.30| 0.05 0.8 1.0| 0.22
7 Sherwin Creek 22 0.5 - - - 0.4 0.5 0.05
26| 0.7 0.6 07| 0.08
8 | Hot Creek (at County Rd) 275| 41.0| 24.0| 1.80| 1.80 0.2 03| 0.65
380| 60.0 35.0| 2.80 2.60 0.4 15 1.22
9 | Convict Creek 85| 15| 11.0| 0.05| 0.02 0.2 0.3| 0.03
95 3.0 14.0] 0.15 0.06 0.4 0.5 0.05
10 |McGee Creek 78| 11| 12.0| 0.07| 0.02 0.3 04| 0.02
92 3.6 16.0| 0.20 0.08 0.4 0.5 0.03
11 Hilton Creek 28 0.8 3.0] 0.05( 0.02 0.3 0.5 0.03
34 2.0 5.0( 0.10| 0.04 0.5 0.6 0.05
12 | Owens River 215| 20.0( 14.0( 0.73| 0.76 0.7 1.0 0.56
290 33.0| 24.0| 1.10 1.26 1.4 2.3 0.70
13 [ Rock Creek (Mosquito Flat) 10 1.0 - 0.05| 0.03 0.2 0.2 0.04
11 2.0 0.05| 0.03 0.3 0.4 0.07
14 | Rock Creek (above 21| 12| - 0.05| 0.06 0.3 04| 0.01
diversion) 23| 2.0 0.05| 0.06 0.5 0.7 0.01
15 | Rock Creek (Round Valley) 48 1.8 5.0 0.16| 0.03 0.4 0.6 0.15
70 4.0 7.0( 0.30| 0.06 0.5 0.7 0.28
16 SEE TABLE 3-18 FOR PINE CREEK OBJECTIVES
17 | Lake Sabrina 10 2.0 - 0.10| 0.05 0.2 0.3 0.03
17 3.0 0.10| 0.05 0.3 0.6 0.05
continued...
3-9
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Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Table 3-17 (continued)

WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
OWENS HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See Objective (mg/L )2
Fig. Surface Waters
3-10
TDS Cl SO, F B NOs-N | Total N PO,
18 | South Lake 12| 3.7 - 0.10| 0.02 0.1 02| 0.03
20 4.3 0.10 0.02 0.1 0.4 0.04
19 | Bishop Creek (Intake 2) 271 19| - 0.15| 0.02 0.1 01| 0.05
29 3.0 0.15| 0.02 0.2 0.4 0.09
20 | Bishop Creek (at Hwy 395) 59| 24 72| 0.12| 0.04 0.5 0.7 0.09
105 6.0 12.0| 0.30| 0.10 0.9 1.0 0.18
21 | Big Pine Creek (at Hwy395) 55| 20 6.0( 0.06| 0.03 0.6 0.7 0.03
93 4.0 10.0| 0.20 0.07 0.9 1.0 0.04
22 | Fish Springs (above 174\ - - - - 0.7 0.8 0.17
Hatchery) 219 0.8 1.0 023
23 | Owens River (Tinemaha 207 17.9| 26.8( 0.57| 0.61 0.6 0.9 0.32
RiverReservoir Outlet) 343| 42.0| 59.0| 0.90| 1.50 1.1 15| 0.56
24 | Black Rock Springs 114 6.3 24.0| 0.54| 0.11 0.2 0.7 0.3
123 8.0 27.01 0.60 0.14 0.4 0.9 0.20
25 | Oak Creek (above 72| 1.8 - 0.14| 0.06 0.1 0.2 0.08
hatchery) 88| 1.8 0.14] 0.06 0.2 04| 0.12
26 | Independence Creek 80| 6.5| 15.0( 0.10| 0.12 0.4 0.6 0.05
(9aging station) 114| 11.0| 23.0| 0.20| 0.26 0.8 1.0] 0.09
27 | Hogback Creek 45 25| - 0.10( 0.03 0.2 04| 0.02
48 3.6 0.10 0.06 0.3 0.6 0.04
28 | Lone Pine Creek (Whitney 22| 05 - 0.10( 0.05 0.3 0.4 0.02
Portal) 25| 1.1 0.10| 0.07 0.5 0.6 0.04
29 | Lone Pine Creek (at gaging 56| 4.0 46| 0.12| 0.06 0.3 0.4 0.01
station) 81| 80| 7.0/ 020| 011 0.4 0.5 o0.01
30 [ Cottonwood Creek (Los 66| 1.9 7.4 0.20| 0.05 0.1 0.4 0.11
Angeles Aqueduct) 91| 4.0| 11.0| 0.40| 0.10 0.4 06| 0.17
31 | South Haiwee Reservoir 215| 19.5( 27.0| 0.60| 0.56 0.5 08| 0.23
(outlet) 315( 38.0| 62.0| 0.90| 0.91 1.0 1.5 0.36

Annual average value/90th Percentile Value.
Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:

B Boron NO3z-N Nitrogen-as-Nitrate_as Nitrogen

Cl Chloride SO, Sulfate

F Fluoride PO, Disselved-Orthophosphate, Dissolved

N Nitrogen, Total TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)
3-10
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Table 3-18
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
PINE CREEK, INYO COUNTY

Objective (mg/L-exceptas-neted)'?
Fig. | Surface Waters
3-11
TDS Cl SO, F B NOs-N N NH; p
1 |R-1(above US 50 3 13 - - 0.3 0.9 0.01 0.04
Tungsten Corp
Mine
2 |R-5(at LADWP 200 7] 100| 1.25 0.1 0.5 15 0.01 0.04
weir above
Rovana)

Values shown are mean of monthly mean for the period of record.
Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:

B Boron NOs-N  Nitrogen-as-Nitrate_as Nitrogen

Cl Chloride P Phosphorus, Total

F  Fluoride SO, Sulfate

N Nitrogen, Total TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable
Residue)

NHz; Ammonia, Un-ionized
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Table 3-19
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES

Ch. 3, WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

ANTELOPE HYDROLOGIC UNIT

Fig. Surface Waters Objective (mg/L)*?
3-12
TDS Cl SO, F B NO;z-N PO,
1 Lake Palmdale 460| 50.0| 100.0( 0.80| 0.13 -
585| 68.0] 121.0] 1.00] 0.15
2 Little Rock Reservoir 176| 125 16.5| 0.29| 0.03 0.4
180| 20.0 19.0( 0.38] 0.05 0.7
Annual average value/90th Percentile Value
Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:
B Boron
Cl Chloride
F Fluoride
P Phumccon el
NOs-N Nitrogen-as-Nitrate as Nitrogen
SO, Sulfate
3-12
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Table 3-20
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
MOJAVE HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See Surface Waters (Station 2) Objective (mg/L)(Maximum)
Fig. Ground Waters (Stations 1, 3, 4, 5, & 6)
3-13
TDS NO3; as NO;
1P | West Fork Mojave River 245 6
22 | WestFerk-Mojave River (at Lower Narrows) 312 5
3P | Mojave River (at Barstow) 445 6
4 [ Mojave River (upstream side of Waterman Fault) 560 11
5P | Mojave River (upstream side of Calico-Newberry 340 4
Fault)
6P Mojave River (just upstream of Camp Cady Ranch 300 1
Building Complex)

Objectives for reaches of the Mojave River which normally flow underground, but under high flow conditions will surface.
Objectives for reaches of the Mojave River which flow underground in a confined channel.

NO; as NO Nitrate as Nitrate
TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)
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Table 3-21
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
SAN BERNARDINO MOUNTAINS AREA, MOJAVE HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See Objective (mg/L)"*
Fig. Surface Waters
3-14
TDS Cl SO, F B NO3-N N PO,
1 Arrowbear Lake 81| 6.2 3.9| 0.12( 0.12 - 1.0| 0.13
139 10.0 8.1 0.21| 0.25 20| 0.14
2 Green Valley Lake 1001 9.0 3.5] 0.12( 0.07 - 10| 0.11
134 12.0 5.8 0.20| 0.14 2.0 0.16
3 Lake Arrowhead 78| 7.7 2.4 0.21( 0.04 - - -
107| 9.1 3.0 0.40| 0.05
4 Hooks Creek 83| 6.0 5.6| 0.12( 0.03 0.8| - 0.04
127| 10.0] 13.0( 0.17| 0.06 2.5 0.05
5 | Deep Creek 83| 91| 13| 0.10( 0.05 0.2 03| 0.5
(below Lake) 123| 16.0 4.9] 0.19] 0.07 0.6[ 0.7 0.13
6 Deep Creek 184| 10.6( 31.3| 1.66| 0.10 06| - -
(at Forks Dam) 265| 16.0| 55.0( 2.60| 0.19 2.0
7 Twin Peaks Creek 86| 20.4 5.6| 0.07( 0.02 0.3| - -
100| 33.0 6.0 0.09| 0.03 0.4
8 Grass Valley Creek 103| 11.1 4.6 0.12( 0.02 06| - -
(above Lake) 136| 15.0 8.1] 0.26| 0.04 1.8
9 Sheep Creek 56| 6.0 3.4( 0.13]| 0.01 0.3 - -
(at Allison Ranch) 72| 7.8 6.9| 0.22| 0.02 1.3
10 |[Seeley Creek 112( 21.1| 10.5| 0.17| 0.04 - - -
(Valley of Enchantment) 141| 25.0] 13.0| 0.28] 0.07
11 |Houston Creek 153| 13.0 - - - - - -
(above Dart Creek) 170| 15.0
12 | Dart Creek 120| 10.9 4.0| 0.16( 0.07 - - -
(below Moon Lake) 159| 14.0 7.0] 0.25| 0.15
13 [Lake Gregory 87| 11.0 5.3| 0.17( 0.30 - - -
95| 12.0 7.7| 0.30| 0.30
14 [ Sawpit Creek 114 7.9 9.1] 0.17( 0.01 - - -
145 9.0] 13.0| 0.22| 0.03
15 |[W.F. Mojave (above 219( 8.4| 34.0| 0.26| 0.02 - - -
Silverwood Lake) 336( 13.0] 53.0| 0.40| 0.05
3-14
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Table 3-21(continued)
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
SAN BERNARDINO MOUNTAINS AREA, MOJAVE HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See Objective (mg/L )**
Fig. Surface Waters
3-14
TDS Cl SO, F B NO3-N N PO,
16 |E.F. of W.F. Mojave 140| 12.7|( 10.7| 0.23]| 0.06 - - -
200 22.01 17.0 0.40| 0.10
17 | Silverwood Reservoir 220 55 20| - - - - -
440| 110 110
18 [Mojave River - 55 35| 15| 0.2 - - -
(at Forks) 100 100 25| 0.3
19 [Mojave River - 75 40| 0.2 0.2 - - -
(at Victorville) 100 100| 15| 0.3

Annual average value/90th Percentile Value
Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:

B Boron

Cl Chloride

F Fluoride

N Nitrogen, Total

NO;-N  Nitrogen-as-Nitrate as Nitrogen

SO, Sulfate

PO, Disselved-Orthophosphate, Dissolved

TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residue)
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Chapter 4
IMPLEMENTATION

Introduction

A program of implementation to protect beneficial
uses and to achieve water quality objectives is an
integral component of this Basin Plan. The program
of implementation is required to include, but is not
limited to:

. A description of the nature of actions whieh-that
are necessary to achieve the objectives,
including recommendations for appropriate
action by any entity, public or private.

. A time schedule for the actions to be taken.

. A description of surveillance to be undertaken to
determine compliance with objectives.
(CA Water Code § 13242)

The surveillance activities needed to determine
compliance with objectives are described in Chapter
76, “Monitoring and Assessment.” The remaining
requirements are fulfilled by this Chapter.

This Chapter includes discussions of general control
actions and related issues, a description of the
Region's Nonpoint Source Program, and discussions
of specific types of activities and their related water
quality problems, control actions and time schedules
for the actions to be taken. Control actions specific to
the Lake Tahoe Basin are included in Chapter 5 of
this Plan. Detailled-descriptions—of-waterbodies—with
t:'e' speellle'natel Eba"%. pl oblems-are-included
fooonzedoinboon,

General Control Actions and Related

Issues

The Regional Board regulates the sources of water
quality related problems whiceh-that could result in
actual, or potential, impairments of beneficial uses or
degradations of water quality. The Regional Board
regulates both point and nonpoint source discharge
activities. A point source discharge generally
originates from a single, identifiable source, while a
nonpoint source discharge comes from diffuse
sources. To regulate the point and nonpoint sources,
control actions are required for effective water quality
protection and management. Such control actions
are set forth for implementation by the State Board,
by other agencies with water quality or related
authority, and by the Regional Board.

Control Actions under State Board Authority

The State Board has adopted several statewide or
areawide water quality plans and policies which-that
complement or may supersede portions of this Basin
Plan. These plans and policies may include specific
control measures. Some State Board plans and
policies do not affect waters of the Lahontan Region.
See Chapter 6, “Plans and Policies,” for summaries
of the most significant State Board plans and policies
whieh-that do affect the Lahontan Region.

Control Actions to be Implemented by Other
Agencies with Water Quality or Related Authority
Water quality management plans prepared under
Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (Clean Water Act) have been completed by
various public agencies. These Section 208 plans, as
well as other plans adopted by federal, state, and
local agencies, may affect the Regional Board's
water quality management and control activities. A
summary of relevant water quality management
plans is included in Chapter 6, “Plans and Policies.”
The Regional Board can also be party to official
agreements with other agencies, such as
memoranda of understanding (MOUs) or
management agency agreements (MAAS); which-that
recognize and rely on the water quality authority of
other agencies.

Control Actions under Regional Board Authority
Control measures implemented by the Regional
Board must provide for the attainment of this Basin
Plan's beneficial uses and water quality objectives
(see Chapter 2, “Beneficial Uses,” and Chapter 3,
“Water Quality Objectives”). In addition, the control
measures must be consistent with State Board and
Regional Board plans, policies, agreements,
prohibitions, guidance and other restrictions and
requirements. The most significant Regional Board
policies are described in Chapter 6, “Plans and
Policies.”

To prevent water quality problems, waste discharge
restrictions are often used. The waste discharge
restrictions can be implemented through Water
Quality Certification, National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permits, waste
discharge requirements/permits (WDRs), conditional
waivers of WDRs, discharge prohibitions,
enforcement actions, and special designations;
Conorlbe MERe snc MPDEC ool sen nend o
) : " it
GemFG-I—HGH-pGl—Ht—SGH—FGe—S—G-f—W&SEe—- O
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Water Quality Certification-

Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality
Certification (Water Quality Certification) gives the
Regional Board extremely broad authority to review
proposed activities in and/or affecting the Region's
waters. The Regional Board can then recommend to
the State Board that it grant, deny, or condition
certification of federal permits or licenses that may
result in a discharge to “waters of the United States.”

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES)-

NPDES permits are issued to regulate discharges of
waste to “waters of the nation” including discharges
of storm water from urban separate storm sewer
systems and certain categories of industrial activity.
Waters of the nation are surface waters such as
rivers, lakes, bays, estuaries, oceans, etc. The
permits are authorized by Section 402 of the federal
Clean Water Act and Section 13370 of the California
Water Code. The permit content and the issuance
process are contained in the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Part 122) and Chapter 9 of the
California Code of Regulations. Regional Water
Boards are authorized to take a variety of
enforcement actions to obtain compliance with a
NPDES permit. Enforcement may be only a simple
order requiring the discharger to take corrective
action to comply with the terms of its permit or may
be an order prescribing civil monetary penalties.

NPDES permits are required to prescribe conditions
of discharge which—that will ensure protection of
beneficial uses of the receiving water as described in
this Basin Plan, water quality control plans adopted
by the State Water Board for inland surface waters,
enclosed bays and estuaries, the ocean, and water
quality control policies adopted by the State Water
Board for specific types of discharges or uses of
waste water.

In addition to regulating discharges of waste water to
surface waters, NPDES permits also require
municipal sewage treatment systems to conduct
pretreatment programs if their design capacity is
greater than 5 million gallons per day. Smaller
municipal treatment systems may be required to
conduct pretreatment programs if there are
significant industrial users of their systems. The
pretreatment programs must comply with the federal
regulations at 40 CFR Part 403.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has
approved the State's program to regulate discharges
of waste water to “waters of the nation.” The State,
through the Regional Water Boards, issues the
NPDES permits, reviews discharger self-monitoring
reports, performs independent compliance checking,

and takes enforcement actions as needed. State
authority to issue compliance schedules for effluent
limitations in NPDES permits is summarized below in
the section on “Compliance Schedules in NPDES
Permits.”

Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs)-

The California Water Code authorizes Regional
Water Boards to regulate discharges to land to
protect water quality. Regional Water Boards issue
WDRs in accordance with Section 13263 of the
California Water Code. Regional Water Boards are
authorized to review WDRs periodically. Regional
Water Boards issue WDRs, review self-monitoring
reports submitted by the discharger, perform
independent compliance checking, and take
necessary enforcement action. The California Water
Code authorizes the Regional Water Boards to issue
enforcement actions (see below) ranging from orders
requiring relatively simple corrective action to
monetary penalties in order to obtain compliance with
WDRs.

Waivers of WDRs-

Regional Water Boards may waive the requirement
for filing a report of waste discharge or for issuance
of WDRs pursuant to CA Water Code § 13269 if the
Regional Water Board determines, after any
necessary state board or regional board meeting,
that such waiver is consistent with any applicable
state_or regional water gquality control plan and is
inret-against the public interest. The—requirement-to
submit-a—Report—o-Waste—Diseharge—can—also—be
waived—WDRs and report filing requirements can be
waived for a specific discharge or types of
discharges. Such waivers may also be issued by the
State Board. A waiver ofA/DRs-is conditional and
may be terminated at any time by the State or
Regional Board_and must be renewed after no more
than five years to remain in legal effect.—Regional

Water Boards may-delegate their-authority to-waive

Mixing Zones
The State Board has adopted conditions for use of

mixing zones and dilution credits for toxic priority
pollutants in the “Implementation of Toxic Standards
for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays and
Estuaries of California Policy” (State Board Res. No.
2005-0019). This policy is commonly referred to as
the “State Implementation Policy” or SIP. A copy of
the SIP is included in Appendix B of this Basin Plan.
The standards implemented through the SIP are
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those promulgated by the USEPA in the National
Toxics Rule and California Toxics Rule, and the
narrative water quality objectives for toxicity in Basin
Plans.

The Regional Board may grant mixing zones and
dilution credits in NPDES permits for toxic priority
pollutants in _accordance with the SIP. The
Regional Board may grant mixing zones and dilution
credits in NPDES permits for pollutants not covered
by the SIP and may grant mixing zones and dilution
credits in  WDRs for toxic (including priority
pollutants), conventional (as defined by Clean
Water Act section 304(a)(4)), and non-conventional
(other than toxic or conventional) pollutants under
any of the following conditions.

A mixing zone shall be as small as practicable. The
following conditions must _be met in_allowing a

mixing zone:

A. A mixing zone shall not:

(1) compromise the inteqgrity of the entire water
body;

(2) cause acutely toxic conditions to aquatic life

Ch. 4, Introduction

column chemistry, organism health, and potential
for bioaccumulation).

If the Regional Board allows a mixing zone and
dilution credit, the permit or WDR shall specify the
method by which the mixing zone was derived,
the dilution credit granted, and the point(s) in the
receiving water where the applicable criteria/
objectives must be met. The application for the
permit _or WDR shall include, to the extent
feasible, the information needed by the Regional
Board to make a determination on allowing a
mixing zone, including the calculations for
deriving the appropriate receiving water and
effluent flows, and/or the results of a mixing zone
study. If the results of the mixing zone study are
unavailable by the time of permit or WDR
issuance/reissuance, the Regional Board may
establish interim requirements.

Prohibitions and Exceptions-Exemptions te-from
Prohibitions-

The Regional Board can—prohibit-specific—types—of
diseharges—to—ecertain—areashas the authority to

“specify certain _conditions or areas where the
discharge of waste, or certain types of waste, will not

passing through the mixing zone;

(3) restrict the passage of aquatic life;

(4) adversely impact biologically sensitive or
critical habitats, including, but not limited to,
habitat of species listed under federal or State
endangered species laws;

(5) produce undesirable or nuisance aquatic
life;

(6) result in floating debris, oil, or scum;

(7) produce objectionable color, odor, taste, or
turbidity;
(8) cause objectionable bottom deposits;

(9) cause nuisance;

(10) dominate the receiving water body or
overlap a mixing zone from different outfalls; or

(11) be allowed at or near any drinking water
intake. A mixing zone is not a source of drinking
water pursuant to the Sources of Drinking
Water Policy (State Board Res. No. 88-63).

B. The Regional Board shall deny or significantly
limit a mixing zone and dilution credit as
necessary to protect beneficial uses or comply
with _other _requlatory requirements. Such
situations may exist based upon the quality of the
discharge, hydraulics of the water body, or the
overall discharge environment (including water

be permitted” (CA Water Code § 13243). These
discharge prohibitions may be adopted, revised, or
rescinded;—er—adepted as necessary. The Regional
Board has adopted both regionwide and watershed-
specific dBischarge prohibitions that are described in
the—“WasteDischarge—Prohibitions”sSections 4.1
and 5.2 of this ChapterBasin Plan. For certain
eiredmstaneesdischarges and activities, the Regional
Board will-allow-exceptions-to-seme—of thesemay
grant _exemptions  from  certain  prohibitions.
Prohibition exeeptions—exemptions are discretionary
actions of the Regional Board, are conditional, and
are allowed under the circumstances are—alse

described in the“Waste—Discharge—Prohibitions”
section-of this-ChapterSections 4.1 and 5.2._Chapter

6 of this Basin Plan also identifies State and
Regional Board plans and policies that include
exemptions from waste discharge prohibitions.

Enforcement Actions-

To facilitate remediation of water quality problems, or
in instances where waste discharge restrictions or
other provisions of this Basin Plan are violated, the
Regional Board can use different types of
enforcement measures. These measures can
include:

e A written Notice to Comply can be issued for
minor violations during field inspections by
Regional Board staff, at the discretion of the
inspector. The Notice is issued to a
representative of the facility being inspected,
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and states the nature of the alleged violation, a
means to comply, and a time limit for
compliance (not to exceed 30 days). The
violator must sign and return the notice to the
Regional Board within five working days of
achieving compliance. If compliance is
achieved within the stated time limits, and if the
case is not subject to a fine under federal law,
the violation is not subject to civil penalties. (The
law establishing the authority for the Notice to
Comply does not limit the Regional Board’s
authority for criminal enforcement or its ability to
cooperate in criminal enforcement
proceedings.) The Regional Board may take
other enforcement actions upon failure to
comply or if necessary to prevent harm to public
health or the environment. A Notice to Comply
cannot be used for a knowing, willful, or
intentional violation, for a case where the
violator benefits economically for
noncompliance, for chronic violations, or a
recalcitrant violator, or for violations which-that
cannot be corrected within 30 days.

e A Notice of Violation or NOV is a letter
formally advising a discharger in noncompliance
that additional enforcement actions may be
necessary if appropriate corrective actions are
not taken.

e A Time Schedule Order or TSO (CA Water
Code § 13300) is a time schedule for specific
actions a discharger shall take to correct or
prevent violations of requirements. A TSO is
issued by the Regional Board for situations in
which the Board is reasonably confident that the
problem will be corrected.

e A Stipulated Penalty Order (CA Water Code §
13308) is an order that specifies a time schedule
for_compliance with another enforcement order
and prescribes civil penalties that are due if
compliance is not achieved in_accordance with
that schedule. The amount of the civil penalty
shall be based upon the amount reasonably
necessary to achieve compliance.

e A Cleanup and Abatement Order or CAO (CA
Water Code § 13304) is an order requiring a
discharger to clean up a waste or abate its
effects or, in the case of a threatened pollution
or nuisance, take other necessary remedial
action. A CAO can be issued by the Regional
Board or by the Regional Board Executive
Officer for situations when immediate action is
needed on an urgent problem from regulated or
unregulated discharges which-that are creating

or threatening to create a condition of pollution
or nuisance.

e A Cease and Desist Order or C&DO (CA
Water Code § 13301) is an order requiring a
discharge to comply with WDRs or prohibitions
according to a time schedule, or if the violation
is threatening, to take appropriate remedial or
preventative action. A C&DO is issued by the
Regional Board when violations of requirements
or prohibitions are threatened, are occurring, or
have occurred and probably will continue in the
future. Issuance of a C&DO requires a public
hearing.

Monetary liabilities or fines (administrative civil
liabilities or ACLs) may also be imposed
administratively by the Regional Board. Under certain
circumstances, enforcement actions are referred to
the State Attorney General or District Attorney.

State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 92-
49, as amended, includes statewide policies and
procedures for investigation and cleanup and
abatement of discharges under Water Code Section
13304. The statewide Water Quality Enforcement
Policy (State Board Resolution 97-6852009-0083)
provides direction on types of violations which-that
shall be brought to the attention of Regional Boards
by staff, on procedures for coordination and
cooperation with other agencies, and on setting
amounts for Administrative—Civil—LiabilitiesACLs.
Copies of both of these policies are included in
Appendix B to this Basin Plan.

Special Designations-

Some water bodies have special designations and
related narrative discharge restrictions. Examples of
special designations are Outstanding National
Resource Water, Sole-source Aguifer, Wild and
Scenic River, and Water Quality Limited Segment.
Applicable special designations and discharge
restrictions are described the “"Resources
Management and Restoration” section of this
Chapter.

Coemphanee-Implementation Schedules-
The Porter-Cologne Act (CA Water Code § 13242[b])

requires a Basin Plan’s program of implementation
for achieving water quality objectives to include a
“time schedule for the actions to be taken.” Because
of the lack of ambient water quality monitoring data
for most of the water bodies of the Lahontan Region
(see Chapter 7), it is not possible to state whether or
not these waters are in achievement of all water
quality objectives, or to set compliance schedules for
achievement. The Regional Board periodically
reviews available information on attainment of
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objectives and support of beneficial uses as part of
the Water Quality Assessment (ongoing), Section
305(b) reporting (every two-six years), and Triennial
Review (every three years) processes. These
reviews may result in Basin Plan amendments and/or
the issuance of new or revised_waste discharge
permits which—that will—may include specific
compliance schedules for particular dischargers or
for all discharges affecting particular water bodies.
The Regional Board is also required to prioritize
impaired water bodies listed as “Water Quality
Limited” under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act
for the development of “Total Maximum Daily Loads”
(TMDLs) of pollutants to be used in setting wasteload
allocations for dischargers, in order to ensure
attainment of standards. See Section 4.13 of this
chapter for more information on TMDLs.

Some of the water quality control programs for the
Lahontan Region do have specific compliance
deadlines; which-that are discussed later in this Basin
Plan. For example, the Lake Tahoe TMDL includes
5-year load reduction requirements for the four
major pollutant source categories. Some of the
waste discharge prohibitions discussed later in this
Chapter also include specific compliance dates.

Compliance schedules may be included in WDRs,
waivers of WDRs, CAOs, CDOs, TSOs, stipulated
penalty orders pursuant to Water Code section
13308, and investigative orders pursuant to Water
Code sections 13267 and 13383. However, NPDES
permits _for _existing discharges may _include
compliance schedules only under limited
circumstances, as described below.

I onal ntaine_cl .
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Compliance Schedules in NPDES Permits
Section 301(b) (1)(c) of the Clean Water Act
requires NPDES permits  to include effluent
limitations_as_stringent_as needed to attain water
quality standards. Compliance schedules for
attainment of effluent limitations may be included in
NPDES permits for implementation of new, revised,
or _newly interpreted standards under specific
circumstances, if the State has authority to issue
such schedules.

The State Board has adopted a “Policy for
Compliance Schedules in_National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permits” (Resolution
No. 2008-0025). A copy of this policy is included in
Appendix B. The policy applies to all NPDES
permits that are modified or reissued after its
effective_date (December 17, 2008). It authorizes
the Regional Boards to include a compliance
schedule in a permit for an existing discharger for
attainment of an effluent limitation for a new, revised
or _newly interpreted water quality objective or
criterion, when the Regional Board determines that
the discharger needs additional time to implement
actions to _comply with the limitation. Compliance
schedules are not authorized in _permits for new
dischargers. See the policy for definitions and
additional details on provisions related to National
Toxics Rule and California Toxics Rule standards,
and circumstances _under _which compliance
schedules are or are not authorized in NPDES

permits.

Innovative Technology and Demonstration
Projects-

The Regional Board occasionally receives proposals
for the use of innovative technology, either as part of
projects or activities which-that it regulates, or as a
water quality mitigation measure. Examples include
the use of bacteria as ice nucleating agents for
snowmaking at ski areas, and bioremediation
technology for cleanup of toxic substance leaks and
spills in ground water. Regional Board staff will
evaluate such proposals on a case-by-case basis in
relation to applicable water quality standards,
discharge prohibitions, effluent limitations, and the
risk of adverse water quality impacts from the specific

technology. {Risk—assessment—is—discussed—in—the
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Cleanups™section-of-this-Chapter-}- Because of the
high resource value and extreme sensitivity of some
of the waters of the Lahontan Region, some types of
demonstration projects using new technology should
be carried out within other watersheds.

Interstate Issues-

The Lahontan Region includes most of California’s
common boundary with Nevada, and a small
common boundary with Oregon. There are a number
of interstate lakes, streams, and ground water
basins. Section 518 of the federal Clean Water Act
allows Indian tribes to apply to the USEPA to be
treated as states for purposes of setting and
implementing water quality standards under Sections
303 and 401 of the Act. As—ef1993,+eAt least one
tribes within the Lahontan Region had been granted
such status.

Historically, interstate water quantity issues have
been of greater concern than water quality issues.
(See the discussion of water quantity issues in the
“Resources Management” section of this Chapter).
However, the requirement for efforts by both
California and Nevada to protect Lake Tahoe led to
the development of the bi-state Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency and a bi-state Water Quality
Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region under
Section 208 of the Clean Water Act (see Chapter 5).
Impacts of pumping in Nevada on ground water
supplies in Death Valley, and impacts of radioactivity
from the Nevada Test Site on ground water quality in
Death Valley, are also of concern._Utility scale solar

Nonpoint Source Program-

Nonpoint sources of pollution are generally defined
as sources which-that are diffuse and/or not subject
to regulation under the federal National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (for surface water
discharges). Nonpoint sources include agriculture,
grazing, silviculture, abandoned mines, construction,
stormwater runoff, etc. Nonpoint sources have been
identified as a major cause of water pollution in
Callifornia according to the State Board’'s 1990 Water
Quality Assessment report and 1988 Nonpoint
Source Problem Inventory for Surface Waters.

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) is the principal
federal water quality protection statute. For point
source discharges to surface waters, the CWA
establishes a permit system. However, nonpoint
sources are exempt from federal permitting
requirements, as are discharges to ground water.
The CWA was amended in 1987 to include a new
Section 319 entitled “Nonpoint Source Management
Programs.” Section 319 requires states to develop
Assessment Reports and Management Programs
describing the states’ nonpoint source problems. The
State Board’'s November 1988 Nonpoint Source
Problem Inventory for Surface Waters and Nenpeint
Seurce-Management-Planits current nonpoint source
program plan and policy, and water quality
assessment procedures respond to this requirement.

The State Board first adopted a statewide Nonpoint
Source Management Plan in 1988. In 2000, this
plan was replaced by the Plan for California’s
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program. In

and wind power plants near the California-Nevada

2004, the State Board adopted a “Policy for the

border may also affect surface and/or ground waters

Implementation _and Enforcement of the Nonpoint

in the Lahontan Region.

In both planning and regulatory activities for
interstate waters, Regional Board staff considers the
applicable water quality standards of the other state.
Regional Board staff request the opportunity to
review and comment on revisions of other state’s
water quality plans for waters shared with the
Lahontan Region, and provides these states with
similar opportunities to comment on Basin Plan
revisions. If Regional Board Basin Plan amendments
or waste discharge permits appear to create a
possibility of conflict with another state’s standards,
Regional Board staff consults with water quality staff
of the other state to attempt to resolve the conflict.
Because most water quality objectives for Lahontan
Region waters are based on historical water quality
and nendegradation-antidegradation considerations,
water quality permits which-that ensure compliance
with California standards generally should be
adequate to prevent violation of another state’s
standards.

Source Pollution Control Program” (State Board
Res. No. 2004-0030). This policy summarizes the
authority of the State and Regional Boards to
control _nonpoint source discharges under the
Porter-Cologne Act.

All _current _and proposed nonpoint _source
discharges that could affect the quality of waters of
the state should be requlated under WDRs, waivers
of WDRs, waste discharge prohibitions, other orders
of the Regional Board or State Board or some
combination of these requlatory tools. The State
and Regional Boards also implement a broad
program _ of  outreach, education, technical
assistance and financial incentives. This program is
supplemented by collaborative activities with other
agencies _and non-governmental organizations to
facilitate control of nonpoint sources.
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Best Management Practices-

Property owners, managers or other dischargers may
implement “Best Management Practices” (BMPs) to
protect water quality. The term “Best Management
Practices” used in reference to control measures for
nonpoint source water pollutants is analogous to the
terms “Best Available Technology/Best Control
Technology” (BAT/BCT) used for control of point
source pollutants. The USEPA (40 CFR § 103.2[m])
defines BMPs as follows:

“Methods, measures, or practices selected by an
agency to meet its nonpoint source control needs.
BMPs include, but are not limited to structural and
nonstructural  controls and  operation and
maintenance procedures. BMPs can be applied
before, during and after pollution producing activities
to reduce or eliminate the introduction of pollutants
into receiving waters.”

USEPA regulations (40 CFR § 130.6 [b][4][i]) provide
that Basin Plans:

“shall describe the regulatory and nonregulatory
programs, activities, and BMPs which the agency
has selected as the means to control nonpoint
source pollution where necessary to protect or
achieve  approved water uses. Economic,
institutional, and technical factors shall be considered
in a continuing process of identifying control needs
and evaluating and modifying the BMPs as
necessary to achieve water quality goals.”

BMPs fall into two general categories:

e Source controls which—that prevent a
discharge or threatened discharge. These may
include measures such as recycling of used
motor oil, fencing streambanks to prevent
livestock entry, fertilizer management, street
cleaning, revegetation and other erosion
controls, and limits on total impervious surface
coverage. Because the effectiveness of
treatment BMPs is often uncertain, source
control is generally preferable to treatment. It is
also often less expensive.

e Treatment controls which—that remove
pollutants from stormwater before it reaches
surface or ground waters. These include
infiltration facilities, oil/water separators, and
constructed wetlands.
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BMPs for development projects can be applied both
to new project construction, and, through
“retrofitting,” to existing structures, roads, parking
lots, and similar facilities. It may be possible to carry
out an areawide retrofit program as part of a local
government redevelopment project.

Several important points about BMPs must be
emphasized at the outset:

. ”

e  The use of BMPs does not necessarily ensure
compliance with effluent limitations or with
receiving water objectives. Because nonpoint
source control has been a priority only since the
1970s, the long-term effectiveness of some
BMPs has not yet been documented. Some
source control BMPs (e.g., waste motor oil
recycling) may be 100 percent effective if
implemented properly. Information to date
indicates that treatment control BMPs are not
100 percent effective, even if maintained and
operated properly. Monitoring and evaluation of
BMP effectiveness is an important part of
nonpoint source control programs.

. The selection of individual BMPs must take into
account speeific—site-specific conditions (e.g.,

depth to ground water, quality of runoff,
infiltration rates). Not all BMPs are applicable at
every location. High ground water levels may
preclude the use of runoff infiltration facilities,
while steep slopes may limit the use of wet
ponds.

e To be effective, most BMPs must be
implemented on a long-term basis. Structural
BMPs (e.g., wet ponds and infiltration
trenches) require periodic maintenance, and
may eventually require replacement.

e The ‘“state-of-the-art” for BMP design and
implementation is expected to change over
time. —ro—io—=ensle clonninc s oenos

include—periodic—review—and—update—of - BMP.

To date, the greatest attention has been given to
development of BMPs for erosion and stormwater
control in connection with construction projects,
urban runoff, and timber harvest activities. BMPs are
now being developed for control of a number of other
nonpoint sources, including range livestock grazing
and agricultural runoff.

General information on recommended nonpoint
source management practices is provided under
different water quality problem categories throughout
this Chapter and in Chapter 5 on the Lake Tahoe
Basin. For detailed information on the design,
implementation, and effectiveness of specific BMPs,
the reader should consult the appropriate BMP
Handbook for the project type or location.
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Specific Types of Activities and Their
Related Water Quality Problems, Control
Actions, and Time Schedules for the

Actions to be Taken

This Plan considers specific types of problem-related
activities with their water quality impacts, control
actions and time schedules under the thirteen
categories of:

4.1 Waste Discharge Prohibitions

4.2 Spills, Leaks, Complaint Investigations, and
Cleanups

4.3 Stormwater Runoff, Erosion, and
Sedimentation

4.4 Wastewater—Treatment, Disposal and
Reclamation

4.5 Solid and Liquid Waste Disposal to Land
4.6 Ground Water Protection and Management
4.7 Mining, Industry, and Energy Production
4.8 Land Development

4.9 Resources Management and Restoration
4.10 Agriculture

4.11 Recreation

4.12 Military Installations

4.13 Total Maximum Daily Loads

General water quality impacts from each category of
activities are first described, followed by details
specific to the types of activities in each category.

Ch. 4, Introduction
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4.1 WASTE
DISCHARGE
PROHIBITIONS

Section 13243 of the Water Code gives Regional
Boards, in Basin Plans or waste discharge

with water quality objectives. In general, the
Regional Board expects that control measures will
be implemented in an iterative manner as needed to
meet applicable receiving water quality objectives.

Exemptions to Waste Discharge
Prohibitions

The Basin Plan allows exemptions to certain waste

requirements, authority to “specify certain conditions

discharge prohibitions if the applicable criteria are

or _areas where the discharge of waste, or certain

met, as described further, below. Exemptions are

types of waste, will not be permitted.” Regional

generally provided on a case-by-case basis, although

Boards may take enforcement action for violations

the Regional Board may find that certain types of

of waste discharge prohibitions. The Water Code

discharges are exempt from certain or all applicable

may also contain waste discharge prohibitions that

waste discharge prohibitions. Exemptions _to

are applicable in the Lahontan Region.

This section of the Basin Plan contains waste
discharge prohibitions that apply to the entire
Lahontan Region and waste discharge prohibitions
that apply to specific watersheds (hydrologic units

regionwide, hydrologic unit, and hydrologic area
prohibitions _may be granted as specified in _this
chapter _and Chapter 5 for the Lake Tahoe

Hydrologic Unit.

Section 13223 of the Water Code allows Regional

[HUs] or hydrologic areas [HAs]). Watershed-

Boards to delegate _many of their powers to their

specific_prohibitions are listed by watershed in

Executive Officers. This section also provides that,

geographical order from north to south. Prohibitions

whenever any reference is made in the Porter-

that apply to the entire Region are listed first.

Waste discharge prohibitions in this chapter and
Chapter 5 (Water Quality Control Standards for the
Lake Tahoe Basin) do not apply to discharges of
stormwater when wastes in the discharge are
controlled through the application of management
practices or other means and the discharge does
not cause a violation of water quality objectives.
For existing discharges, waste discharge
requirements, including, if authorized, NPDES
permits, may contain a time schedule for the
application of control measures and compliance

Cologne Water Quality Control Act to an action that
may be taken by a Regional Board, such reference
includes such action by its Executive Officer pursuant
to _powers and duties delegated by the Regional
Board.

A discharger seeking an exemption from a waste
discharge prohibition _must file project information
sufficient to demonstrate that it meets the applicable
criteria. _Discharges subject to _a prohibition cannot
commence until such time as the Regional Board has
provided written concurrence that the applicable
criteria_are_met. In_addition to the exemption, the
discharger must obtain _all other relevant and
appropriate Regional Board permits or authorizations
for _the project or activity (e.q., water quality
certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water
Act). Except in emergency situations, the Executive
Officer will notify the Regional Board and interested
members of the public 10 days in advance of the
intent to grant _an exemption to allow for public
comment on whether the exemption proposal meets
the applicable criteria.  Such notification _may be
provided by electronic notification, including Internet

posting.

Regionwide Prohibitions
1. The discharge of waste”— whichthat causes
violation of any narrative or numeric water

enitions:
“Waste ’5 defined-to euslye 2Ry waste or deleterious maieria
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guality objective contained in this Plan;-including
the-Nondegradation-Objective; is prohibited.

2——Fhe discharge ol waste-which-causes violation
oFany “Il’" 1eHe “al .tle. qul.al y-objective-contained

32. Where any numeric or narrative water quality
objective contained in this Plan is already being
violated, the discharge of waste which—that
causes further degradation or pollution is
prohibited.

3. The discharge of waste that could affect the
quality of waters of the state that is not
authorized by the State or Regional Board
through waste discharge requirements, waiver
of waste discharge requirements, NPDES
permit, cease and desist order, certification of
water quality compliance pursuant to Clean
Water Act section 401, or other appropriate
requlatory mechanism is prohibited.

4. The discharge of untreated sewage, garbage, or
other solid wastes into surface waters of the
Region is prohibited. (For the purposes of this
prohibition, “untreated sewage” is that which
exceeds secondary treatment standards of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, which are
incorporated in this plan in Section 4.4 under
“Surface Water Disposal of Sewage Effluent.”)

Exemptions to Regionwide Prohibitions

An exemption to prohibitions 1 and 2, above, may be
granted whenever the Regional Board finds all of the

following:

a. The discharge of waste will not, individually or
collectively, directly or indirectly, unreasonably
affect the water for its beneficial uses, and

b. There is no reasonable alternative to the waste
discharge, and

c. All applicable and practicable control and
mitigation _measures have been incorporated to
minimize potential adverse impacts to water
quality and beneficial uses.

Exemptions for Emergency Projects

The Reqgional Board recognizes that emergency
projects may require the discharge of waste to water
as part of actions to address the emergency. Due to
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the exigencies of the emergency situation, normal
public noticing and Regional Board action on
granting prohibition exemptions may not be possible.
For waste discharged as a result of emergency
projects, exemptions to all prohibitions contained in
this Basin Plan _may be granted by the Regional
Board’s Executive Officer for the following projects:

1. Projects to maintain, repair, restore, demolish, or
replace property or facilities damaged or
destroyed as a result of a disaster in a disaster
stricken area in which a state of emergency has
been proclaimed by the Governor pursuant to
the  California _Emergency  Services  Act,
commencing _ with Section 8550 of the
Government Code.

2. Emergency repairs to publicly or privately owned
service facilities necessary to _maintain _service
essential to the public health, safety or welfare.

3. Specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate
an_emergency. This does not include long-term
projects undertaken for the purpose of
preventing or mitigating a situation that has a low
probability of occurrence in the short-term.

Exemptions to all waste discharge prohibitions for
emergency projects meeting the above qualifications
may be granted whenever the Executive Officer finds
that a specific project meets all of the following
criteria:

a. _There is no feasible alternative to the project that
would comply with the Basin Plan prohibitions,
and

b. All applicable control and mitigation measures
that _are practicable have been incorporated to
minimize potential adverse impacts to water
quality and beneficial uses.

Exempted Low Threat Discharges

The Regional Board has determined that the
discharges listed in Table 4.1-1 are exempt from
applicable regionwide and hydrologic unit/area waste
discharge prohibitions subject to all the conditions set
forth below and the discharge-specific_conditions in
Table 4.1-1.

1. For proposed discharges to surface water, the
applicant must provide information supporting
why discharge to land is not practicable.

2. The discharge must not adversely affect the
beneficial uses of the receiving water.

Ch. 4, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

3. The discharge must comply with all applicable
water quality objectives.

4. Best practicable treatment or control of the
discharge shall be implemented to ensure that
pollution or nuisance will not occur.

Exemption Criteria for Restoration
Projects

The Regional Board encourages restoration projects
that are intended to reduce or mitigate existing
sources of soil erosion, water pollution, or impairment
of beneficial uses. For waste earthen materials
discharged as a result of restoration projects,
exemptions to the above prohibitions, and all other
prohibitions contained in this Basin Plan, may be
granted by the Regional Board’'s Executive Officer
whenever itfinds—that-a specific project meets all of
the following criteria:

1. The project will eliminate, reduce or mitigate
existing sources of soil erosion, water pollution,
and/or impairment of beneficial uses of water,
and

2. There is no feasible alternative to the project
that would comply with provisions—ef-thisthe
Basin Plan_prohibitions, precluding-the-need-for
an-exemption,-and

34. All applicable Best-ManagementPractices_and

practicable control and mitigation measures
have been incorporated into the project to
minimize land disturbance, soil erosion, sutface
runoffdischarges of turbid water, and other
potential adverse environmental— impacts_to
water quality and beneficial uses to the
minimum_necessary to _complete the project.;
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TABLE 4.1-1. LOW THREAT DISCHARGES THAT ARE CONDITIONALLY EXEMPT

FROM WASTE DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS

The exempt waste discharges must meet general conditions in Basin Plan section on Limited Threat

Discharges, enumerated below, in addition to meeting the applicable specific conditions for discharge

cateqgories.

General Conditions for Exemption:

1

For proposed discharges to surface water, the applicant must provide information supporting why discharge

to land is not practicable.

. _The discharge must not adversely affect the beneficial uses of the receiving water.

3. The discharge must comply with all applicable water guality objectives.

4. Best practicable treatment or control of the discharge must be implemented to ensure that pollution or

nuisance will not occur.

Specific Conditions for Exemption:

Discharge Category

Conditions for Exemption

Atmospheric condensate from refrigeration
and air conditioning systems

Must not contain chemicals or materials that
would adversely affect water quality.

Groundwater from foundation drains, crawl-

Must not contain chemicals or materials that

space pumps, and footing drains

would adversely affect water quality.

Water main, storage tank, fire hydrant
flushing

Water discharged must consist of potable
water. Must use best management practices
to reduce soil erosion from discharged water
to a level of insignificance.

Incidental runoff from landscape irrigation

Must not contain fertilizers or pesticides. For
recycled water used for irrigation, must
discharge to land.

Non-contact cooling water

Must not contain biocides, anti-scalants or
other additives.

Aaquifer or pump testing water

Must not be in an area of known groundwater
contamination. If discharged to surface
water, the guality of the discharge must be
substantially similar to the quality of the
receiving water.

Construction dewatering

Must not be in an area of known soil or
groundwater contamination where that
contamination could adversely affect the
discharge and/or the receiving water.

Utility vault and conduit flushing and draining

Must not contain chemicals or materials that

would adversely affect water quality.

Hydrostatic testing, maintenance, repair and

Water discharged must consist of potable

disinfection of potable water supply pipelines

water. Must use best management practices

to reduce soil erosion from discharged water
to an insignificant level.
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TABLE 4.1-1. LOW THREAT DISCHARGES THAT ARE CONDITIONALLY EXEMPT

FROM WASTE DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS

Hydrostatic testing of newly constructed
pipelines, tanks, reservoirs, etc., used for
purposes other than potable water supply
(e.q., gas, oil, reclaimed water, etc.)

Potable water must be used in the hydrostatic
test. Must not contain chemicals or materials
that would adversely affect water quality.
Must use best management practices to
reduce soil erosion from discharged water to
an insignificant level.

Disposal of treated groundwater

Treatment must remove contaminants of
concern to non-detectable levels.

Pier pilings (driven), except for piers in Lake

Piles must be driven. Where the lakebed

Tahoe in significant fish spawning habitat or

contains clayey or silty substrate, caissons,

in areas immediately offshore of stream inlets

turbidity curtains, or other best management

practices must be used to limit generated
turbidity to smallest area practicable.

Buoys and aids to navigation

Must not contain chemicals or materials that
would adversely affect water quality.

Scientific instrumentation for water quality or

Must meet the general conditions for

resources study

exemption.
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Considerations for Water Recycling

Projects

The State Board adopted a Recycled Water Policy
(Res. No. 2009-0011, amended by Res. No. 2013-
0003) that indicates the State and Regional Boards
will exercise their authorities to the fullest extent to
encourage the use of recycled water, consistent with
state_and federal water gquality laws. The Regional
Board encourages the reuse of treated domestic
wastewater, and desires to facilitate its reuse (see
Section 4.4 of this Chapter). The need to develop
and use recycled water is one factor the Regional
Board will evaluate when considering exemption
requests to waste discharge prohibitions. Other
considerations, including potential impacts of
nutrients in recycled water on aquatic life-uses_and
the assimilative capacity of groundwater basins for
salts and nutrients, will also apply.

Unit/Area-Specific Prohibitions
Figures depicting specific prohibition areas are
located at the end of this Section. Figure 4.1-1
provides an overview of the Lahontan Region with
the approximate location of all prohibition areas.
Area- specific prohibitions are grouped by
watersheds, which are discussed in a north to south
order.

Susanville and-Smeke-Creek-Hydrologic

Units
(Figure 4.1-23)

. .
OF-Bther S elﬁelme aplpulltel_na Ges-Rto tl.'e. a ;.es

The discharge of waste within the following
described area (referred to as the Cady
Springs Prohibition Area;—see—Figure—4-1-4)
from leaching or percolation systems installed
after August 17, 1995 is prohibited: The Cady
Springs Prohibition Area is defined as follows
and is shown for information in Fig. 4.1-42:

U.S.G.S. Map (7.5 Minute Series), Susanville
Quadrangle:

T.30.N. and R.11.E., Including:

Sections 1 through 18, 20 through 28, and
portions of Sections 19, 29, 33, 34, 35, and 36.
The boundary defining the portions of Sections
19, 29, 33, and 34 is based on the surface
water divide between Piute Creek and Susan

River drainages and the fault trace F; as
described in the Cady Springs Water Quality
Phase | Report (DWR 1993); the portions of
those Sections within the Piute Creek drainage
and north of the fault are included in the
prohibition area. Areas north of the Susan River
in Section 36 are included in the prohibition
area. Excluding: Sections 30, 31 and 32.

T.29.N. and R.11.E., Including:

Areas north of the Susan River in Sections 2
and 3. Excluding: Section 1, and Sections 4
through 36.

Projects that satisfy the following criteria shall
be exempt from the above-stated prohibition:

a. The discharge is composed of domestic
wastewater only; and

b. The proposed disposal system satisfies the
Regional Board's criteria for individual
waste  disposal systems  (minimum
distances, percolation rates, soll
characteristics, depth to ground water,
ground slope, expansion area), as
prescribed in Chapter—Section 4.4 of this

WaterQuality-PlanChapter; and

c. One of the following:
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i. The proposed project is residential,
inside an “Existing Land Development,”
the net lot area is 15,000 square feet or
more, and the wastewater discharge
will not exceed one equivalent dwelling
unit (EDU) per net lot area per day.
This criterion is based on existing septic
density requirements, as prescribed in
Chapter 4.4 of this Water Quality Plan.
The net lot area is that contained inside
the boundaries set forth in the legal lot
description; or

i. The proposed project is non-residential
or of mixed occupancy, inside an
“Existing Land Development,” the net
lot area is 15,000 square feet or more,
and the wastewater discharge does not
exceed one EDU per net lot area per
day, as determined using Fable-}-3the
estimated waste/sewage flow rates in
the Uniform Plumbing Code.

For proposed projects in “Existing Land
Development” that do not satisfy the above-
stated exemption criteria, an exemption to the
prohibition may nonetheless be granted by the
Regional Board's Executive Officer after
submittal by the proposed discharger of a
Report of Waste Discharge which-that includes
geologic and hydrologic evidence and an
acceptable engineering design which—that
sufficiently demonstrate that the use of the
proposed leaching system will not, of itself or in
conjunction with the use of other systems in
the area, result in a pollution or nuisance, or
other adverse effects to water quality or
beneficial uses. (Guidance for preparing a
Report of Waste Discharge may be obtained
by contacting the office of the Regional Board.)

For purposes of the above-stated exemption
criteria, “Existing Land Development” is defined
as subdivisions or individual parcels that have
legal lot descriptions approved by local
agencies prior to April 21, 1995. Further—it-is
understood-that-Lassen-County's-standardsfor
use —of ,sepue aRk—Systems —require, —at a

HH H;“ con p_lanee with-the I%eg||e| at Bea.lds

The Regional Board will not issue discharge
permits for proposed leaching or percolation
systems on “new lots” inside the prohibition
area. For purposes of this prohibition, “new lots”
are defined as lots created for development
after April 21, 1995 by means of parcel splits
and/or land divisions. An exemption may be

granted by the Regional Board for projects on
“new lots,” provided the project is necessary for
public health and safety, or other necessary
public services whiehthat, by their inherent
nature, must be located in close geographic
proximity to the served public. Examples of
such public services would be schools and post
offices. To obtain an exemption, the proposed
discharger must submit a Report of Waste
Discharge which—that includes geologic and
hydrologic evidence and an acceptable
engineering design whish——eniioionlly
demonstrateing that the use of the proposed
leaching system will not, of itself or in
conjunction with the use of other systems in the
area, result in a pollution or nuisance, or other
adverse effects to water quality or beneficial
uses.

Eagle Drainage Hydrologic Area
(Figure 4.1-35)

1.

New discharge of waste within the Spaulding
Tract and Stones-Bengard subdivisions is
prohibited after March 30, 1987. For the
purposes of this prohibition, new discharge of
waste is the installation of new septic systems,
or expansion of existing septic systems.

The discharge of waste containing nutrients
from the Spaulding Tract or Stones-Bengard
subdivisions with-other-than-azero-discharge-of
nAdtrents—to any surface waters or ground
waters in the Eagle Lake—basinDrainage
Hydrologic Area is prohibited after September
14, 1989.

The discharge of waste from septic systems
within the Eagle's Nest Tract in-excessfor more
than-ef a single five--consecutive--month period
each calendar year is prohibited.

usel of _els Was esl I‘”aSI' § naeln_ es
The discharge of phosphates

wastewater _treatment _ (septic)
prohibited in Eagle's Nest Tract.

to __onsite
systems__is

The maximum development density for new
development which-that discharges wastes to
subsurface disposal systems shall be one single
family dwelling equivalent per 20 acres. For
non-residential development, and/or where pre-
discharge nutrient removal is provided, single
family dwelling equivalence shall be based on
mean total nitrogen discharge or mean total
phosphorus discharge to the subsurface
disposal system(s), whichever is more
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restrictive. Approval by the Regional Board's
Executive Officer is required for each system
prior to discharge from the system. Before
granting such approval, the Executive Officer
must find (based on evidence presented by the
proposed discharger) that soils have good
phosphorus removal capability, and that the
system will comply with all other applicable
criteria contained in this Plan.

1

For purposes of the above prohibition, “new
development” is defined as any subdivision of
land in any area other than the existing
Spaulding Tract, Stones-Bengard and Eagle's
Nest Tract subdivisions.

The discharge of wastes containing nutrients
from the—wastewater treatment facilitiesy on
lands administered by the U.S. Forest Service,
Lassen National Forest, to surface waters or
ground waters in the Eagle Lake-basinDrainage

Hydrologic Area is prohibited.

The discharge of wastes containing nutrients
from the Bald Hills Campground to surface
waters or ground waters in the Eagle Lake
basinDrainage Hydrologic Area is prohibited.

The discharge of wastes containing nutrients
from any new recreational facility or use area to
surface waters or ground waters in the Eagle
Lake—basinDrainage Hydrologic Area is
prohibited,—except—as—desecribed—below. For
purposes of this prohibition any new or
increased discharge of waste from any
recreational facility or use area other than that
discharged as of July 15, 1985 is prohibited
unless the nutrient discharge equivalent is less
than or equal to one single family dwelling per
20 acres.

The discharge of wastes containing nutrients
from any subsurface disposal system on a lot
with an elevation of less than 5130 feet is
prohibited.

Ch. 4, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Plan-or-otherwise adversely affect the water for
I e n-Plan i hibited.

Truckee River and Little Truckee River

Hydrologic Units
(Figures 4.1-4 through 4.1-6)

or—othershoreline -appurtenances tosurface
ﬁ ; | . .

The discharge, attributable to human activities,

of any waste or deleterious material to surface

waters of the Truckee River HU or Little
Truckee River HU is prohibited.

The Regional Board may grant an exemption to
this _prohibition when the Regional Board finds
that all of the following criteria are met:

a. The discharge of waste will not, individually
or__collectively, directly or indirectly,
unreasonably affect the water for its
beneficial uses, and

b. There is no reasonable alternative to the
waste discharge, and

c. All applicable and practicable control and
mitigation measures have been
incorporated to_minimize potential adverse
impacts to water quality and beneficial
uses.
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: F ” I :
; itad

2(ey The discharge or threatened discharge,

attributable to human activities, of selid-orliguid

waste ma{enals—memdmg—seu—ah—elay—sand—

to

lands within the 100-year floodplain of the

Truckee River, Little Truckee River, and erany

their tributariesy te—theLittle—TFruckeeRiveris
prohibited.

Eséelnpl HoA-GI t_e||a|e| Little I|u.eleee Hllvel .
Lt
a. The Regional Board may grant exemptions to
this_prohibition 4{€)-abeve-as-it-apples-to-the
Little Truckee River HU-and the Truckee River
HU-for the repair, or replacement, or relocation
of existing structures, provided that the repair,
or replacement or relocation does not invelve

volume-reduce or adverselv affect the existing

floodplain function’. Fer-exampleif-a-building
or-residence-is-damaged-er-destroyed-by-fire;
be |epa||.ed OF —a—stiucture—o identica (_e|
S al e|)FS|ze € euldﬁbel re-built on H.'e Sa 'Iel S te'

Prior to granting any such exemption, the
Regional Board shall require demonstration by
the proposed discharger that all applicable

Best—Management—Practicesand _practicable

control and mitigation measures have been

incorporated into the project te—minimize—any
such that potential seil-eresionandior-surface

runoff—problems.adverse impacts to water

quality and beneficial uses are the minimum
necessary to complete the project.

b. The Regional Board may grant exemptions to
this prohibition for the discharge from existing
and replacement onsite wastewater treatment
systems, such as septic systems, within the
100-year floodplain when the Regional Board
finds all of the following:

! Floodplain function includes the conveyance of
floodwaters along with other hydrologic,
geomorphic, biological and ecological processes
such as groundwater recharge, floodwater filtration,
sediment transport, spawning gravel replenishment,
seed dispersal, and riparian vegetation
maintenance.

(1) the discharge will not unreasonably affect
the beneficial uses of surface or ground
waters, and

(2) the system is properly functioning or is being
replaced with a properly functioning system,
and

43 the system is in compliance with
septic_system requirements _in_this Basin
Plan, the State Water Board's Onsite
Wastewater Treatment System Policy, or an

approved  Local Agency Management
Program.
c. The Regional Board may alse—grant

exemptions to this prohibition 4{c}-abeve-as-it

applies-to-the-Litle Fruckee-River-HU-and-the
Fruekee RiverHU-for the following categorles
of new projects within the 100-year floodplain:

(1) Pprojects selely—intended to reduce or
mitigate existing sources of erosion or water
pollution, or to restore or improve the
floodplain _functionfunectional—value—to

(2) Projects _and _activities _essential __ for
transportation, including stream crossings,
100-year floodplain crossings and
associated  faciliies such as  bridge
abutments and approaches, installation and
maintenance of storm drains _and storm
water treatment facilities, and road and
highway maintenance _activities. This
category includes stream crossings in
approved state or federal timber harvest
plans or when consistent with State or
Regional Board requlation, and discharge of
gravel, rock, or other suitable material for
stream_crossings on _un-surfaced roads for
erosion control.bridge———abutments;
&FBB'II'G.QG es 9.'F.9“'e.' esse Ealtanspl ortatio
general plan

(3) Pprojects and activities necessary to protect
public health or safety or to provide essential
public services, including, but not limited to,
utilities such as water and sewer lines, forest

%2 The use of the term “project” within the exemption

criteria_applies to an element or elements of an

overall project where that element or those

elements _are within _the 100-year floodplain.

Exemption criteria_are to be assessed for those

project elements within the 100-year floodplain.
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management activities to reduce the risk and
severity of wildfires, and projects needed to
protect the health and safety of occupants of
existing structures.

(4) Private piers or projects necessary for public
recreation, including providing access to
water-dependent recreational opportunities,
such as installation of public boat ramps.

(5) Projects for monitoring or scientific research

related to natural resources and
environmental _quality. This __category
includes equipment or_structure installation
for _basic data  collection, research,
experimental _management and _resource
evaluation activities that do not result in_a
significant adverse effect on water quality or
beneficial uses.

An exemption to prohibition 24(c), above, may be
allowed for a specific new project only when the
Regional Board makes all of the following findings:

The project is included in one or more of the five
categories listed above.

There is no reasonable alternative to—locating
that avoids or reduces the extent of

encroachment by the project erportions—of-the
proeject-within the 100-year floodplain.

For private pier and public recreation projects,
tFhe project, by its very nature, must be located
within the 100-year floodplain. (This finding is
not required for those portions of outdoor public
recreation projects to be located in areas that
were substantially altered by grading and/or
filling activities before June 26, 1975.) The
determination of whether a project, by its very
nature, must be located in a 100-year floodplain
shall be based on the kind of project proposed,
not the particular site proposed. Exemptions for
projects such as recreational facility parking lots
and visitor centers, which by their very nature
do not have to be located in a 100-year
floodplain, will not be allowed in areas that were
not substantially altered by grading and/or filling
prior to June 26, 1975.

Theprojectincorporates—measures-which—wil
sure—that —any—e e|5|e and—surace unlnell

Ch. 4, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

levels—of —insignificance-All__applicable and

practicable control and mitigation measures
have been incorporated such that potential
adverse impacts to water quality and beneficial
uses are the minimum necessary to complete

the project.

The project will not reduce or adversely affect
the eX|st|nq floodplain functlon—ﬂew—attenuaaen

the ground-water flow treatment capacity from
existing—eenditions. This shall be ensured by

restoration of previously disturbed areas within
the 100-year floodplain within the project site, or
by enlargement-ef-theimprovement of floodplain
function within or as close as practical to the
project site. The restored—new or enlarged
improved 100-year floodplain__function shakl
TIUSL Bosheisionorso e lum e oadnntlons
valde—to—more than offset the floed—flow

attenuation—capacity,—surface—flowtreatment

eapaeity-floodplain function lost by construction
of the project. This finding will not be required
for: (1) essential public health or safety projects,
(2) projects to provide essential public services
for—whiechthat the Regional Board finds such
mitigation measures to be infeasible because
the financial resources of the entity proposing
the project are severely limited, or (3)
monitoring or scientific research projects where
the Board finds the floodplain function will not

be S|qn|f|cantlv reducedarejeets—fer—whieh—the
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Discharge in the Truckee River and Little
Truckee Hydrologic Units of wastewater or
wastewater effluent resulting in an average total
nitrogen concentration in the (undiluted)
wastewater exceeding 9 mg-N/liter entering the
Truckee River or any of its tributaries above the
Boca Reservoir outlet confluence is prohibited
(Figure 4.1-68).

Ne-dDischarge in the Truckee River and Little
Truckee River Hydrologic Units of domestic
wastewater to individual facilities such as septic
tank-leachfield systems shall—be—permittedis
prohibited for any subdivisions (as defined by
the Subdivision Map Act, Government Code
66424) which—that did not discharge prior to
October 16, 1980. This prohibition shall apply to
all areas where underlying ground waters are
tributary to the Truckee River or any of its
tributaries above the confluence of the Boca
Reservoir outlet and the Truckee River (Figure
4.1-68). (Regionwide —septic—system—density
softcdo—noebhelothe sopdops of e eneles
. ido of thi it .

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board finds (based on
geologic and hydrologic evidence presented by
the proposed discharger) that operation of
individual domestic wastewater facilities in a

particular area will not—individually—or

sellosteche ool o adizocihr ochioeechy
unreasonably affect water quality or beneficial
uses. (See—l;@ﬁe—4—l-8A—)—Alse—see—Append4*

Ch. 4, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Exclusion of certain existing septic tank
subdivisions from the site-specific waste
discharge prohibitions above is not a mandate
for build-out of all such subdivisions, and it is
assumed that a large portion of existing lots
currently approved for septic tank systems will
eventually be sewered to the Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency (TTSA).

. Once sewer lines are installed in a subdivision

or area, within the Little Truckee River or
Truckee River Hydrologic Units, the discharge
of wastes or wastewater to individual systems
(such as septic tank-leachfield systems) from all
new dwellings constructed or installed within
200 feet of the sewer line shall-beis prohibited.

. Continued onsite discharge of septic tank

effluent from structures within 200 feet of any
existing sewer line connecting to TTSA,
including the Truckee River Interceptor, where a
septic tank-leachfield system is found to
function improperly at any time, and/or where
septic tank-leachfield construction is found to be
in violation of the minimum criteria listed in this
Plan, is prohibited.

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board finds (based on
geologic and hydrologic evidence presented by
the proposed discharger) all of the following:

(1) that operation of individual domestic
wastewater facilities in_such an area will
not, unreasonable affect water quality or
beneficial uses,
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(2) _that connecting to the sewer system would
have a damaging effect on the environment,
and

4(3) that, if the onsite wastewater
treatment _system is not functioning
properly, the system is repaired or replaced
such that it will function properly.

Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit

This Basin Plan contains a separate chapter
(Chapter 5) concerning Lake Tahoe and its
watershed. Discharge-Waste discharge prohibitions
and applicable prohibition exemptions in effect for the
Lake Tahoe HU are included in that chapter. -

Prohibitions—are-in—effect-inthe Lake Tahoe HU for

i ithi -Regionwide
waste discharge prohibitions (and _ applicable

prohibition exemptions) also apply in the Lake Tahoe
HU in addition to the Lake Tahoe-specific

prohibitions.

Carson River Hydrologic Units
(Figure 4.1-740)

or—other—shoreline—appurtenances—to—surface
weotore ot tne Eoot borle Copoon Dy S o
| . ; hibited.

12. The discharge, attributable to human activities,
of any waste or deleterious material to surface
waters of the East Fork Carson River HU or
West Fork Carson River HU is prohibited.

The Regional Board may grant an exemption to
this_prohibition when the Regional Board finds
that all of the following criteria are met:

a. The discharge of waste will not, individually
or__collectively, directly or indirectly,
unreasonably affect the water for its
beneficial uses, and

b. There is no reasonable alternative to the
waste discharge, and

c. All applicable and practicable control and
mitigation measures have been
incorporated to minimize potential adverse
impacts to water quality and beneficial
uses.

Walker River Hydrologic Units
(Figure 4.1-811)

or—other—shoreline—appurtenances—to—surface
yotore—edheEoet Winlleer Broecr S o MAleat
I . ) hibited.

12. The discharge, attributable to human activities,
of any waste or deleterious material to surface
waters of the East Walker River HU or West
Walker HU is prohibited.

The Regional Board may grant an exemption to
this prohibition when the Regional Board finds
that all of the following criteria are met:

a. The discharge of waste will not, individually
or__collectively, directly or indirectly,
unreasonably affect the water for its
beneficial uses, and

b. There is no reasonable alternative to the
waste discharge, and

c. All applicable and practicable control and
mitigation measures have been
incorporated to minimize potential adverse
impacts to water quality and beneficial
uses.
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Mono and Owens Hydrologic Units
(Figures 4.1-942 through 4.1-139)

1.

The discharge of waste to surface water,
including sewage or sewage effluent, is
prohibited in the following locations:

(@ Mill Creek and Lee Vining Creek
watersheds (Figure 4.1-912).

(b) Rush Creek watershed above the outlet
from Grant Lake (Figure 4.1-912).

(c) The Owens River and its tributaries
upstream of Crowley Lake above elevation
7,200 feet (Figure 4.1-1043).

(d) The Owens River and its tributaries
downstream of Crowley Lake above
elevation 5,000 feet (Figure 4.1-1114).

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board finds (based on
geologic and hydrologic evidence presented by
the proposed discharger) that the discharge of
waste to surface waters will not, individually or
collectively, directly or indirectly, adversely
affect water quality or beneficial uses.

The discharge of waste from existing leaching
or percolation systems is prohibited in the
following areas:

(&) Rush Creek watershed above the outlet of
Grant Lake (Figure 4.1-912).

(b) Mammoth  Creek  watershed above
elevation 7,650 feet, including the drainage
area of the community of Mammoth Lakes
(Figure 4.1-1215).

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board's Executive
Officer finds (based on geologic and hydrologic
evidence presented by the proposed
discharger) that the continued operation of
septic tanks, cesspools, or other means of
waste disposal in a specific area will not,
individually or collectively, directly or indirectly,
adversely affect water quality or beneficial uses,

Ch. 4, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

and that the sewering of such area would have
a damaging effect upon the environment.

The discharge of waste is prohibited within the
following portions of Inyo County Service Area
No. 1:

(a) Assessment District No. 1 (Fig. 4.1-1316).
(b) Assessment District No. 2 (Fig. 4.1-1417).
(c) City of Bishop (Fig. 4.1-1316).

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board's Executive
Officer finds (based on geologic and hydrologic
evidence presented by the proposed
discharger) that the continued operation of
septic tanks, cesspools, or other means of
waste disposal in a specific area will not,
individually or collectively, directly or indirectly,
adversely affect water quality or the water for
beneficial uses, and that the sewering of such
area would have a damaging effect upon the
environment.

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board finds that a solid
waste disposal site operated in accordance with
an approved solid waste disposal plan will not,
directly or indirectly, adversely affect water
quality or beneficial uses.

The discharge of waste from new leaching and
percolation systems is prohibited in the
following areas (fFor this prohibition, new
systems are any installed after May 15, 1975):

(@) Rush Creek watershed above the outlet
from Grant Lake (Figure 4.1-912).

- Mammoth—Creek—watershed—upstream—of
the—confluence—of Sherwin—and-Mammoth
Creeks-(Figure-4-1-18)

(eb)The following portions of Inyo County
Service Area No. 1:

(1) Assessment District No._1
(Figure 4.1-1316).
(2) Assessment District No. 2
(Figure 4.1-1447).
(3) Rocking K Subdivision (Fig. 4.1-1316)
(4) City of Bishop (Fig. 4.1-1316).

(dc)Mammoth Creek watershed, including the
drainage area of the community of
Mammoth Lakes, and the Sherwin Creek
watershed upstream of the confluence of
Sherwin and Mammoth Creeks (Figure 4.1-
1215).
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An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board's Executive Officer
finds (based on geologic and hydrologic
evidence presented by the proposed discharger)
that leaching system disposal will not, directly or
indirectly, individually or collectively, result in a
pollution or nuisance, or other adverse affects to
water quality or beneficial uses.

The discharge of waste within the following
described area from new or existing leaching or
percolation systems is prohibited (fFor this
prohibition, new systems are any installed after
May 15, 1975):

The area commonly known as the Hilton
Creek/Crowley Lake communities included within
the W/2, SW/4, Section 25, E/2, SE/4 and the
SW/4, SE/4 and the S/2, SW/4 of Section 26,
N/2, NE/4, NE/4, Section 34, N/2, NW/4 and the
N/2, SE/4, NW/4 and the W/2, NE/4, Section 35,
T4S, R29E, MDB&M (Figure 4.1-1519).

An exemption to the prohibition against
discharge of waste from new septic/leaching
systems may be granted by the Regional Board's
Executive Officer after presentation by the
proposed discharger of geologic and hydrologic
evidence and an acceptable engineering design
which sufficiently demonstrate that the use of the
proposed leaching system will not, of itself or in
conjunction with the use of other systems in the
area, result in a pollution or nuisance, or other
adverse affects to water quality or beneficial
uses.

An exemption to the prohibition against
discharge of waste from existing septic/leaching
systems may be granted by the Regional Board's
Executive Officer after presentation by the
discharger of geologic and hydrologic evidence
that the continued use of an existing leaching
disposal system will not, individually or
collectively, result in a pollution or nuisance, or
other adverse affects to water quality or
beneficial uses.

Antelope Hydrologic Unit
(Figure 4.1-1622)

1.

The discharge of waste to surface water is
prohibited above elevation 3,500 feet.

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board finds that the
discharge of waste to surface waters will not,
individually or collectively, directly or indirectly,
adversely affect water quality or beneficial uses.

Mojave Hydrologic Unit
(Figure 4.1-1723 and 4.1-1824)

1.

The discharge of waste to surface water in the
Mojave Hydrologic Unit that is tributary to the
West Fork Mojave River or Deep Creek, above
elevation 3,200 feet (approximate elevation of
Mojave Forks Dam), is prohibited. This
prohibition does not apply to stormwater
discharges unless such discharges create a
condition of pollution or nuisance. (Figure 4.1-
1723)

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
by the Regional Board whenever the Regional
Board finds that the discharge of waste will not,
individually or collectively, directly or indirectly,
result in exceeding the water quality objectives or
unreasonably affect the water for its beneficial
uses.

The discharge of waste to land or water within
the following areas is prohibited (Figure 4.1-
1723):

(&) The Silverwood Lake watershed.
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(b) The Deep Creek watershed above elevation
3,200 feet.

(c) The Grass Valley Creek watershed above
elevation 3,200 feet.

This prohibition does not apply to stormwater
discharges unless such discharges create a
condition of pollution or nuisance.

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
by the Regional Board whenever the Regional
Board finds that the discharge of waste will not,
individually or collectively, directly or indirectly,
result in exceeding the water quality objectives or
unreasonably affect the water for its beneficial
uses.

The discharge of waste from new leaching or
percolation systems is prohibited in the following
areas (Figure 4.1-1723):

(@ The Silverwood Lake watershed.
(b) Deep Creek and Grass Valley Creek
watersheds above elevation 3,200 feet.

For this prohibition, “new” systems are any
installed after May 15, 1975.

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board's Executive
Officer finds that the operation of septic tanks,
cesspools, or other means of waste disposal in
a particular area will not, individually or
collectively, directly or indirectly, adversely
affect water quality or beneficial uses, and that
the sewering of such area would have a
damaging effect upon the environment.

The discharge of wastes of sewage-bearing
origin to surface waters in the Mojave
Hydrologic Unit upstream of the Lower Narrows
at Victorville is prohibited. (Figure 4.1-1824)

An exemption to this prohibition may be
granted by the Regional Board whenever the
Regional Board finds that the discharge of
waste will not, individually or collectively,

Ch. 4, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

directly or indirectly, result in exceeding the
water quality objectives or unreasonably affect
the water for its beneficial uses.
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-1
LAHONTAN BASIN PROHIBITION AREAS

NORTH BASIN

Figure 4.1- 2. Susanville HU, Cady Springs
3. Eagle Drainage HA
4, Littlle Truckee River HU
5

. Truckee River HU

. Truckee River and Little Truckee River HU: Prohibitions 3; 4

6

7. Carson River HUs
8. Walker River HUs
9
0

. Mono HU: Prohibitions 1a, b; 2a; 4a
. Owens HU: Prohibition 1¢
. Owens HU: Prohibition 1d

Z

SOUTH BASIN
Figure 4.1-12. Owens HU: Prohibitions 2b; 4c
13. Owens HU: Prohibitions 3a, ¢; 4b(1), (3). (4)
14. Owens HU: Prohibitions 3b; 4b(2)
15. Owens HU: Prohibition 5
16. Antelope HU
17. Mojave HU: Prohibitions1; 2; 3
18. Mojave HU: Prohibition 4

NOTICE:

The Information contained on the figures and diagrams In this publication
are intended for reference only. Consult with Regional Board staff for exact
boundary lines and other information.

41-1
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-2
SUSANVILLE HYDROLOGIC UNIT
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-3
EAGLE DRAINAGE HYDROLOGIC AREA
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-4
LITTLE TRUCKEE RIVER HYDROLOGIC UNIT
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Figure 4.1-5
TRUCKEE RIVER HYDROLOGIC UNIT
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Figure 4.1-6
TRUCKEE RIVER AND LITTLE TRUCKEE RIVER HYDROLOGIC UNITS
UPSTREAM OF CONFLUENCE
Prohibitions 3 and 4
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Figure 4.1-7
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-8

WALKER RIVER HYDROLOGIC UNITS
EAST & WEST FORKS
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Figure 4.1-9
MONO HYDROLOGIC UNIT
Prohibitions 1a; 1b; 2a; 4a

395

\Jirginig Lake‘iﬁo

Black Mt "
" P
o9 =
creek SFé
\*ﬁ\\\ i « -
LA ——
Lundy K

Lake

/.
- Oneida Lake
Mt Warren

5

' ) 167 —_

2
o

N { )] Lee Vining
. i '
m, Gibbs G2 ) Mono Lake
orse Meadow L
Walker Lake e l

Rush Creek L
Watershed s
Koip Pk £§é,~
395 e

Donohue Pk N

Mt Lyell

June Lake Junction

San Joaquin Mt

Prohibition Area
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Figure 4.1-10
OWENS HYDROLOGIC UNIT

Prohibition 1c
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Figure 4.1-11
OWENS HYDROLOGIC UNIT
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Figure 4.1-12
OWENS HYDROLOGIC UNIT
Prohibitions 2b; 4c
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-13
OWENS HYDROLOGIC UNIT
Prohibitions 3a, 3c; 4b(1), 4b(3), 4b(4)

/ Dixon Ln

— L\
\‘_ i@ K ///‘_/_‘J -
/1.7rfl I {é .—Il_—l_ West Line St

City of Bishop
cber In

=

Sc

Main St

SEC 3a & 4b(1) PROHIBITION AREA
Assessment District No. 1

Z

SEC 3¢ & 4b(4) PROHIBITION AREA
City of Bishop

SEC 4b(3) PROHIBITION AREA
Rocking K Subdivision

41-13
2-91



4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-14
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-15
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-16
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-17
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4.1, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 4.1-18
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The proposed amendment would modify the pesticide prohibition language in Section 4.1
of Chapter 4 of the Basin Plan, and delete reference to the prohibition in Section 5.2 of
Chapter 5.

Note that these changes shall only go into effect if the Pesticide Prohibition Basin Plan
amendment that was approved by the Lahontan Water Board on December 7, 2011,
obtains all required approvals (USEPA approval has not been received as of January 24,
2014).

The following changes, shown below in double underline and strikeeut; should be made
below the section heading titled Regionwide Prohibition no. 6 listed in Section 4.1. The
existing pesticide prohibition language in Section 5.2 would be deleted, as other Basin Plan
amendments in Section 5.2 delete all explicit regionwide prohibitions and refer to Section
4.1 for regionwide prohibitions. The first three paragraphs below contain no changes and
are included for location reference only.

Controlling Aguatic Invasive Species (AIS) or Other Harmful Species

Prohibition exemptions will be considered for “Controlling AIS or Other Harmful Species” if the use of
aquatic pesticides is to protect public health and safety, the environment, or for other situations described
below. Projects proposed for these circumstances will have different criteria depending on whether the
projects are considered as emergency, time sensitive, or projects that are neither emergencies nor time
sensitive.

Emergency Projects. Emergency Projects are those undertaken in response to an emergency as set forth
in Public Resource Code section 21060.3; or projects that meet the CEQA definition of Emergency
Projects set forth in CEQA Guidelines 15269(a)(b)(c) and require immediate action to control the pest of
concern.

Time Sensitive Projects. For Time Sensitive Projects proposed for purposes of AIS control, the project
proponent must demonstrate that the decision to apply aquatic pesticides is in compliance with an
adopted Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan. The AIS of concern must be affecting a water body
where that species is not already established. The AIS must be recognized as a species of concern by
the Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force, listed as a Restricted Animal in California Administrative Code
Title 14, section 671, listed as an Injurious Wildlife Species in the Lacey Act (50 CFR 16.11-16.15),
addressed in the Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990, listed as a
Noxious Weed Species in either Title 3, Section 4500 of the California Department of Food and
Agriculture, Federal Noxious Weed Act. P.L. 93-629, or is a dreissenid mussel as addressed in section
2301 of the Fish and Game code. The project proponent must be a state or federal agency with the legal
authority to control aquatic invasive species as identified in the January 2008 (as amended) California
Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan, Appendices B and C.

For Time Sensitive Projects proposed to protect drinking water supplies, water distribution systems, and

flood control channels, or otherwise proposed to serve the public interest, the project proponent must be
1) the public agency mandated to protect such facilities, or (2) a private entity (e.g., a homeowners

association, private water utility) that has control over the financing for, or the decision to perform, aquatic
pesticide applications.

2014 BPA Cleanup
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For non-Emergency and non-Time Sensitive projects proposed for purposes of protecting drinking water

supplies, water distribution systems, navigation, agricultural irrigation, flood control channels, control of
AIS, or for purposes that otherwise serve the public interest, the project proponent must be (1) a state

federal, or public agency (local or regional) with legal authority to manage the affected resources or

rotect such facilities, or (2) a private entity (e.g., a homeowners association, private water utility) that has
control over the financing for, or the decision to perform, aguatic pesticide applications. For projects
proposed for purposes of AIS control, the project proponent must demonstrate that the decision to apply
aguatic pesticides is consistent with an adopted Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan.

2014 BPA Cleanup
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4.4 MUNICIPAL AND
DOMESTIC
WASTEWATER:
TREATMENT,
DISPOSAL, AND
RECLAMATION

Municipal and domestic wastewater® discharges can
cause chemical, bacteriological and toxic
contamination to both ground and surface waters.
Ground and/or surface water contamination can also
occur from poor disposal practices, such as
discharging wastes into unlined ponds, pits or
sumps. Such waste discharges are regulated by the
Regional Board or a designated agency with proper
authority. Municipal wastewater, individual waste
disposal systems, effluent limitations and policies
under Regional Board authority are discussed below.
Most of these requirements and policies are
implemented through the Regional Board permitting
process. However, some requirements are-may be
implemented by local agencies. Forexample,—under
& "e" elnandun oF-Understanding-wit theRegiona

to—install-and —operate -individual -waste —disposal
systems-—Methods used to determine compliance
with limitations and requirements are further
discussed in this Section.

Waste discharge prohibitions concerning sewage are
listed in Section 4.1, “Waste Discharge Prohibitions.”
Effluent limitations and treatment policies concerning
wastewater treatment and disposal are set forth
below. Di . : o e

Effluent Limitations

Effluent limitations for disposal of treated point
source wastes to surface waters are developed for
individual point sources and included in waste
discharge requirements or NPDES permits. They are
numeric and narrative limits placed on the quality and
quantity of the waste discharge or effluent. Effluent
limitations are based on water quality objectives for
the area of effluent disposal and applicable state and

! Note: “Municipal and domestic wastewater” is defined as
sewage or a mixture of predominantly sewage and other waste
from districts, municipalities, communities, hospitals, schools,
and publicly or privately owned wastewater systems.

federal policies and effluent limits. Numeric and
narrative water quality objectives and policies are
based on beneficial uses established for the
receiving waters.

Treatment process selection is discussed in general
for wastewater discharges and more specifically for
two types of disposal: surface water disposal and
land disposal. Waste discharge prohibitions related
to treated point source wastes also determine
methods of treatment and disposal. Prohibitions
concerning wastewater are contained in the Waste
Discharge Prohibitions section, above. Treatment
policies, including pretreatment, unlined sewage
ponds, constructed wetlands, package treatment
plants and wastewater reclamation, are discussed
under “Treatment Policies” below.

In the past, federal water quality control programs for
surface water protection emphasized a “technology-
based” approach to regulation of waste disposal. The
current emphasis is on “water quality based
controls.” States have been directed to identify
“Water Quality Limited Segments,” which are surface
water bodies that are not attaining water quality
objectives or protection of beneficial uses and are not
expected to do so even with technology-based
controls. For these waters, states must conduct point
and nonpoint source wasteload allocations, and
establish Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) of
pollutants whieh—that can be permitted from each
discharger to ensure attainment and maintenance of
water quality objectives and protection of beneficial
uses. TMDLs are used, together with a margin of
safety, to set effluent limitations in discharge permits.
Additions to and deletions from the Lahontan
Region’s list of Water Quality Limited Segments are
considered every two years as part of the water
quality assessment process (Chapter 7). Priorities for
developing TMDLs for listed waters are also updated
through this process. Section 4.13 of this Basin Plan
includes approved TMDLs for specific surface
waters.

Because the Lahontan Region has many high quality
water bodies where state and federal rerdegradation
antidegradation _policies and regulations apply,
effluent limitations are set to prevent degradation of
water quality. Special considerations in effluent
limitations for particular treatment plants (such as the
Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency) are discussed in
the “Facilities Discussion” below.

General Requirements

Discharge requirements are prescribed for each
discharger on a case-by-case basis; however, in
every case, industrial and municipal effluent
discharged to waters of the Region shall contain
essentially none of the following substances:



Chlorinated hydrocarbons

Toxic substances

Harmful substances that may bioconcentrate or
bioaccumulate

Excessive heat

Radioactive substances

Grease, oil, and phenolic compounds

Excessively acidic and basic substances

Heavy metals such as lead, copper, zinc,
mercury, etc.

Other deleterious substances

Furthermore, any person who is discharging or
proposes to discharge waste, other than into a
community sewer system, must file a Report of
Waste Discharge (RWD) with the Regional Board
unless this requirement is waived by the Regional
Board. Betalledists—ot-information—needed—in—the

Report-ot-Waste—Discharge—can—be—obtained—from
Regional-Boeard-staff—Upon receipt of the RWD, the

Regional Board, with information and comments
received from state agencies and the public, will
prescribe discharge requirements including any
appropriate limitations on biological and mineral
constituents, as well as toxic or other deleterious
substances. Additionally, revised waste discharge
reports may be required prior to additions of waste,
changes in treatment methods, changes in disposal
area or increases in effluent flow.

Discharge requirements will be established that are
consistent with the water quality objectives for the
receiving water (see Chapter 3 of this Plan), including
wasteload allocations or Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDLs) established for the discharge, the State
Board's “nenranti-degradation” policy, the federal anti-
degradation and anti-backsliding regulations, and the
principle of obtaining the optimum beneficial use of
the Basin's water resources.

Land Disposal of Sewage Effluent

Land disposal of sewage effluent is conditionally
exempt from the land disposal requirements
contained in the California Code of Regulations, Title

2207 —Chopies 1B (see Solid—opndLiguid ilosio
Sectionsection  20090). Seme—sewage-related

discharges,—such—as—sludge—and-—septage—may-—be
regulated-by-Chapter-15—-Land disposal of sewage

effluent includes disposal to evaporation-percolation
basins, irrigation of land, disposal to constructed eor
natural-wetlands, drying ponds or beds for municipal
effluent sludge, and disposal to lined evaporation
ponds.

Principal factors affecting treatment process selection
for land disposal are the nature of soils and ground

4.4, Municipal and Domestic Wastewater:
Treatment, Disposal, and Reclamation

waters in the disposal areas and, where irrigation is
involved, the nature of crops (see Wastewater
Reclamation Policy_and Recycled Water Policy).
Wastewater characteristics of particular concern are
total salt content, nitrate, boron, pathogenic
organisms, and toxic chemicals. Where percolation
alone is considered, the nature of underlying ground
waters is of particular concern. Treatment processes
should be tailored to iensure that local ground-waters
are not unreasonably degraded. U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) guidelines for secondary
treatment (based on the federal Clean Water Act,
Section 301) do not apply to land disposal cases.
However, municipal treatment facilities must provide
effective solids removal and some soluble organics
removal for percolation bed operations and for
reduction of nuisance in wastewater effluent irrigation
operations. Disinfection requirements are dictated by
the disposal method. Oxidation ponds may be cost-
effective in some remote locations and may be
equivalent to secondary treatment. The exact
constituents and limitations must be established on a
case-by-case basis. Nitrate removal is required in
some cases where percolating waste may impact
beneficial uses of ground-water due to increased
nitrate levels. Percolation basins operated in
alternating wet and dry cycles ean—may provide
significant nitrogen removal through
nitrification/denitrification processes in the soil
column. Finer textured soils are more effective in
removing nitrogen than coarse soils. Monitoring in
the immediate vicinity of the disposal site is-may be
required in either case. Where the need for nitrate
removal is not clear, removal could be considered at
a possible future stage depending on monitoring
results.

The closed hydrologic systems of the Lahontan
Region allow the accumulation of minerals in ground
water. Therefore, discharge requirements for
wastewater may generally specify a maximum limit
for mineral constituents in order to meet the water
quality objectives established for the receiving
ground—water. In areas where insufficient data
preclude the establishment of objectives, and as an
interim measure until such data are available, effluent
limits may specify a reasonable incremental increase
for constituents above the level contained in the
underlying ground—water. These limits may be
superseded by more stringent requirements where
necessary for effective water quality management of
the receiving water. In all cases, ground-waters of the
Region are specified as a source of drinking water
unless the Regional Board has granted an exemption
in accordance with the Sources of Drinking Water
Policy (see Chapter 6, Plans and Policies).
Therefore, all-effluent discharged to land must not

4.4-2
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adversely impact an underlying aquifer which-that is
a designated drinking water supply, except as
allowed by the Regional Board pursuant to the State
Board’s antidegradation policy, Resolution 68-16.

Surface Water Disposal of Sewage

Effluent

The general purpose of sewage treatment is to
provide a stable effluent that can be disposed of
without hazard or actual damage to the environment,
that will commingle with and remain a part of the
usable water supply, and that will not impair the
quality of the receiving water for present and
probable future beneficial uses. Surface water
disposal is prohibited in some watersheds; see
“Treatment-Policies:"{Also-see-Sections 4.1 and 5.2,
Regienwide-Waste Discharge Prohibitions-Ne-—4-).

Primary factors governing treatment process
selection for disposal to surface waters are federal
and state effluent limits, state public health
regulations, and water quality objectives for beneficial
use protection. At a minimum, discharges of sewage
to surface waters shall meet effluent limitations in
accordance with the USEPA standards for secondary
treatment as presently established for the particular
method of treatment. The current USEPA standards
for minimum level of effluent quality attainable by
secondary treatment (40 CFR § 133.102) are as
follows:

30-Day 7-Day
Arithmetic Arithmetic
Constituent® Mean Mean
20°C BODs5 (mg/L) 30 45
Suspended Solids (mg/L) 30 45

pH: The effluent values for pH shall remain
within the limits of 6.0 to 9.0

, . ) lation, .
secondary-treatment-is—currently—adeguate—JSEPA
el ﬁ . |

i —Where water contact
recreational use is to be protected, the California
Department of Public Health Sendices—(DPHS)
requires coagulation, filtration, and disinfection
providing a median coliform Most Probable Number
(MPN) of 2.2/100 ml or less in receiving waters.

2 Note: The arithmetic mean of the values for effluent samples
collected for 20°C BODs and Suspended Solids in a period of 30
consecutive days shall not exceed 15 percent of the arithmetic
mean of the values for influent samples collected at
approximately the same times during the same period (85
percent removal).

4.4, Municipal and Domestic Wastewater:
Treatment, Disposal, and Reclamation

Detoxification is required where fishery protection is a
concern. Detoxification would include effluent limits
for identified toxicants, pursuant to Section 307 of the
Clean Water Act. Source control of specific toxicants
may be necessary to comply with the Act. Acute
and/or chronic biological toxicity testing is required to
ensure compliance with all applicable state and
federal toxicity standards. Additional effluent
limitations and waste discharge prohibitions may be
specified in accordance with appropriate plans or
policies of the State or Regional Boards (see Chapter
6, Plans and Policies).

Septage and Sludge Disposal

Septage is generated from the use of holding tanks
and septic tanks (see discussion of “individual-Onsite
Wastewater Treatment Systems” later in this
section). Sludge is the semi-solid material which
settles out or is filtered out of sewage or water during
the wastewater or drinking water treatment process.
Septage and sludge may contain any substance that
may be poured down a drain or flushed down a toilet.
Metals, acids, alkalies, and pesticides may be
present in small quantities. High levels of ammonia,
coliforms, and BOD will almost certainly be found.
Wastewater treatment sludge will also contain any
substances used by the treatment plant to cause the
solids to settle out of the liquid wastewater during the
treatment process. Drinking water treatment sludge
may have low levels of substances found in
wastewater treatment sludge. Because of the
concentrated nature of any percolate from sludge
and septage, any percolate to ground or surface
waters can seriously impact beneficial uses. Since
municipal wastewater sludge is considered solid
waste, disposal is regulated under Chapter—Title
section)_Sewage sludge, also known as biosolids,
are also regulated under federal law (Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 503).

Septage is generated from numerous sources
including residential septic tanks, holding tanks for
recreational vehicle waste dumping, marina and
individual vessel holding tanks, and commercial and
industrial septic tanks. Because of the various
sources, the quality of septage is also highly variable.
It is desirable to have septage pumped and
transported to either lined evaporation ponds or a
sewage treatment plant where treatment of septage
can be accomplished rather than direct disposal to a
lined impoundment. Treatment of such concentrated
waste, however, poses a problem for many smaller
or at-capacity wastewater treatment plants in the
Region. Not all wastewater treatment plants in the
Lahontan Region accept septage from waste haulers
who pump out septic tanks and holding tanks. The

44-3
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Regional Board will encourage that local officials
review all proposals for new holding tanks or septic
tanks to ensure that adequate septage disposal
capacity is available. If necessary, the Regional
Board will consider making adequate septage
disposal a condition of permitting new holding tanks
or septic tanks. Proposals for new holding tanks or
septic tanks whieh-that may be accepting industrial
waste or chemical toilet wastes should be reviewed
carefully by local agencies and Regional Board staff
to ensure that proper treatment and final disposal of
the septage generated can be accomplished without
detriment to water quality. If septage is not
commingled with wastewater for treatment at an
approved wastewater treatment facility, septage must
be placed in a Class Il surface |mpoundment Loy

“

Disposal’—section)—This—is—a—(lined containment

structure, preventing the septage from contacting
either surface or ground-water) (see California Code
of Regulations, Title 27, Division 2, “Solid Waste”").

The Regional Board specifically prohibits the
unauthorized discharge of waste, including from
boats and marinas, to surface waters—ef-several
Iyel e_eg:e LS : e-Regiona Saard-alse pnelnﬁb s
waters—of —the—Region (see “Waste Discharge
Prohibitions”). Floating latrines are one possible way
of reducing discharges of sewage from boats into
lakes. Floating latrines will generally be of benefit,
however, only for lakes that are so large that boaters
in mid-lake find it inconvenient to return to shore to
make use of on-shore facilities. Proposals for
installation of floating latrines will be reviewed by the
Regional Board on a case-by-case basis. Floating
latrines should be vandalism-proof, and good
maintenance agreements will be required. Boater
surveys are recommended prior to installation, to
verify that such facilities will actually be used by
boaters. See—Section—4-11—"Reereation—for—a

discussion-of the-impacts-of-boatfuel discharges:
Treatment Policies

Pretreatment Policy

It is the responsibility of the State and Regional
Boards to implement and administer the federal
Pretreatment Program for controlling the discharge of
toxic and hazardous pollutants by industrial users
into publicly-owned treatment works (POTWSs) with
capacity of 5 million gallons per day (mgd) or greater
and for facilities under 5 mgd when industrial users
could discharge toxic constituents that pass through
or interfere with the facility. The Pretreatment
Program is typically administered through the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

4.4, Municipal and Domestic Wastewater:
Treatment, Disposal, and Reclamation

(NPDES), although it may be administered through
Waste Discharge Requirements for facilities that
discharge to land. The Pretreatment Program is
administered by the State through a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between the USEPA and the
State Board. Regional Board responsibilities are
summarized below.

e Enforce national pretreatment  standards
prohibiting discharges (40 CFR § 403.5).

e Enforce national categorical pretreatment
standards (40 CFR, Subchapter N, Effluent
Guidelines and Standards).

e Review, approve or deny POTW pretreatment
programs (40 CFR § 403.8, 403.9 and 403.11).

e Require POTWSs to develop and enforce local
discharge limits [40 CFR § 403.5(c)].

o Oversee POTW pretreatment programs to ensure
compliance with 40 CFR 8 403.8, and with other
pretreatment requirements in the POTW's waste
discharge permits or NPDES permit.

e Perform POTW audits, compliance inspections,
and review of quarterly and annual reports to
assure POTW compliance with pretreatment
requirements.

e Provide the State Board and USEPA, upon
request, with copies of all notices received from
POTWs that relate to new or changed
introduction of pollutants to the POTW or other
pertinent information.

e Review and approve POTW requests for authority
to modify categorical pretreatment standards to
reflect removal of pollutants by a POTW (40 CFR
§ 403.7, 403.9 and 403.11).

e Apply all other pretreatment requirements as
required by 40 CFR Part 403.

Few municipal wastewater treatment plants in the
Lahontan Region are large enough (greater than 5
mgd) to require pretreatment of commercial and
industrial wastewater under the federal regulations.
However, there is increasing concern for all
wastewater facilities regarding the impacts of not only
industrial, but also household chemicals on effluent
quality.

Unlined Sewage Ponds

There are numerous small-unlined sewage ponds
throughout the Region that are believed to be a
threat to ground-water quality because they allow the

4.4-4
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percolation of inadequately treated sewage to
underlying ground-water. Some of tFhese facilities
are owned by either private parties or small public
entities that have very limited financial resources.
There is typically no ground—water monitoring
associated with these small pendsfacilities, so their
actual impact on ground—water is unknown. To
require that all of these facilities be immediately
upgraded to where they produce a secondary level
effluent would create, in most cases, a significant
financial burden to the owners of the ponds. Such an
approach may also result in upgraded facilities that
are not needed to protect ground—water quality.
Although it can also be expensive, ground-water
monitoring at each-most of these facilities is needed
to determine whether they are degrading the ground
water. If it is determined that the discharge from an
unlined pond is impacting ground-water, action will
be taken to require either elimination or improved
treatment of the wastewater discharge. The
requirement for upgrading treatment (or elimination
of the discharge by placing it in a lined evaporation
pond) should be made with provisions allowing for
the improvements to be made within two years.

Recommended Control Actions to Address

Unlined Sewage Ponds

1. Inventory all unlined ponds in the Region that are
receiving sewage that has not received at least
secondary-level treatment.

2. Prioritize the ponds by their threat to water
quality, taking into account factors such as: (a)
the volume of waste discharged, (b) the quality
and existing beneficial uses of the receiving
waters and (c) the likelihood of the sewage
containing any industrial wastes.

3. Beginning with the highest priority facilities,
revise waste discharge requirements to require
the installation of at least three groundwater
monitoring wells within two years.

4. If degradation of the ground-water is detected at
any time after the first two years of semi-annual
ground—water monitoring, waste discharge
requirements will be revised to require that
treatment of the discharge be upgraded to a
secondary level or that the ponds be lined within
two years. If no degradation (either actual or
predicted violations of water quality objectives) is
detected, the discharge will be allowed to
continue with ongoing sampling of the ground
water monitoring wells.

An exemption to the groundwater monitoring well
requirement may be obtained if the discharger
ean-submits evidence that demonstrates to the

4.4, Municipal and Domestic Wastewater:
Treatment, Disposal, and Reclamation

satisfaction of the Regional Board's Executive
Officer that the underlying groundwater will not
be adversely-impactedunreasonably affected or
impermissibly degraded by any discharge from
the pond.

Solar Biosolids Dewatering Beds

Some_municipal treatment agencies that separate
biosolids in their treatment processes have selected
solar _drying beds to dewater biosolids. The bed
floors include synthetic liners, concrete, asphaltic-
concrete, and sand. A few beds have drainage
collection _systems that collect infiltrating water and
convey the water to the facility headworks.

Water from dewatered biosolids is typically high in
dissolved solids and nutrients. Percolation of this
water in solar drying beds may be contributing to the
salt and nutrient loading in the receiving groundwater
basin. Large facilities with solar dewatering are
urged to line the drying beds or change to
mechanical dewatering to avoid unnecessary loading
of salts and nutrients to groundwater.  Where
groundwater may be threatened by discharges from
solar dewatering, facilities should ensure their solar
drying beds are lined to prevent percolating
contaminants to groundwater.

Constructed Wetlands

The use of constructed wetlands as a method to
provide final treatment and disposal for municipal
wastewater continues to grow throughout the country
and may be proposed for use in the Lahontan
Region. Constructed wetlands are generally of two
types: (1) free water surface wetland and, (2)
subsurface flow wetlands. Both types of constructed
wetlands consist of shallow beds or channels utilizing
the roots and rhizosphere of aquatic plants as the
surface media for bacteriological activity. Free water
surface wetlands also use the chemical uptake by
the emergent vegetation and, sometimes floating
vegetation (duckweed or water hyacinth) and
zooplankters (daphnia) for treatment. Treatment of
wastewater through constructed wetlands often
achieves effluent of better than secondary treatment
quality. Concerns over the use of constructed
wetlands in the Lahontan Region include harsh
climatic conditions (from excessive heat to excessive
cold) whieh—that may significantly alter the plants'
ability to grow, disposal/harvesting of plant material,
and high operation and maintenance costs. At a
minimum, constructed wetlands should be designed
and constructed using guidelines contained in the
USEPA's 1988 manual entitted “Constructed
Wetlands and Aquatic Plant Systems for Municipal
Wastewater  Treatment.” Some  experimental
constructed wetlands are currently in use in the Lake
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Tahoe Basin for treatment of stormwater (see
sections on Stormwater and Wetlands Policy).
Constructed wWetlands are also being considered
for treatment of acid mine drainage (see section on
Mining). Data gathered from these experimental
operationsconstructed wetlands will provide useful
information for future applications of constructed
wetlands.

Package Treatment Plant Policy
Commercially available prefabricated treatment
plants, known as package treatment plants, were
originally designed to serve areas that could not be
easily connected to an existing municipal sewage
treatment plant. Such areas include the subdivisions
constructed in the once remote areas surrounding
the major desert communities in the southern portion
of the Lahontan Basin and commercial
establishments such as restaurants, motels, and RV
parks. More recently, package plants have increased
to a size that can serve small municipalities. Many
plants employing biological treatment were installed
with the idea that the plants would operate
themselves and therefore, could be turned on and
forgotten. However, to meet the current pollution
discharge regulations, these plants require daily
attention by a knowledgeable, conscientious and
certified operator. Without proper maintenance and
sludge disposal practices, waste discharges from
these plants may cause unacceptable odor and
nuisance conditions, and/or violate water quality
objectives and waste discharge requirements.

The Regional Board encourages persons to connect
new developments to community sewer systems in
lieu of the installation and use of package treatment
plants. If community sewer systems are not
available, and the area and development are
unsuitable for individual waste disposal systems
because:

1) the density of the subdivision or commercial
development is greater than allowable for
individual waste disposal systems—{exceeds—2
. o vl li X
has a wastewater discharge volume greater that
500-gallons-per-day-peracre}, or

2) the nitrate as nitrogen concentration of the
underlying ground-water equals or exceeds 10

mg/L-as-hitregen, then

the Regional Board will likely approve the use of
package plants for treating waste discharges from
the development. In areas with condition No. 2
above, the effluent from the package treatment
plants will be required to meet a total nitrogen

limitation of 10 milligrams per liter-nitrate-nitrogen.
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Package Treatment Plant Criteria

a. Design should be based on peak daily flow
estimates. A flow equalization chamber at the
headworks may be appropriate for some
applications so as not to overload the treatment
capacity of the plant.

b. Measures to control odor and/or eliminate nearby
odor receptors must be included in the design
and proposal.

c. Package plants must include adequate storage
and/or treatment (digestion) area for waste
sludge. Proposed sludge disposal measures
must be included in the project plan.

d. For commercial, institutional or industrial
systems, pretreatment may be necessary if the
chemical composition of the wastewater is
significantly different from domestic wastewater.

e. Package plants should contain duplicate
equipment components for components subject
to failure. If equipment is not on-site, the
manufacturer should have the ability to provide
replacement equipment to the operator so that a
replacement component can be installed within
forty-eight hours of failure.

f. Package treatment plants whieh-that rely on soil
absorption for treatment and/or disposal of any of
the wastewater generated will be required to
meet the criteria established for individual waste
disposal systems (see ‘“Individual—Onsite
Wastewater Treatment Systems” in this Chapter)
applicable to soil absorption and ground-water
protection (soils, depth to ground-water, slope of
disposal field).

g. Effluent from package treatment plants must
meet all current Regional Board criteria. In
addition, to be used for reclamation purposes, it
must meet all current regulations of the Regional
Board and the Department of Public Health
Services—regarding reclamation of wastewater
(see Wastewater Reclamation Policy, below).

Package Treatment Plant Responsible Entity

The package treatment plant should be owned or
controlled by a public agency or a private entity with
adequate financial and legal resources to assume
responsibility for waste discharges. The owner is
ultimately legally and administratively responsible for
the performance of the treatment plant. The owner is
also responsible for adding capacity and/or
renovations to the treatment plant when needed,
controlling sewer construction practices in the
services area, keeping supplies at the plant, and
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supervising the operator. The operator of the plant
shall be certified in the State of California with the
appropriate classification for the specific treatment
processes and effluent quality required of the plant.
Additionally, the owner should provide for outside
help for special problems which may arise in the
operation of the package treatment plant. The
outside help may be a consulting engineer, or an
operator of a larger treatment plant in a nearby town.
The owner shall notify the Regional Board of the

speciatproblemscertified operator at the plant.

Package Treatment Plant Permitting

The Regional Board will consider the adoption of
individual waste discharge requirements (WDRs) or
general WDRs for all package treatment plants.
WDRs will contain specific effluent limitations (see
section on effluent limitations, above). WDRs will also
include monitoring and reporting requirements.
Monitoring of the effluent may include analyses for
the following parameters: flow, biological and/or
chemical oxygen demand (BOD/COD), total
dissolved solids, suspended solids, total and fecal
coliform bacteria, nitrate, total nitrogen, total
phosphorus, methylene blue active substances
(MBAS), and purgeable halocarbons and aromatics.
Monitoring requirements will—may also include
monitoring of the receiving water, including the
underlying ground-water. Ata—minimum,—Normally
four groundwater monitoring wells will be required;
the Reqgional Board's Executive Officer may waive
the requirement for groundwater monitoring based on
site-specific conditions.

Wastewater Recycling

Parts of the Lahontan Region, like California in
general, are experiencing an increasing water
shortage. In the southern portions of the Lahontan
Region, for instance, the Antelope Valley and the
Mojave Ground—Water Basins are possibly
overdrafted due to increased pumping to meet the
water demands of the growing Victor Valley,
Lancaster and Palmdale areas. In light of this
increasing statewide water shortage, development of
water supply alternatives is important. For many
uses, recycled wastewater is a viable alternative
water supply and sales of recycled water can
sometimes be used to offset the costs of treating
wastewater. (The terms “recycled water” and “water
recycling” are now used in the California Water Code
in place of the formerly used terms “reclaimed water”
and “water reclamation”.) Residential greywater
graywater use decreases residential water demand
and is discussed below in “Individual Wastewater
Treatment Systems.”
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Recycled water has a wide variety of applications.
The applications include agricultural irrigation,
landscape irrigation (including highway landscape,
parks and golf courses), impoundments for
landscape, recreational and/or wildlife uses, wetland
and wildlife enhancement, industrial processes (e.g.,
cooling water, process water, wash water, dust
control), construction activities and ground—water
recharge.

Wastewater recycling is an important component of
wastewater management in the Lahontan Region. As

6H-1994;-a-total-of 1 /-wastewaterrecychng-plantsin

Recycled water in the Lahontan Region is used for
golf course, alfalfa_and other fodder crops, tree and
other agricultural irrigation, and landscape irrigation,
as well as for soil compaction and dust control. Some
recycled water from the Lancaster Water
Reclamation Plant is used for wildlife habitat
enhancement at Piute Ponds and to supply a
recreational lake at Apollo Lake County Park. Other
uses of recycled water, such as for snow making in
areas of Lake Arrowhead and Mammoth Lakes, have
been proposed to the Regional Board. (See Waste
Discharge Prohibitions Section for Mojave River HU
for exemption language concerning reclaimed
wastewater.)

The State Board adopted the “Policy with Respect to
Water Reclamation iin California” and the related
“Action Plan for Water Reclamation in California” in
1977 (State Board Resolution No. 77-1). This policy
specifies actions to be implemented by the State and
Regional Boards, as well as other agencies, in
relation to reclaimed water use. The policy directs the
State and Regional Boards to encourage reclamation
and reuse of water, and to promote water
reclamation projects which preserve, restore, or
enhance instream beneficial uses. The policy also
states that the State and Regional Boards recognize
the need to protect public health and the environment
in the implementation of reclamation projects.

The State Board adopted the “Recycled Water
Policy” in 2009 (State Board Resolution No. 2009-
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0011) and amended the policy in 2013 (Resolution
No. 2013-0003). This policy provides direction to the
Regional Boards regarding criteria to _be used in
issuing _permits for recycled water projects. The
criteria_are intended to streamline the permitting of
the vast majority of recycled water projects. The
policy also requires the development of salt/nutrient
management plans to protect groundwater basins.

The Peorter-Cologne—ActWater Code requires

Regional Boards to consider the need to develop and
use recycled water when establishing water quality
objectives. The Perter-Cologhe-ActWater Code also
requires the State Department of Health Services
(BHSnow the Department of Public Health, DPH) to
establish statewide recycling criteria for each type of
recycled water use to protect public health. Fhe-Act
requires—aAny person proposing to discharge
recycled water temust file appropriate information
related to the discharge with the Regional Board. Fhe
Act—also—states—that—aAfter consulting with and
receiving recommendations from DPHS, and after
any necessary public hearing, the Regional Board
shall, if necessary to protect the public health, safety
or welfare, adopt water reclamation requirements for
the recycled water discharge.

The Califernia-Water Code provides encouragement
for the use of recycled water in relation to water
rights decisions, as follows (Section 1010 [a][1]):

“The cessation of, or reduction in, the use of water
under any existing right regardless of the basis of
right, as the result of the use of recycled water, ... is
deemed equivalent to and for purposes of
maintaining any right shall be construed to constitute,
a reasonable beneficial use of water to the extent
and in the amount that the recycled ... water is being
used not exceeding however, the amount of such
reduction.”

The Porter-Cologne—ActWater Code (Section
13522[b]) provides that the use of recycledreclaimed

water pursuant to uniform statewide reclamation
criteria “does not cause, constitute, or contribute to,
any form of contamination” unless the Bepartmentof
Health—ServicesDPH or the Regional Board
determines that contamination exists.

The Peorer-Cologne—ActWater Code (Sections
13523.1 and 13263[h]) allows Regional Boards to

issue master reclamation or recycling permits for
suppliers and/or distributors of reclaimed or recycled
water. Master reclamation permits must include
waste discharge requirements and requirements for
the following: compliance with statewide reclamation
criteria, establishment and enforcement by the
permittee of rules or regulations for reclaimed water
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users, quarterly reporting on reclaimed water use,
and periodic compliance inspections of water users
by the permittee.

The Califernia-Water Code (Sections 13550 through
13556) declares that use of potable water for certain
purposes (e.g., irrigation of parks, golf courses,
cemeteries, and residential landscaping, and toilet
and urinal flushing in nonresidential structures) is a
waste and unreasonable use of water if nonpotable
water is available, under specific conditions. Section
13555.2 declares the Legislature's intent to
encourage the design and construction of distribution
systems for nonpotable water separate from those
for potable water. Section 13556 allows water
suppliers to acquire, store, provide, sell and deliver
recycled water for any beneficial use if the water use
is in accordance with state water recycling criteria
and with Chapter 7 of the Water Code.

While the Regional Board supports the concept of
water recycling, it must also consider potential
impacts from recycling on ground and surface water
quality. When reviewing proposed water recycling
projects, the Regional Board carefully considers
potential public health impacts from pathogens or
conservative organic compounds, as well as the
potential of the proposed project to create pollution or
nuisance conditions. The Board also considers
potential impacts on the quality and beneficial uses
of any receiving surface or ground-waters including
the potential for eutrophication of surface waters due
to nutrient loading from recycled water. Discharges of
recycled water are prohibited in areas of the
Lahontan Region where waste discharge prohibitions
are in place, unless exemption criteria, where
applicable, can be met. The Water Code (Sections
13529.2 and 13529.4) includes provisions for
reporting cleanup, and administrative civil liabilities
for unauthorized discharges of recycled water which
has been treated at secondary or tertiary levels.

Accumulation of minerals is a common potential
impact to receiving waters from recycled water uses.
Accumulation of minerals must be minimized to
provide for protection of beneficial uses. A variety of
technigues can be used. Where well controlled
irrigation is practiced, nitrate problems can be
controlled. Vegetative uptake will utilize soluble
nitrates which would otherwise move into ground
water under a percolation operation.
Demineralization techniques or source control of total
dissolved solids may be necessary in some areas
where ground—waters have been or may be
degraded. Presence of excessive salinity, boron, or
sodium in the effluent could be a basis for rejection of
proposals to irrigate cropland with effluent. However,

the Porter-Cologne-ActWater Code allows issuance
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of water recycling requirements to a project which
only violates salinity objectives.

Water Recycling Control Measures for Indian
Creek Watershed

Recycled water from the South Tahoe Public Utility
District (STPUD) is exported from the Lake Tahoe
Basin to Alpine County, where it is used for irrigation.
In order to protect the beneficial uses of the Indian
Creek watershed, the Regional Board mustregulates
the use of recycled water for irrigation in coordination
with regulation of other discharges such as septic
systems, irrigation return flows from lands not
irrigated with effluent, and stormwater from pasture
lands and manure storage areas. (High nutrient and
coliform bacteria levels measured in Indian Creek
and the lower West Fork Carson River indicate that
better management of animal wastes is desirable in
these watersheds.) The amount of nutrients leaching
into ground-waters from areas irrigated with domestic
wastewater effluent should be minimized.

4.4, Municipal and Domestic Wastewater:
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Facilities Discussion

Wastewater treatment facilities in _the Lahontan
Region include two regional facilities and more than
50 other municipality, district, community, and
commercial wastewater treatment facilities. Only
two wastewater treatment facilities discharge to
surface waters and are requlated by the Regional
Board under the federal National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.
All _other wastewater treatment facilities in_the
Region discharge to land and are regulated under
the Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR)
program. _ Information on wastewater treatment
facilities requlated by the Regional Board may be
accessed from a database on the State Water
Resource Control Board’s Internet site.
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ndividual-Onsite Wastewater
Treatment Systems (Septic
Systems)

Onsite Wastewater Treatment System
Policy

The State Water Board adopted a Water Quality
Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation and
Maintenance of Onsite Wastewater Treatment
Systems (OWTS Policy) on June 19, 2012 that
became effective May 13, 2013. The OWTS Policy
established a statewide, risk-based, tiered approach
for the reqgulation and management of OWTS
installations and replacements and sets the level of
performance and protection expected from OWTS.

For purposes of the OWTS Policy, an OWTS is an
individual disposal system, community collection
and disposal system, or alternative collection and
disposal system that uses subsurface disposal.
OWTS do not include “graywater” systems pursuant
to Health and Safety Code section 17922.12. The
OWTS Policy does not cover (1) any OWTS with a
projected flow of over 10,000 gallons-per-day, (2)
any OWTS that receives high-strength wastewater,
from other than a commercial food service building,
and (3) any OWTS that receives high-strength
wastewater from a commercial food service building
(a) with a biochemical oxygen demand (BOD)
higher than 900 milligrams per liter or (b) that does
not have a properly sized and functioning oil/grease

interceptor.

The OWTS Policy sets standards for OWTS that are
constructed or replaced, that are subject to a major
repair, that pool or discharge waste to the surface of
the ground, and that have affected, or will affect,
groundwater or surface water to a degree that
makes it unfit for drinking water or other uses, or
that cause a health or other public nuisance
condition. The OWTS Policy also includes minimum
operating requirements for OWTS that may include
siting, construction, and performance requirements;
requirements for OWTS near certain waters listed
as_impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean
Water Act; requirements authorizing local agency
implementation _of the requirements; corrective
action requirements; minimum monitoring
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requirements; exemption criteria; requirements for
determining when an existing OWTS is subject to
major repair; and a conditional waiver of waste
discharge requirements.

The Regional Board incorporates the OWTS Policy
into _this  Basin _Plan (see Appendix B).
Implementation of the OWTS Policy is overseen by
the State Water Board and the Regional Board.
Local agencies (e.qg., county and city departments
and _independent districts) have the opportunity to
implement local agency management programs
(LAMPSs) if approved by the Regional Board or the
State Water Board. In addition to the OWTS Policy,
this  Basin _Plan includes waste discharge
prohibitions in certain areas that are applicable to
OWTS.

The OWTS Policy includes provisions that (1) allow
existing OWTS to continue in operation unless they
are not properly functioning or the Regional Board
finds they are not able to adequately protect water
quality and (2) allows local agencies to continue to
permit existing, new, and replacement OWTS under
their existing program until the earlier of (a) the local
agency LAMP has been approved by the Regional
Board or (b) May 13, 2018, which is five years after
the OWTS Policy effective date. The Regional
Board may issue or deny waste discharge
requirements _or waivers of waste discharge
requirements for _any new or replacement OWTS
within the jurisdiction of a local agency without an
approved LAMP if that OWTS does not meet the
minimum _standards contained in Tier 1 of the

OWTS Policy.

Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems
Requlated by Other than the OWTS Policy

For those OWTS, package treatment plants, and
other sewage-based wastewater discharges not
requlated under OWTS Policy, the Regional Board
will_apply Fthe following principles and policies will
be-applied-by-the-Regional-Board-in review of water
quality factors relating to land developments and
waste disposal from individual waste disposal
systems:

1. The following criteria will be applied as the
minimum to ensure continued adequate
protection of water quality, protection of present
and future beneficial uses, and prevention of
pollution, contamination and nuisance conditions.
The Regional Board will prohibit the discharge
from individual disposal systems which-that do
not conform to these criteria.

4.4, Municipal and Domestic Wastewater:
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These criteria prescribe minimum conditions for
waste disposal from individual on-site systems
and do not preclude the establishment of more
stringent criteria by local agencies or the
Regional Board. The Regional Board does not
intend to preempt the authority of local agencies
and will support local agencies to the fullest
extent possible, particularly in the
implementation of more stringent regulations.

Detailed procedures to implement these criteria
and to process exemptions to these criteria are
included in “Regional Board Guidelines for
Implementation of Criteria for Individual Waste
Disposal Systems” (see Appendix C).

The criteria contained herein are applicable to
the entire Lahontan Region and pertain to any
and all proposed building that involves
wastewater discharges to other than a
community sewer system. The criteria apply to:
(1) proposed building on lots within new
subdivisions or parcels, and (2) proposed
building on existing subdivided lots or parcels,
and (3) proposed subdivisions. The criteria do
not apply to: (1) existing individual waste
disposal systems, or (2) projects which-that have
final building permits prior to June 16, 1988,
unless evidence exists which-that necessitates
retrofit of septic systems to conform with current
criteria. The “Regional Board Guidelines for
Implementation of Criteria for Individual Waste
Disposal Systems” specifies separate exemption
procedures for existing developments and for
new developments. Existing development
includes projects for which final development
plans, such as a final tract map, were approved
by local agencies prior to June 16, 1988. New
development includes subdivisions or individual
parcels which do not have final development
plans approved by local agencies prior to June
16, 1988.

These criteria do not apply to projects within
septic system prohibition areas where the criteria
are more stringent (for prohibitions, see Section
4.1 of this Chapter); and these criteria will
preempt less stringent criteria in septic system
prohibition areas.

Where community sewer systems are available,
the Board will encourage connection to the
sewer system in lieu of use of individual disposal
systems.
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Criteria for Individual Waste Disposal Systems

1.

Maximum Density

Individual waste disposal systems associated
with new developments which-that have a gross
density greater than two (2) single family
equivalent dwelling units per acre will be required
to have secondary-level treatment of wastewater.
Equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) are defined as
a unit of measure used for sizing a development
based on the amount of waste generated from
that development; the value wused in
implementation of these criteria is 250 gallons
per day per EDU. For the purposes of these
criteria, the discharge from a single family
dwelling is equal to one EDU. Senior citizen
dwelling units and second units as defined in
Government Code Sections 65852.1 and
65852.2 will not be considered as additional
dwelling units. In additon to residential
developments, this secondary level treatment
policy also applies to wastewater discharges
from commercial, industrial, recreational and all
other developments with wastewater discharge
volumes exceeding two EDU per acre density
(500/gal/day/acre based on 250 gal/day/EDU).
Use of new septic systems is permitted in
existing developments with lot sizes having a net
area greater than or equal to 15,000 square feet.
The net area is that contained within the
boundaries as set forth in the legal Ilot
description.

Minimum Distances

The Regional Board has established the
minimum distances (see Table 4.4-1 entitled,
“Minimum Distances fFor Siting Individual Waste
Disposal Systems”) necessary to provide
protection to water quality and/or public health.
Local hydrogeological conditions may
necessitate greater separation of the sewage
disposal system from a well or watercourse for
protection of beneficial uses (e.g., drinking
supply and water contact recreation).

Additional Minimum Criteria

a. The percolation rate in the disposal area
shall not be slower than 60 minutes per inch
if the discharge is to a leachfield or 30
minutes per inch if discharge is to a seepage
pit. If percolation rates are faster than 5
minutes per inch, then the soil for a total
thickness of five feet below the bottom of the
leaching trench shall contain at least 15% of
material passing the No. 200 U.S. Standard
Sieve and less than one-fourth of the
representative soil cross-section shall be
occupied by stones larger than 6 inches in
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diameter. Where the percolation rates are
faster than 5 minutes per inch and the above
requirement is not met, the minimum
distance to ground water between the
bottom of the disposal facilities and the
anticipated high ground water shall be 40
feet. (The percolation rates shall be
determined in accordance with procedures
prescribed by the appropriate local public
health agency).

Clay, bedrock, other material impervious to
the passage of water, or fractured bedrock,
shall not be less than 5 feet below the
bottom of the leaching trench or less than 10
feet below the bottom of the seepage pit.
Impervious is defined for design purposes as
a stratum with percolation times of greater
than 120 minutes per inch.

Depth to anticipated high ground water
below the bottom of the leaching trench shall
not be less than 5 feet. Depth to anticipated
high ground water below the bottom of the
seepage pit shall not be less than 10 feet.
Greater depths are required if native material
does not provide adequate filtration.

Ground slope in the disposal area shall not
be greater than 30 percent.

Minimum criteria specified above must be
met within the area of the proposed system
and within the 100% expansion area for the
proposed system.

Exemptions to the Criteria for Individual Waste
Disposal Systems

In certain locations and under special circumstances,
the Board or its Executive Officer may waive
individual criteria.

1. Waiver of one or more individual criteria may
occur if:

a.

The area beneath the proposed septic
system discharge has no significant amount
of ground water having present or future
beneficial uses; or

It can be proven that no pollution, nuisance
or unreasonable degradation of either
surface or ground waters will occur as a
result of the proposed septic system density
when considered individually or cumulatively
with other discharges in the area; or
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c. Construction of a community collection,
treatment, and disposal system is imminent.
Short-term, interim use of individual waste
disposal systems may be allowed.

Implementation of Criteria for Individual Waste

Disposal Systems

1. The Regional Board and the local agencies have
adopted, through Memoranda of Understanding,
criteria which-that are compatible with or more
stringent than these criteria.

2. The Memoranda of Understanding include the
procedures of the review and processing of
applications for proposed discharge of
wastewater from land developments which-that
only discharge domestic waste, including single-
family-unit  residential, multi-unit residential,
commercial, industrial and recreational
developments. The Memoranda of
Understanding include provisions for Regional
Board review and processing of specific
application (e.g., for industrial waste discharges).

3. For those local agencies which—that have
adopted these or more stringent criteria, land
developments which—that only discharge
domestic waste, including single-family-unit
residential, multi-unit residential, commercial,
industrial and recreational developments, will be
permitted entirely by the local agency. (However,
the Regional Board reserves the authority to take
action, if necessary, as described in item 6
below.)

4. Whenever the proposed development will not
meet the minimum criteria and no Memorandum
of Understanding or other equivalent document
exists between the Regional Board and the local
agency, applications for all projects shall be
transmitted to the Regional Board along with a
complete report of waste discharge and a filing
fee.

5. The Regional Board will review, on a project-by-
project basis, proposals for commercial,
industrial, recreational and all other types of
developments which—that discharge industrial
waste. If required, the report of waste discharge
will contain information on estimated wastewater
flows, types of wastes, and occupancy rates
which—that will enable the Regional Board to
evaluate the discharge in terms of EDUs.

6. In any case, the Regional Board will prohibit the
discharge of wastes from land developments
whieh-that will result in violation of water quality
objectives, will impair present or future beneficial
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uses of water, or will cause pollution, nuisance,
or contamination, or will unreasonably degrade
quality of any waters of the State.

Implementation for Other Types of Waste

Disposal from Land Developments

1. Severe impact on water quality can result from
failure to implement adequate measures to
control storm drainage and erosion. Land
developers must provide plans for the control of
such runoff from initial construction up to the
complete build-out of the development. (See
“Land Development” section.)

2. The disposal of solid waste can have adverse
impacts on water quality and public health. Land
developers must submit a plan which—that
conforms to the regional or county master plan
and contains adequate provisions for solid waste
disposal for complete build-out of the
development.

3. The disposal of septic tank sludge is an
important part of any area-wide master plan for
waste disposal. Land developers must submit a
plan which—that conforms to the regional or
county master plan and contains adequate
provisions for septic tank sludge disposal for
complete build-out of the development.

4. The responsibility for the timely submittal of
information necessary for the Board to determine
compliance with these guidelines rests with
persons submitting proposals for development or
discharge. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act provides that no person shall initiate
discharges of waste prior to filing a report of
waste discharge and prior to (1) issuance of
waste discharge requirements, (2) the expiration
of 120 days after submittal of an adequate report
of waste discharge, or (3) the issuance of a
waiver by the Regional Board.

Alternative Individual Waste Disposal Systems

In areas where conditions do not support the use of
conventional individual subsurface waste disposal
systems (e.g., septic systems), the use of engineered
alternative systems can be considered. Alternative
waste disposal systems include, but are not limited
to, mound systems, evapotranspiration beds, sand
filters (intermittent and/or recirculating), and lined
evaporation ponds. The Regional Board supports the
use of engineered alternative systems for waste
disposal as a remedy for otherwise unsuitable
existing lots. However, the Regional Board
discourages the use of engineered alternative
systems for new construction, lots, or subdivisions.
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Several factors the Local Health Officer and/or the
Regional Board staff will consider when evaluating a
proposal for the use of an alternative system include,
but are not limited to:

1. size of parcel

2. density of surrounding development

3. depth to ground water and bedrock

4. depth of soils suitable for waste disposal as
classified under the USDA classification system

5. climate

6. access

(a) for maintenance and pumping year-round
(b) control to prevent public contact

7. emergency contingency plans (including plans
for expansion, replacement or repair)

8. operation and maintenance requirements

9. distance to sewer

Criteria for Alternative Systems

1. The conditions (soils, ground water, slope) which
that limit the use of conventional septic tank
systems may also apply to alternative systems
which-that rely on soil absorption for treatment
and/or disposal of all or most of the wastewater
generated (see Criteria for Individual Waste
Disposal Systems).

2. Mound Systems. Mound systems shall be
installed in accordance with criteria established
in the State Board's Guidelines for Mound
Systems (1980) or other criteria acceptable to
the Executive Officer in conformance with
standard engineering practices.

3. Evapotranspiration Systems. Evapotranspir-
ation systems shall be installed in accordance
with criteria contained in the State Board's
Guidelines for Evapotranspiration Systems
(1980) or other criteria acceptable to the
Executive Officer in conformance with standard
engineering practices.

4. Sand Filters. Sand filters shall be installed in
accordance with the specifications for sand filters
in the State of Oregon, Department of
Environmental  Quality's  On-site  Sewage
Disposal Rules (July 1, 1991) or other criteria
acceptable to the Executive Officer in
conformance  with  standard  engineering
practices.

5. Grey-WaterGraywater Systems. Undercertain
cireumstances,—grey—Graywater is untreated

wastewater that has not been contaminated by
any toilet discharge, has not been affected by
infectious, contaminated, or unhealthy bodily
wastes, and does not present a threat from
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contamination by  unhealthy  processing,
manufacturing, or operating wastes. Graywater
includes wastewater from bathtubs, showers,
bathroom  washbasins, clothes  washing
machines, and laundry tubs, but does not include
wastewater from kitchen sinks or dishwashers.
(H&S Code § 17922.12.) Graywater systems
may be an acceptable method of disposal in
conjunction with a composting toilet or holding
tank to handle black water. Examples of
appropriate applications include recreational
areas such as campgrounds, day use facilities,
and-trailheads, and residential and commercial
facilities where graywater can be managed and
disposed in a manner protective of water quality.
Grey—Graywater systems shall be installed in
accordance with the California Plumbing Code
(24 Cal. Code of Regs., Part 5) and the local
administrative authority. If properly constructed
and operated, grey—graywater systems are not
expected to create a nuisance or pollution.

6. Other proposals for alternative systems shall be
evaluated jointly by the local regulatory agency
and Regional Board staff on a case-by-case
basis. Some engineered systems may be
considered experimental by the Regional Board.
Experimental systems will be handled with
caution. A trial period of at least one year should
be established whereby proper system operation
must be demonstrated. Under such an approach,
experimental systems are granted a one-year
conditional approval.

7. All proposals for alternative systems shall be
designed by a Civil Engineer, Engineering
Geologist or Sanitarian licensed to practice in
California.

Maintenance Requirements

System designers should be responsible for
developing specifications and procedures for proper
system operation. Designers should provide to
system owners an informational operation and
maintenance document that includes: (1) clear and
concise procedures for operation and maintenance,
and (2) instructions for repair and/or replacement of
critical items within forty-eight hours following failure.
Engineered systems should be inspected by a
licensed Civil Engineer, Engineering Geologist or
Sanitarian during installation to insure conformance
with approved plans.

Permitting Authority
The County Health Officer may approve alternative
systems when all of the following conditions are met:
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1.

3.

The Health Officer has found the system to be in
compliance with criteria approved by the
Regional Board Executive Officer (see Criteria
for Individual Waste Disposal Systems and
Criteria for Alternative Systems above); and

The Health Officer has either: (1) informed the
Regional Board Executive Officer of the proposal
to use the alternative system and the Executive
Officer agrees that it complies with the finding in
(&) above; or (2) a written agreement that the
Executive Officer has delegated approval
authority to the County Health Officer; and

A public or private entity has agreed in writing to
assume responsibility for the inspection,
monitoring, maintenance, and  eventual
decommissioning/reclamation of the system.

If all of the above conditions cannot be met, the
Regional Board will consider issuing waste discharge
requirements for alternative systems.

4.4, Municipal and Domestic Wastewater:
Treatment, Disposal, and Reclamation
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Table 4.4-1

4.4, Municipal and Domestic Wastewater:
Treatment, Disposal, and Reclamation

MINIMUM DISTANCES FOR SITING WASTE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS (in feet)

Drainage Course

Facility Domestic Well Public Well Perennial Stream® | or Ephemeral
Stream®

Septic t.ank or 50 50 50 o5

sewer line

Leaching field 100 100 100 50

Seepage pit 150 150 100 50

. . 3 Cut or Property Lake or

Facility Fill Bank Line* Reservoir®

Septic tgnk or 10 o5 50

sewer pit

Leaching field 4h 50 200

Seepage pit 4h° 75 200

As measured from the edge of the channel.

As measured from the line which defines the limit of a 100-year-frequency flood.

Distance in feet equals four times the vertical height of the cut or fill bank. Distance is measured
from the top edge of the bank.

Distance in feet from property line of any neighboring lot on which individual well(s) are used.
(Distances are to property lines of neighboring lots, i.e., not street easements)

As measured from the high water line. (Regional Board Resolution No. 82-6 defines the high
water line for Eagle Lake, Eagle Drainage Hydrologic Area as 5117.5 feet, a definition used in
prohibiting the discharge of wastes from subsurface disposal systems on a lot with an elevation of
less than 5130 feet. See Section 4.1 of this Basin Plan for waste discharge prohibitions for Eagle
Lake.)

As measured from the high seepage level.
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4.9 RESOURCES
MANAGEMENT AND
RESTORATION

[Note that only the Forest Management portion of this
section contains proposed changes]

Forest Management

Forested lands are found throughout much of the
Lahontan Region. Management of these lands can
include commercial timber harvests, vegetation
management to address fire risk and forest health,
fire suppression, the use of prescribed fire,
watershed and ecological restoration, and other
activities. The forests of the Lahontan Region have
suffered under a century of fire suppression, leaving
an_unhealthy condition in_many locations where an
abundance of undergrowth and dense canopy have
created increased risk for catastrophic fire. Efforts to
reduce these “fuel loads” and to create defensible
space for property owners are an _ongoing _priority.
Forest management activities can also include the
use of pesticides and various restoration techniques.
Restoration techniques and pesticide use are
discussed elsewhere in this Chapter._Other activities
on forested lands, such as mining, livestock grazing,
and recreation are also discussed separately in this

Chapter.

Silviculture/Timber Harvests

Silvicultural activities in the Lahontan Region occur
on both federal and non-federal forest land. Tree
harvesting methods include commercial thinning,
clearcutting, sanitation, and salvaging of dead or
dying trees, as well as non-commercial thinning to
improve forest health and/or reduce the risk of and
severity of wildfire.. These harvesting operations are
performed on areas of up to several thousand acres
per project, and often involve heavy equipment such
as chainsaws,—tractor skidders, bulldozers, log
haulingging trucks, chip vans for biomass
removal,and road watering trucks. Many ef-these
areasproject sites have not been harvested for many
decades, if at all, and therefore have thick
undergrowth, especially near streamcourses or
wetlands. Legging—-=aActivities such as log
felling/yarding and particularly the read-construction,
and—improvement_and use of forest roads, log
landings, and watercourse crossings eenstruetion;

and—endlining;—can result in significant impacts.

These impacts can include soil erosion and/or

compaction, discharge to streams, streamcourse

damage,—compaction—ordisturbance and diversion,

and removal of riparian or wetland seil—and

vegetation;and-seil-and-plantless-inwetlands._Such

impacts on _soils, vegetation and hydrology can in
turn affect water quality and beneficial uses.

Control Measures for Silvicultural Activities
Prohibitions on unauthorized waste discharge to
surface waters apply throughout the Lahontan
Region. Prohibitions on waste discharges to 100-
year floodplains apply to forestry activities in the
Lake Tahoe and Truckee River watersheds. In the
Lake Tahoe Basin, prohibitions on waste discharges
to_Stream Environment Zones (SEZs) also apply.
Exemptions from these prohibitions may be granted
for _certain _types of forest management activities.
See Sections 4.1 and 5.2 of this Basin Plan for
information _on waste discharge prohibitions and
exemption criteria.

The Regional Board requires proponents of
vegetation or forest management activities with the
potential to discharge wastes that could affect the
quality of waters of the state to obtain coverage
under waste discharge requirements or a waiver of
waste discharge requirements. Dischargers must
ensure that their activities comply with the
applicable provisions of this Basin Plan (including
water quality objectives and waste discharge
prohibitions or exemption crlterla) and are protecnve
of water quality.

activites—To the extent that funding and staffing
allows, Regional Board staff inspecting the planned
harvestproject area with the land owner or
representative, and preseribing—recommend water
quality protection measures. If Regional Board
concerns during—this—review—are not satisfactorily
addressed_or if violations are observed, the Regional
Board can appeal the harvest plan.- The Regional
Eoordroooroohocoton o ndonlywnslo diochorc o
pose-a-threat-to-water-qualitymay take enforcement

actions _in_accordance with the California Water
Code.

The Regional Board reviews-regulates timber harvest
proposals for both federal and non-federal lands.
INFS)-Hands—differs—rom—that-en—nenfederal-lands:
Special forest management provisions apply to the
Lake Tahoe Basin (see Chapter 5).
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Ch. 4, IMPLEMENTATION

Federal Lands. The United States Forest Service
(USFS) has the authority and responsibility to
manage and protect the land which it administers,
including protection of water quality. When the USFS
plans a timber harvest, it is generally listed quarterly
in a notice called the Schedule of Proposed Actions
(SOPA). Water Board staff typically review the
quarterly SOPA notices and comment on those
projects that have the potential to significantly
impact water quality within the Lahontan Region.
The USFES generally writes a National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) document and routes it for public
review. When the Netice-of-DecisionNEPA document
is approved, the USFS writes a timber sale contract
agreement with the hired logger. This agreement lists
the terms of contract and includes protection
measures for streamcourses, sensitive vegetation,
soil stabilization, and erosion prevention that the
logger must follow.

Mere—speeific-to-timber—harvest-plansThere is athe
Management Agency Agreement (MAA) between the

USFS and State Water Resources Control Board
(State Board). The MAA recognizes the mutual
desire of each agency to achieve the goals of the
Federall\Water-Pollution-CentrelClean Water Act and
to assure control of water pollution through
implementation of Best Management Practices
(BMPs). Each agency mutually agrees to coordinate
water quality monitoring, share data, and cooperate
in other water quality management planning
activities.

During timber harvest activities on NFS lands, the
USFS requires use of BMPs to directly or indirectly
mitigate adverse effects to water quality and
beneficial uses. Once BMPs are applied during a
timber operation, their effectiveness is evaluated by
the USFS. If BMP implementation did not produce
the desired results, the USFS initiates corrective
action and the BMPs may be modified as needed.

Timber harvest BMPs that are intended to protect
water quality within National Forest System lands
include:
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e The location and method of streamcrossings, and
location of skid trails and roads, must minimize
impacts to water quality.

e Maintenance of the natural flow of streams and
reduction of sediment and other pollutants that
may enter watercourses.

e All project debris must be removed from the
streamcourse in the least disturbing manner.

e Timber sale contracts shall specify that timber
operators must repair all damage to
streamcourses, banks and channels.

e Water bars and other erosion control structures
must be located to prevent water and sediment
from being channeled into streamcourses and to
dissipate concentrated flows.

e Equipment must stay a set minimum distance
from streamcourses depending upon slope and
high water mark.

e Proper drainage must be maintained during use
of log landings.

e Used landings must be ditched or sloped to
permit drainage and dispersion of water.

e Appropriate water quality or visual monitoring
shall be conducted.

The USFS must obtain  waste discharge
requirements (permit) or a waiver thereof from the
State Water Board or the Regional Board prior to
implementing projects that have the potential to
discharge wastes that could affect the quality of the
waters of the state. The permit or waiver considers
the BMPs that have been developed by the USES
and may include additional conditions to protect

water quality.

Non-federal lands. The State Board recognizes the
water quality authority of the Board of Forestry (BOF)
and the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (EBFCALFIRE) during timber operations
on non-federal lands. The State Water Board has
certified a water quality management plan which
includes Best Management Practices for these
timber operations on non-federal lands.

In cases Wwhen a timber owner wishes to conduct
commercial timber harvest on private lands, a
registered professional forester (RPF) is required to
complete and sign a Timber Harvest Plan (THP). The
THP includes a topographic map of the area,
determination of number of acres, expected time
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period of operation, locations of roads, large landings
and stream crossings, type of harvest, and
watercourse and wetland protection measures. This
THP is then filed with CBFCALFIRE. A review team
meeting is held at the regional €BF-CALFIRE office.
This meeting may include representatives from
CDFCALFIRE, the Regional Board, California
Department of Fish and Game-Wildlife (BFGDFW),
and California Department—of—Parks—and
ReereationGeologic Survey (CBR&RCGS). After the
meeting, a copy of the THP with any revisions is sent
to the Regional Board for its review of potential water
quality impacts.

Regional Board staff may elect to meet on-site with
CBFCALFIRE staff and the RPF who completed the
THP. The land or timber owner and a—bBFG
inspectorother review team agency representatives
may also be present. The timber harvest operation is
inspected to ensure compliance with State Forest
Practice Rules (FPRs) and the Regional Board's
Basin Plan_and permit or waiver. These FPRs
include the following provisions:

e Timber operations shall prevent unreasonable
damage to riparian vegetation, and site
productivity must be maintained by minimizing soil
loss.

e Appropriate levels of protection are assigned to
different types of watercourses, including
minimum distances logging machinery must be
kept away from streamcourses and wet areas
(buffer zones). The widths of the buffer zones
depend on side slope and beneficial uses of the
water.

o Atleast 50%-of the-understory-(acts-as-sediment
. e
temperature) —— must—be—retained——along
streamecourses—and—wetlands:Depending on the
watercourse classification there are retention
standards _ for __understory _and __ overstory

vegetation.

e Watercourse crossings must be kept to a
minimum.

o If fish are present, the crossing must allow
unrestricted passage of fish and water.

e Roads must be located and constructed to
minimize impacts to water quality.

e Roads and landings should have adequate
drainage.

4.9, Resources Management and Restoration

e Heavy equipment is not to be operated on
unstable soils or slide areas.

o Waterbreaks must be installed before the winter
period. Standards are to be followed for distances
between water breaks on slopes. These water
breaks should allow water to discharge into
vegetative cover, duff, slash, rock or less erodible
material to minimize erosion and should be
maintained during timber operations.

e Timber operations during the winter period must
not be performed under saturated soil conditions.

e Material from logging operations shall not be
discharged into waters of the State in quantities
deleterious to beneficial uses of water.

e Timber operators shall not use watercourses,
marshes or wet meadows as log landings, roads
or skid trails.

. . I i teri .
meadows—and-wet-areas-shall-be-retained-and
| during i ons.

e Trees cut within watercourse and lake protection
zones shall be felled away from the watercourse
by endlining to protect vegetation from heavy
equipment operations.

Lake Tahoe Basin. Special control actions for forest
management activities within the Lake Tahoe Basin
are included in Chapter 5 of this Plan.

Recommended Future Actions for Silvicultural
Activities

Regional Board staff should continue to actively
review both federal and non-federal timber harvest
proposals and to conduct on-site inspections as
necessary. Since 2003, the Regional Board has had
conditional waivers of waste discharge requirements
for vegetation management activities on both public
and private lands in California (Timber Waivers).
These timber waivers address both commercial and
non-commercial timber harvest and vegetation
management _activities. Non-commercial activities
may be conducted for fuel reduction and forest
health purposes. Timber Waivers must be renewed
every 5 years and may be terminated at any time by
the Regional Board. The timber waiver renewal
must _occur _in_a public _hearing with prior public
noticing. _ Significant _research and _equipment
innovation is being conducted to address the shift in
forest management associated with fuel reduction
activities. The timber waiver acknowledges that
new approaches are being developed to address
forest and watershed health. The waiver allows for
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project specific _analysis of implementation
approaches and an avenue to regulate practices as
new technologies are developed. The timber waiver
and the Basin Plan need to have flexibility in
allowing for increased future utilization of biomass
created during fuel reduction activities. Future
Regional Board efforts should focus on eumulative
adaptive _management, the use of innovative
technology, and design features and BMPs that
reduce water quality impacts of forest management
activities.

Fire Control and Prescribed Burns
Wildfires are part of the natural process of the forest
ecosystem. Some species of trees and other plants
are dependent upon wildfires for seed germination
and/or seedling establishment. However, these fires,
both natural and human caused, can have major
impacts on vegetation conditions with subsequent
effects on soils and water quality. In many forests,
fire suppression techniques are commonly used,
adding an abundance of available “fuel” to the forest.
This “fuel” can contribute to a high intensity wildfire
which magnifies impacts on vegetation, soils, and
water quality.

Fires initiate a process of soil movement that
continues through subsequent rainstorms. The
process begins as fires consume vegetation. With
the vegetation removed, effective ground cover to
hold soils in place is also removed. The vegetation is
no longer removing and using soil nutrients like
nitrogen and phosphorus. Many nutrients are left in
the ashes which can easily be transported to surface
waters by stormwater runoff or ground water flow. If
the fire destroys the duff layer (a biologically rich
protective layer of decaying needles and branches),
only easily erodible ashes are left to cover the bare
mineral soils. The duff layer normally functions like a
sponge, soaking up precipitation, including snow
melt. Without the duff layer, the water which would
normally infiltrate to ground water becomes erosive
runoff. In areas of sandy soils, intense burning of the
duff layer can chemically alter the soils, creating a
water repellant or “hydrophobic” layer which can
further increase runoff. Runoff can rapidly erode bare
mineral soil and flush nutrient-rich ashes into rills and
gullies. With-mere-runeffOver time, these gullies can
increase in size, eventually draining to surface
waters, eroding upland areas, scouring some natural
stream channels while adding sediments to some
channels and lakes. This increased sedimentation
can impact fish spawning gravels and fill pools and
riffes which are important aquatic habitat
components. Sediments also contribute large
amounts of nutrients to streams and lakes. Fires can
further impact water quality by increasing the return
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periedsmagnitude of floods associated with moderate
and extreme storms. Fires can also impact water
temperature by reducing stream shading.

Burning under prescribed conditions to control
undesirable vegetation, control insects or pathogens,
or to maintain ecological succession, can have
similar water quality impacts to those of wildfires, but
usually on a lesser scale.

Thus, from a water quality perspective, controlling
fires is important. However, fire fighting can also
leave its mark on watersheds. The activities of
firefighters and heavy equipment can result in soil
disturbance, vegetation removal, and stream
sedimentation. Chemical fire retardants also have the
potential to impact water quality. Many of these fire
retardants are ammonium-based and decompose to
such products as ammonia, sodium cyanide and
sulfuric and phosphoric acids. Some retardants are
mixes of foaming and wetting agents. Aquatic toxicity
testing of these fire retardants has shown aquatic
organism sensitivity to many retardants. In the case
of foaming agents, the water surface tension is
reduced which interferes with the ability of fish and
other organisms to obtain oxygen from the water.
Surface waters in many of the forested watersheds of
the Lahontan Region are naturally oligotrophic, and
loading of nitrogen and phosphorus from fire
retardants to surface waters may contribute to

eutrophication.

Control Measures for Fire Control and Prescribed
Burn Operations

The Regional Board shall rely on the water quality
expertise of the USFS and C€BF-CALFIRE to
promptly take measures after fires to reduce the
adverse effects on water quality and beneficial uses.
The Regional Board shall further rely on the USFS
and SBF-CALFIRE in the design and use of fire
control activities and prescribed burn activities which
avoid or minimize adverse impacts on water and soil
resources. The Regional Board encourages the
USFS and SBFCALFIRE to consider the following
measures to protect water quality and beneficial
uses.

e Burning under prescribed conditions should
generally be located away from stream channels
or standing water. Some types of burns may be
closer to standing water. The Regional Board
should be notified of any proposal to conduct
burning activities near watercourses._ Prescribed
burning activities may be covered by the Regional
Board's waiver of waste discharge requirements
or other requlatory mechanism. Efforts shall be
made to limit fire intensities, prevent transport of
ash and soil to waters, increase recovery of
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vegetation and/or _implement BMPs to quickly
stabilize soils following burning.

When the residual fuel load will be acceptable,
non-burning techniques such as scattering or
hauling away slash are preferredacceptable,
especially where the slash, chipped or masticated
material will provide soil protection. (Timber
harvests and herbicide use, both possible means
of reducing fuel loads, are discussed elsewhere in
this Chapter).

When selecting and stocking fire retardants, fire
protection agencies should consider the relative
potentials of different compounds for toxicity to
aquatic life (particularly to threatened/endangered
species), and for eutrophication of naturally
oligotrophic_waters. When fighting fires, direct
drops of fire retardants into streams, lakes,
wetland areas, or riparian areas should be
avoided.

4.9, Resources Management and Restoration

Recommended Future Actions for Fire Control
and Prescribed Burn Operations

The Regional Board sheuld-may request each state
and federal land management agency within the
Region to submit information on any fire retardant
proposed for use in fire fighting. This information
should include chemical composition, chemical
decomposition products, results of any aquatic
organism toxicity or other toxicity testing and mode of
action (foaming, wetting, etc.). Following any fire
fighting activities, information on amounts used and
locations of use should be submitted to the Regional
Board.
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Chapter 5

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND CONTROL
MEASURES FOR THE LAKE TAHOE BASIN

Introduction

Lake Tahoe is a designated Outstanding National
Resource Water' (ONRW), which-that is renowned
for its extraordinary clarity and purity, and deep blue
color. Since the 1960s, Lake Tahoe has become
impaired by declining deep water transparency and
increasing phytoplankton  productivity due to
increased fine sediment particles and nutrient loading
attributable to human activities (Figures 5-1 and 5-2).
Fine sediment particles are defined as sediment
particles less than 16 microns in diameter. Further
increases in algal growth could change the clear blue
color of the Lake. Algal growth is fed by nitrogen and
phosphorus. Phosphorus sorbed to fine sediment
particles is responsible for the majority of Lake
Tahoe's phosphorus load. Degradation of Lake
Tahoe is controlled by federal and state
antidegradation  regulations and  guidelines.
Attainment of deep water transparency and
productivity standards requires control of nutrient and
fine sediment particle loading, which in turn requires
(1) export of domestic wastewater and solid waste
from the Lake Tahoe watershed, (2) restrictions on
new development and land disturbance, and (3)
remediation of a variety of point and nonpoint source
problems related to past human activities in the
Tahoe Basin. This Chapter summarizes a variety of
control measures for the protection and
enhancement of Lake Tahoe which—that in many
cases are more stringent than those applicable
elsewhere in the Lahontan Region.

! Note: ONRWs are described in Chapter 4. See the subsection
entitled “Special Designations to Protect Water Resources” within
Section 4.9, “Resources Management and Restoration.”

For the reader's convenience, this Chapter contains
copies of some information on water quality
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objectives, beneficial use designations, and waste
discharge prohibitions for waters of the Lake Tahoe
Basin whieh-that is also included in Chapters 2, 3,
and 4 of this Basin Plan.

Water Quality Problems and Control

Needs

Steep slopes, erodible soils, and a short growing
season make the Lake Tahoe Basin acutely sensitive
to human activities. Development practices and
ongoing soil disturbing land uses that may have little
impact elsewhere can cause severe erosion in the
Tahoe Basin, increasing fine sediment particle,
nitrogen and phosphorus loads to Lake Tahoe. The
level of algal growth in the lake is limited by the
availability of nutrients; the concentration of nutrients
in the lake at present is extremely low. The primary
source of additional phosphorus is erosion resulting
from land development and ongoing soil disturbance
associated with land management practices. Lake
Tahoe has historically been considered nitrogen
limited; recent bioassays indicate that phosphorus is
also becoming limiting.—in—seme—situations: It is
important to control all controllable sources of both
nitrogen and phosphorus. Development disturbs
vegetation and soils, and creates impervious surface
coverage which-that interferes with natural nutrient
and fine sediment particle removal mechanisms.
Other sources of nutrients include fertilizers, sewer
exfiltration and sewage spills, and leachate from
abandoned septic systems, and atmospheric
deposition.

Fine sediment particles are independently
responsible for approximately two thirds of the
lake’s deep water transparency loss. The
mechanism for transparency loss from fine
sediment particles is the scattering of light in the
water column. This contrasts with deep water
transparency loss due to light absorption caused by
enhanced phytoplankton productivity. Runoff from
roadways and other urbanized landscapes are the
primary sources of fine sediment particles reaching
the lake.

: :
Erosion —and Fslu face ”"'le related —to—rapid

SReHDT O conanddotnnomtion o dhonto s conling
of-LakeTahee—Phytoplankton productivity in Lake
Tahoe increased more than 420 percent, and deep
water transparency decreased by 31 percent,
between 1968 and 2007. (Water quality standards for
clarity and phytoplankton productivity are based on
1968-1971 levels.) Increased growth of attached
algae in nearshore waters may be linked to the level
of onshore development. The Regional Board is
addressing willaddress Lake Tahoe's nearshore
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water quality through collaborative investigation and
regulatory actions. Pollutant load reduction actions
taken to implement the Lake Tahoe TMDL are
anticipated to improve the nearshore environment
by decreasing pollutant loads entering the lake.
Additional analysis, however, is needed to
determine whether different resource management
actions are needed to address the nearshore
condition. While targeted load reduction actions
may or may not immediately address localized
pollutant discharges to the nearshore, long term,
basin-wide pollutant load reduction efforts are
expected to improve the nearshore condition. The
Regional Board will evaluate results of ongoing
research related to nearshore conditions and take
appropriate actions if necessary to improve
nearshore conditions.

Although the primary purpose of the implementation
program in this Chapter is to protect and enhance the
water quality and beneficial uses of Lake Tahoe, it
will also protect tributary waters. There are 170 other
lakes, 63 tributary streams, and numerous wetlands
in the Lake Tahoe Basin; most of the lakes and about
half of the streams are in California. There are also
two named ground water basins in the California
portion of the watershed. Most of these waters have
naturally high quality, and state and federal
antidegradation regulations apply. The Upper
Truckee River and the lower Truckee River
downstream of the Lake Tahoe dam are under study
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System. Although many of the lakes are within
wilderness areas, they are threatened by heavy
recreational use and atmospheric deposition. Other
tributary waters have been adversely affected by
erosion, stormwater, diversion, channelization, or
filling. In particular, wetlands have been drastically
disturbed by human activities; see the section on
Stream Environment Zones (SEZs) below.

The water quality control program for the Lake Tahoe
Basin treats erosion and surface runoff (stormwater)
as different facets of the same problem. Reducing
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nutrient and fine sediment particle loads will require
beth—remedial measures to correct existing
erosion/runoff problems-and-strict-controls—on-future
development. The principal control measures are:

stormwater
and SEZ

e Large-scale erosion remediation,
treatment, and drainage control
restoration projects.

e Installation and maintenance of onsite erosion
and surface runoff (stormwater) control measures
in connection with all new and existing
development.

e Controls on discharges related to other activities
including timber harvest, livestock confinement
and grazing, and recreational facilities (including
golf courses, dredging, and shorezone
construction to support water-related recreational
activities).

In addition to the control measures for sediment and
nutrients-which-that- were-the-main-focus—of-the-twe
earlier—Lake—Tahoe—plans, regionwide control
measures for toxic pollutants, needed for attainment
of the water quality objectives in the USEPA's
National Toxics Rule, section 131.36 of 40 CFR
(126/22/92), and California Toxics Rule, section
131.38 of 40 CFR (5/18/00), which is—are
incorporated by reference, apply to the Lake Tahoe
Basin. Because the Lake Tahoe program
emphasizes the use of wetlands (SEZs) for
stormwater treatment, the attainment of objectives for
toxic metals and whole effluent toxicity in waters
affected by stormwater discharges must be given
special consideration. Control measures to ensure
attainment of the objective for nondegradation of
biological communities and populations are also of
concern in relation to stormwater discharges.

Implementation Authority

Implementation of the water quality control programs
discussed in this Chapter is a bistate, interagency
effort.-These-control-measures;-and-the-authority for
their-implementation,—are-summarized-in-Table-5-1.

Many of the control measures can best be
implemented by local governments or the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), but the Lahontan
Regional Board and State Water Resources Control
Board are ultimately responsible for implementation
of those controls within their authority. To the extent

Ch. 5, Introduction

that other agencies do not make and fulfill
implementation commitments, the Regional Board
will-may require implementation ofearry—out these
control measures. Similar control measures are
being implemented by TRPA and the Nevada
Division of Environmental Protection in Nevada.

The Lahontan Regional Board's authority for
planning, regulation, and enforcement is discussed in
greater detail in Chapters 1 and 4 of this Basin Plan.
The Regional Board implements the federal Clean
Water Act, portions of the California Water Code
(including the Porter-Cologne Act) and a variety of
laws related to control of solid waste and toxic and
hazardous wastes. The Regional Board has authority
to set and revise water quality standards and
discharge prohibitions. It may issue permits, including
federal NPDES permits and Section 401 water
quality certifications, and State waste discharge
requirements or waivers of waste discharge
requirements. Its planning and permitting actions
require compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The Regional Board has broad
enforcement authority; actions may range from staff
enforcement letters, through cleanup and abatement
or cease and desist orders, to civil penalties or
referral to the California Attorney General.

The State Board has authority to review Regional
Board planning, anrd—permitting__and formal
enforcement actions. It sets statewide water quality
policy. It may also adopt water quality standards and
control measures on its own initiative..-as-it-did-in-the
Lake-Tahoe Basin-Water-QualityPlan. Other State
Board functions which—that may affect the Lake
Tahoe Basin include loan and grant funding for
wastewater treatment facilities and nonpoint source
control projects, and water rights permitting authority.

The Tahee—Regional—Planning—AgenceyTRPA'S
authority comes from P.L. 96-551 and from the water
quality planning functions delegated by California,
Nevada, and the USEPA under Section 208 of the
Clean Water Act. TRPA has a bistate Governing
Body with appointed members, an Advisory Planning
Commission which—that includes_a the—Executive
Officer—of—the—Lahontan Regional Board
representative, and a technical staff under an
Executive Director. It may set regional environmental
standards, issue land use permits including
conditions to protect water quality, and take
enforcement actions. TRPA is directed to ensure
attainment of the most stringent state or federal
standards for a variety of environmental parameters
in addition to water quality; for example, it is a
designated air quality and transportation planning
agency in California. TRPA has delegated authority
to review certain types of new development to local
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governments under Memoranda of Understanding
(MOUs). P.L. 96-551 establishes a TRPA
environmental review process which-that is legally
separate from CEQA and from the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). TRPA's Code of
Ordinances; and its MOUs with federal, state and
local governments identify categories of projects and
activities which-that are exempt from TRPA's review.

The U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit (LTBMU), controls over 70 percent
of the land in the Lake Tahoe Basin. It implements a
land and resource management plan (USFS 1988,
amended 2004 and 2007) and the statewide USFS
208 Plan (USFS 1979). In contrast to some National
Forest plans which—that emphasize resource
extraction activities such as timber harvest, the major
emphasis of the LTBMU plan is water quality
protection. The LTBMU has an ongoing watershed
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restoration program, and implements a land
acquisition program to prevent development of
sensitive private lands. It has permitting and
enforcement authority over activities by other parties
on National Forest lands. USFS activities and
permits are subject to environmental review under
NEPA. The Lahontan Regional Board may issue
waste discharge requirements or a waiver of waste
discharge requirements reviews-but-does—not-issue
permits—for timber harvest activities by the LTBMU in
the Tahoe Basin—underthe-statewide-Management
Agonoforcomentoummporzedn-Chasicr 5 It may

also issue permits for other activities on National
Forest land (e.g., ski area expansion).

Local governments in the Lake Tahoe Basin have
been delegated authority by TRPA to implement its
plans for certain types of development projects. They
also have major responsibility for implementing the
remedial projects for water quality problems which
that are discussed later in this Chapter. Leoeal

Other agencies involved in implementation of water
quality control measures in the California portion of
the Tahoe Basin include the U.S—Seil-Censervation
Servicer-the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S.
Natural Resources Conservation Service, the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
the California Tahoe Conservancy, the California
State Lands Commission, the California Department
of Parks and Recreation, the California Department
of Fish and GameWildlife, the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection, and the Tahoe
Resource Conservation District. Monitoring carried
out by the LTBMU, the U.S. Geological Survey, the
University of  California  Tahoe  Research
GreupEnvironmental Research Center, the California
Department of Water Resources, and other agencies
continues to be important in assessing progress on
implementation. Fhe—208—Plan—{\ol——provides—a
mrero—-dotnlodclseussion ol pemiorcwmliy

Jurisdictional Boundaries

The California water quality standards and discharge
prohibitions, and most of the control measures
discussed later in this Chapter apply to the “Lake
Tahoe Basin” or “Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit (HU),”
which is the entire watershed tributary to and
including Lake Tahoe in California. This area (Figure
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5-3) includes portions of Alpine, ElI Dorado, and
Placer Counties. The 208 Plan—applies—toTRPA
Compact established the “Lake Tahoe Region,”
which is defined by P.L. 96-551. The Lake Tahoe
Region includes lands in El Dorado and Placer
Counties (California) and Douglas, Carson City, and
Washoe Counties (Nevada) which-that are tributary
to Lake Tahoe. It does not include the Alpine County
portion of the Lake Tahoe watershed, but does
include part of the Truckee River HU, between the
Lake Tahoe outlet dam and the Bear Creek
confluence (Figure 5-4). These-differences-in-State
I ricdictional | .

The Alpine County portion of the watershed is almost
all National Forest land, but includes some State
highway right-of-way and part of the South Tahoe
Public Utility District (STPUD) wastewater export
pipeline. The Regional Board has reviewed fisheries
management activities, grazing permits, and
proposed watershed restoration activities in this
portion of the Tahoe Basin. It is a popular recreation
area whieh-that includes a segment of the Pacific
Crest Trail. All of the control measures discussed
below for construction and other activities on National
Forest lands, or for road and right-of-way
construction and maintenance, apply in this area,
even though TRPA permits may not apply. The
Regional Board will consider issuing or revising
waste discharge permits for activities in this area as
necessary to protect water quality.

In the portion of the Truckee River watershed which
that is within TRPA's jurisdiction, the Lahontan
Regional Board implements a separate set of water
quality standards, discharge prohibitions, and
exemption criteria. This area includes existing
residential, commercial, and highway development.

Proposals-for-its redevelopment have been made by
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METERS

Figure 5-1
Annual Average Secchi Disk Depth
At the Index Station, Lake Tahoe
(UC Davis, 2010)

YEAR
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Figure 5-2
PRIMARY PRODUCTIVITY
At the Index Station, Lake Tahoe
(UC Davis, 2010)
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Figure 5-3
LOCATION MAP, LAKE TAHOE REGION
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Figure 5-4
LAHONTAN AND TRPA VARIATIONS
IN JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARIES FOR THE
LAKE TAHOE BASIN
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5.1 WATER QUALITY
STANDARDS

The federal Clean Water Act defines “water quality
standards” to include both “designated uses” (i.e.,
beneficial uses) and “water quality criteria” (i.e., water
quality objectives). Thus, the designated beneficial
uses and the water quality objectives listed below are
the California water quality standards for waters of
the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit (HU).

Twenty-three beneficial uses and their definitions
were developed by the State Board staff and
recommended for use in the Regional Board Basin
Plans. Three of those beneficial uses (Marine
Habitat, Estuarine Habitat, and Shellfish Harvesting)
are not found within the Region. Regional Board staff
added two additional uses (Water Quality
Enhancement, Flood Peak Attenuation/Flood Water
Storage). Thus, the following nine beneficial use
designations have been added since adoption of the
1975 Basin Plans: Industrial Process Supply, Fish
Spawning, Fish Migration, Navigation, Commercial
and Sport Fishing, Water Quality Enhancement,
Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special
Significance, Aquaculture, and Flood Peak
Attenuation/Flood Water Storage. Specific wetland
habitats and their associated beneficial uses has
been added in recognition of the value of protecting
wetlands. This Chapter contains two tables (Tables
5.1-1 and 5.1-2) designating the beneficial uses of
surface waters and ground waters in the Lake Tahoe
HU.

Definitions of Beneficial Uses

AGR  Agricultural Supply. Beneficial uses of
waters used for farming, horticulture, or
ranching, including, but not limited to,
irrigation, stock watering, and support of
vegetation for range grazing

AQUA Aquaculture. Beneficial uses of waters used
for aquaculture or mariculture operations
including, but not limited to, propagation,
cultivation, maintenance, and harvesting of
aquatic plants and animals for human
consumption or bait purposes.

BIOL Preservation of Biological Habitats of
Special Significance. Beneficial uses of
waters that support designated areas or
habitats, such as established refuges, parks,
sanctuaries, ecological reserves, and Areas
of Special Biological Significance (ASBS),
where the preservation and enhancement of
natural resources requires special protection.

COLD Cold Freshwater Habitat. Beneficial uses of
waters that support cold water ecosystems
including, but not limited to, preservation and
enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation,
fish, and wildlife, including invertebrates.

COMM Commercial and Sportfishing. Beneficial
uses of waters used for commercial or
recreational collection of fish or other
organisms including, but not limited to, uses
involving organisms intended for human
consumption.

FLD  Flood Peak Attenuation/Flood Water
Storage. Beneficial uses of riparian wetlands
in flood plain areas and other wetlands that
receive natural surface drainage and buffer
its passage to receiving waters.

FRSH Freshwater Replenishment. Beneficial
uses of waters used for natural or artificial
maintenance of surface water quantity or

quality (e.g., salinity).

GWR Ground Water Recharge. Beneficial uses of
waters used for natural or artificial recharge
of ground water for purposes of future
extraction, maintenance of water quality, or
halting of saltwater intrusion into freshwater
aquifers.

IND Industrial Service Supply. Beneficial uses
of waters used for industrial activities that do
not depend primarily on water quality
including, but not limited to, mining, cooling
water supply, geothermal energy production,
hydraulic conveyance, gravel washing, fire
protection, and oil well repressurization.

MIGR Migration of Aquatic Organisms.
Beneficial uses of waters that support
habitats necessary for migration,
acclimatization between fresh and salt water,
or temporary activities by aquatic organisms,
such as anadromous fish.

MUN  Municipal and Domestic Supply.
Beneficial uses of waters used for
community, military, or individual water
supply systems including, but not limited to,
drinking water supply.

NAV  Navigation. Beneficial uses of waters used
for shipping, travel, or other transportation by
private, military, or commercial vessels.

POW Hydropower Generation. Beneficial uses of
waters used for hydroelectric power
generation.
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PRO Industrial Process Supply. Beneficial uses
of waters used for industrial activities that
depend primarily on water quality.

RARE Rare, Threatened, or Endangered
Species. Beneficial uses of waters that
support habitat necessary for the survival
and successful maintenance of plant or
animal species established under state
and/or federal law as rare, threatened or
endangered.

REC-1 Water Contact Recreation. Beneficial uses
of waters used for recreational activities
involving body contact with water where
ingestion of water is reasonably possible.
These uses include, but are not limited to,
swimming, wading, water-skiing, skin and
scuba diving, surfing, white water activities,
fishing, and use of natural hot springs.

REC-2 Non-contact Water Recreation. Beneficial
uses of waters used for recreational activities
involving proximity to water, but not normally
involving body contact with water where
ingestion of water is reasonably possible.
These uses include, but are not limited to,
picnicking, sunbathing, hiking,
beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool
and marine life study, hunting, sightseeing,
and aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with
the above activities.

SAL Inland Saline Water Habitat. Beneficial
uses of waters that support inland saline
water ecosystems including, but not limited
to, preservation and enhancement of aquatic
saline habitats, vegetation, fish, and wildlife,
including invertebrates.

SPWN Spawning, Reproduction, and
Development. Beneficial uses of waters that
support high quality aquatic habitat
necessary for reproduction and early
development of fish and wildlife.

WARM Warm Freshwater Habitat. Beneficial uses
of waters that support warm water
ecosystems including, but not limited to,
preservation and enhancement of aquatic
habitats, vegetation, fish, and wildlife,
including invertebrates

WILD Wildlife Habitat. Beneficial uses of waters
that support wildlife habitats including, but
not limited to, the preservation and
enhancement of vegetation and prey species
used by wildlife, such as waterfowl.
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WQE Water Quality Enhancement. Beneficial
uses of waters that support natural
enhancement or improvement of water
quality in or downstream of a water body
including, but not limited to, erosion control,
filtration and purification of naturally
occurring water pollutants, streambank
stabilization, maintenance of channel
integrity, and siltation control.

Historical Beneficial Uses

The 1975 Basin Plans included brief discussions of
the history of human water use in the Lahontan
Region, and tables of “historical” beneficial use
designations from earlier interstate water policies and
“interim” final Basin Plans. Earlier beneficial use
designations were primarily on a watershed basis;
the 1975 Plans designated uses for specific water
bodies. Copies of historical information from the 1975
Plans may be obtained by contacting Regional Board
staff. The 1975 beneficial use designations were
based on knowledge of the existing and potential
water uses, with emphasis on the former. For
example, many high quality surface waters of the
North Lahontan Basin were not designated for
municipal use because water supplies in these areas
were taken from ground water sources. Historical
beneficial uses have been incorporated into Tables
5.1-1 and 5.1-2 as potential uses (a use which once
existed could potentially exist again).

No beneficial use designations adopted in the 1975
Basin Plans have been removed from waters of the
Lake Tahoe HU. Removal of a use designation
requires a “Use Attainability Analysis,” using U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency methodology, to
show that the use does not occur and cannot
reasonably be attained.

Present and Potential Beneficial

Uses

In the Basin Planning process, a number of beneficial
uses are usually identified for a given body of water.
Water quality objectives are established (see below)
which are sufficiently stringent to protect the most
sensitive use. The Regional Board reserves the right
to resolve any conflicts among beneficial uses, based
on the facts in a given case. It should be noted that
the assimilation of wastes is not a beneficial use.

In the tables of beneficial uses (Tables 5.1-1 and
5.1-2), an “X” indicates an existing or potential use.
Many of the existing uses are documented by
biological data or human use statistics; some are not.
Lakes and streams may have potential beneficial
uses established because: (1) plans already exist to
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put the water to those uses, (2) conditions (location,
demand) make such future use likely, (3) the water
has been identified as a potential source of drinking
water based on the quality and quantity available
(see Sources of Drinking Water Policy, in Appendix
B), and/or (4) existing water quality does not support
these uses, but remedial measures may lead to
attainment in the future. The establishment of a
potential beneficial use can have different purposes
such as: (1) establishing a water quality goal which
must be achieved through control actions in order to
re-establish a beneficial use as in No. 4, above, or (2)
serving to protect the existing quality of a water
source for eventual use.

The water body listings in Tables 5.1-1 and 5.1-2
name all significant surface waters and ground water
basins. Maps of the hydrologic units and the ground
water basins are included as part of this Basin Plan
(see Plates 1A and 2A). Hydrologic units and ground
water basins are listed from north to south. Unit and
basin numbers are provided in the tables for
reference to the Department of Water Resources
standardized maps. Unless otherwise specified,
beneficial uses also apply to all tributaries of surface
waters identified in Table 5.1-1 (i.e., specific surface
waters which are not listed have the same beneficial
uses as the streams, lakes, wetlands, or reservoirs to

which they are tributary). Nete-that-nendegradation
o : | : |
objectives—in-—instances where the tributary -is—of

| i | A —Other minor
surface waters, including wetlands, springs, streams,
lakes, and ponds, are included under one heading for
each hydrologic unit. These minor surface waters
have an “X” to designate each potential or existing
beneficial use. Also, ground waters which are not a
part of the named basins are recognized as potential
or existing “municipal and domestic water supply”
(MUN). The beneficial uses for ground water which
are contained in Table 5.1-2 are for each ground
water basin or sub-basin as an entirety. Some
ground water basins contain multiple aquifers or a
single aquifer with varying water quality which may
support different beneficial uses. Therefore, the
placing of an “X” in Table 5.1-2 does not indicate that
all of the ground waters in that particular location are
suitable (without treatment) for a designated
beneficial use. However, all waters are designated as
MUN unless they have been specifically exempted
by the Regional Board through adoption of a Basin
Plan amendment after consideration of substantial
evidence to exempt such waters (see Sources of
Drinking Water Policy in Appendix B). Also, certain
surface waters, including internal drainage lakes,
may have varying water quality from changes in
natural conditions (e.g., change in water volume).

5.1, Water Quality Standards

The designation of multiple beneficial uses in Table
5.1-1, which may appear conflicting for a particular
surface water, indicates existing or probable future
beneficial uses that may occur only temporarily.

In most cases, removing a beneficial use designation
from Table 5.1-1 will require a Use Attainability
Analysis (UAA) to be conducted (using USEPA
methodology). If there is substantial evidence to
remove a use designation from a specific water body,
the Regional Board will consider adoption of a Basin
Plan amendment to remove a designated beneficial
use. However, there are many beneficial uses which
are not intended to apply to the entire length of a
stream or to a surface water during certain temporal
conditions (see above). The beneficial use
designations that may be considered for temporary
or site specific designation include: IND, PRO, GWR,
FRSH, NAV, POW, COLD, MIGR, SPWN, and WQE.
For these situations, Regional Board staff, in order to
make a recommendation to the Regional Board, will
rely on site-specific documentation which may
include: water quality data, field data, professional
opinions (from Regional Board staff or other state
and federal agencies, also universities), and other
evidence collected by a discharger. The most
sensitive existing or probable future use will be
protected. Uses that did not exist, do not exist and
will not exist in the foreseeable future, will not be
required to be protected. The MUN designation will
not be considered for a site-specific designation
since it is designated for all waters, unless
specifically exempted by the Regional Board in
accordance with the State Board's Sources of
Drinking Water Policy.

Water Quality Objectives

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
defines “water quality objectives” as the allowable
“limits or levels of water quality constituents or
characteristics which are established for the
reasonable protection of beneficial uses of water or
the prevention of nuisance within a specific area.”
Thus, water quality objectives are intended to protect
the public health and welfare, and to maintain or
enhance water quality in relation to the existing
and/or potential beneficial uses of the water. The
objectives, when compared to future water quality
data, will also provide the basis for detecting any
future trend toward degradation or enhancement of
basin waters.

Water quality objectives apply to “waters of the State”
and “waters of the United States.” Some of the
waters of the Lahontan Region are interstate waters,
flowing into_or from either Nevada or Oregon. The
Lahontan Regional Board has a responsibility to
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ensure that waters leaving the state meet the water
quality standards of the receiving state (see the
discussion of “Interstate Issues” in the Introduction to
Chapter 4).

Water Quality Objectives and Effluent
Limits

It is important to recognize the distinction between
ambient water quality objectives and “effluent
limitations” or “discharge standards” which are
conditions in state and federal waste discharge
permits. Effluent limitations are established in permits
both to protect water for beneficial uses within the
area of the discharge, and to meet or achieve water
quality objectives. Stormwater effluent limitations for
the Lake Tahoe HU are discussed in Section 5.6.

Methodology For Establishing Water
Quality Objectives

Water quality objectives are numerical or narrative.
Narrative and numerical water quality objectives
define the upper concentration or other limits that the
Regional Board considers protective of beneficial
uses.

The general methodology used in establishing water
qguality objectives involves, first, designating
beneficial water uses; and second, selecting and
guantifying the water quality parameters necessary
to protect the most vulnerable (sensitive) beneficial
uses. To-comply with-the Nondegradation-Objective
low). . bioet

established—at-levels—better—than-that necessary-to
In establishing water quality objectives, factors in
addition to designated beneficial uses and—the
Noendegradation—Objective—are considered. These
factors include environmental and economic
considerations specific to each hydrologic unit, the
need to develop and use recycled water, as well as
the level of water quality which—that could be
achieved through coordinated control of all factors
which—that affect water quality in an area.
Controllable water quality factors are those actions,
conditions, or circumstances resulting from human
activities that may influence the quality of the waters
of the State, and that may be reasonably controlled.

Water quality objectives can be reviewed and, if
appropriate, revised by the Lahontan Regional
Board. Revised water quality objectives would then
be adopted as part of this Basin Plan by amendment.
Opportunities for formal public review of water quality
objectives will be available at a minimum of once
every three years following the adoption of this Basin
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Plan to determine the need for further review and
revision.

USEPA water quality criteria _and State Water
Resources Control Board policies may result in
statewide water quality objectives that are more
restrictive _than regionwide or waterbody-specific
water quality objectives within this Basin Plan. For
example, the Policy for Implementation of Toxics
Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays,
and Estuaries of California implements the USEPA
National Toxics Rule and the California Toxics Rule.
The most stringent criterion or objective applies.

Establishment of Numerical Objectives

for Specific Water Bodies

Where available data were sufficient to define
existing ambient levels of constituents, these levels
were used in developing the numerical objectives for
specific water bodies. By utilizing annual mean, 90th
percentile values and flow-weighted values, the
objectives are intended to be realistic within the
variable conditions imposed by nature. This
approach provides an opportunity to detect changes
in water quality as a function of time through

comparison of annual means, while still
accommodating variations in the measured
constituents.

Objectives for specific water bodies generally reflect
either historical (often pre-1975) water quality, or the
levels of constituents needed to protect the most
sensitive beneficial use. The waters of the Lake
Tahoe Basin are generally of very high quality;
however, in a few water bodies, State water quality
objectives may be exceeded due to natural causes.
For example, some wells in South Lake Tahoe have
concentrations of uranium exceeding the drinking
water maximum contaminant level. The Regional
Board recognizes that such violations may occur,
and will assess compliance with the objectives on a
case-by-case basis.

Most of the numerical water quality objectives for
Lake Tahoe and its tributaries, and the narrative
objectives for clarity and productivity, are based on
historical high quality. In 1980, the State Board
revised the numerical objectives set for Lake Tahoe
and its tributaries in the 1975 North Lahontan Basin
Plan, with some modifications clarifying the
standards for Lake Tahoe and revising the standards
for tributary streams. The clarity and productivity
objectives were based on monitoring data from the
late 1960s and early 1970s and were set to stabilize
the quality of Lake Tahoe at levels recorded in those
years. The revised water quality objectives for
tributary streams were based on data collected
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during TRPA's Section 208 planning effort in the
1970s for streams classified as draining disturbed or
undisturbed watersheds. Weighted mean
concentrations were determined for total nitrogen,
total phosphorus, and iron for each tributary stream.
For a stream draining an undisturbed watershed, the
water quality objectives for these three parameters in
Table 5.1-3 represent the weighted mean
concentrations determined for that specific stream.
For streams draining disturbed watersheds, the
objectives in Table 5.1-3 are based on the overall
mean nutrient concentration for all streams draining
undisturbed watersheds.

Numerical objectives have not yet been established
for all streams tributary to Lake Tahoe in California.
TRPA has requested that the Regional Board review
and consider revising existing objectives for iron,
since recent monitoring data show violations of
objectives in some presumably undisturbed water

bodies. Although -more-intensive stream monitoring
has—beenperformed-since 1980, most —of the
it . 1 : | ltions—and

) " | ot . g
objectives—Regional Board staff propose to review

and consider further revision of objectives for
tributaries of Lake Tahoe as part of the next-Triennial

Review process-assuming-that-better-information-will
be-available as resources allow.

Achieving water quality objectives for tributary
streams will also help to protect Lake Tahoe.
Tributary objectives are in addition to, not a substitute
for the standards for Lake Tahoe. Despite attainment
of the standards for a stream, further reductions in
the nutrient concentrations in the stream may be
required so that the total nutrient load from all
streams is reduced enough to prevent deterioration
of Lake Tahoe.

Prohibited Discharges

Discharges which—that cause violation of the
Nondegradation—Objective—{see—below),—or—any
narrative or numerical water quality objective are
prohibited. (See also Section 5.2, “Waste Discharge
Prohibitions.”)

After application of reasonable control measures,
ambient water quality shall conform to the narrative
and numerical water quality objectives included in
this Basin Plan. When other factors result in the
degradation of water quality beyond the limits
established by these water quality objectives,
controllable human activities shall not cause further
degradation of water quality in either surface or
ground waters.

5.1, Water Quality Standards

Compliance with Water Quality

Objectives

The purpose of text, in italics, following certain water
quality objectives is to provide specific direction on
compliance with the objective. General direction on
compliance with objectives is described in the last
section of this Chapter. It is not feasible to cover all
circumstances and conditions which could be created
by all discharges. Therefore, it is within the discretion
of the Regional Board to establish other, or
additional, direction on compliance with objectives of
this Basin Plan. The purpose of the italic text is to
provide direction only, and not to specify method of
compliance.

Neondegradation-Antidegradation
ObjectivePolicy

This ebjeetive—policy applies to all waters of the
Lahontan Region (including surface waters,
wetlands, and ground waters.)

On October 28, 1968, the State Water Resources
Control Board adopted Resolution No. 68-16,
“Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality of Waters in California,” establishing a

nondegradation—antidegradation policy for the
protection of water quality. This policy;—referred-to-in

thie—EocinPlonoothe Mendocmdnbon Clhinciue
requires continued maintenance of existing high
quality waters. Whenever the existing quality of water
is better that the quality of water established in this
Basin Plan as objectives (both narrative and
numerical), such existing quality shall be maintained
unless appropriate findings are made under the
policy. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IX, has also issued detailed guidelines for
implementation of federal antidegradation regulations
for surface waters (40 CFR 8§ 131.12). For more
information, see the discussion on “General Direction
Regarding Compliance With Objectives” at the end of
this Chapter.

The State Board designated Lake Tahoe an
Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW) in
1980, both for its recreational and its ecological
value, and stated:

“Viewed from the standpoint of protecting beneficial
uses, preventing deterioration of Lake Tahoe
requires that there be no significant increase in algal
growth rates. Lake Tahoe's exceptional recreational
value depends on enjoyment of the scenic beauty
imparted by its clear, blue waters. ...Likewise,
preserving Lake Tahoe's ecological value depends
on maintaining the extraordinarily low rates of algal
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growth which make Lake Tahoe an outstanding
ecological resource.”

Section 114 of the federal Clean Water Act also
indicates the need to “preserve the fragile ecology of
Lake Tahoe.”

Water Quality Objectives for

Surface Waters

(See Tables 5.1-3 through 5.1-6)

Unless otherwise specified, the following objectives
(listed alphabetically) apply to all surface waters of
the Lahontan Region, including the Lake Tahoe HU
(see Figures 5-3 and 5-4):

Ammonia

The neutral, unionized ammonia species (NHz°) is
highly toxic to freshwater fish. The fraction of toxic
NHs° to total ammonia species (NH;" + NHz°) is a
function of temperature and pH. Tables 5.1-5 and
5.1-6 were derived from USEPA ammonia criteria for
freshwater. Ammonia concentrations shall not
exceed the values listed for the corresponding
conditions in these tables. For temperature and pH
values not explicitly in the these tables, the most
conservative value neighboring the actual value may
be used or criteria can be calculated from numerical
formulas developed by the USEPA. For one-hour
(1h-NH3) and four-day (4d-NHs) unionized ammonia
criteria, the following equations apply:

1h-NH; = 8:8520.52 = (FT x FPH x 2)

4d-NH; = 0.80 = (FT x FPH x RATIO)

where:
FT = 10[0.03(20-TCAP)]
for: TCAP<T<30
FT = 10[0.03(20—T)]

for: OKT<TCAP
FPH = (1+1074?) + 1.25
for: 6.5<pH<8.0

FPH=1
for: 8.0<pH<9.0

RATIO = 20.25 x (107PH)y + (141007 4PH))
for: 6.5<pH<7.7

RATIO =135
for: 7.7<pH<9.0
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and:
T = temperature in °C
TCAP = temperature cap in °C

For 1h-NH3, TCAP is 20°C with salmonids present
and 25°C with salmonids absent. For 4d-NHs,
TCAP is 15°C with salmonids present and 20°C
with salmonids absent.

For interpolation of total ammonia (NH," + NHs°)
criteria, the following equations can be used:

Ny = 1h'NH3 =~ f, or Nyg = 4d-NH3 = f
where:

N4, is the one-hour criteria for total ammonia
species (NH;" + NH3°)

N4q is the four-day criteria for total ammonia
species (NH;" + NH3°)

pKa-pH)

f= 1+ (10¢ +1)

pKa = 0.0901821 + [2729.92 = (T+273.15)]

and:

pKa is the negative log of the equilibrium constant
for the NH," _ NHz° + H' reaction

f is the fraction of unionized ammonia to total
ammonia species: [NH3° =+ (NH;" + NH3°)]

Values outside of the ranges 0-30°C or pH 6.5-9.0
cannot be extrapolated from these relationships.
Site-specific objectives must be developed for these
conditions. A  microcomputer spreadsheet to
calculate ammonia criteria was developed by
Regional Board staff. An example of output from this
program is given in Table 5.1- 7. Contact the
Regional Board if a copy is desired.

Bacteria, Coliform

Waters shall not contain concentrations of coliform
organisms attributable to anthropogenic sources,
including human and livestock wastes.

The fecal coliform concentration during any 30-day
period shall not exceed a log mean of 20/100 ml, nor
shall more than 10 percent of all samples collected
during any 30-day period exceed 40/100 ml. The log
mean shall ideally be based on a minimum of not
less than five samples collected as evenly spaced as
practicable during any 30-day period. However, a log
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mean concentration exceeding 20/100 ml for any 30-
day period shall indicate violation of this objective
even if fewer than five samples were collected.

Biostimulatory Substances

Waters shall not contain biostimulatory substances in
concentrations that promote aquatic growths to the
extent that such growths cause nuisance or
adversely affect the water for beneficial uses.

Chemical Constituents

Waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of chemical constituents in excess of
the maximum contaminant level (MCL) or secondary
maximum contaminant level (SMCL) based upon
drinking water standards specified in the following
provisions of Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations which are incorporated by reference into
this plan: Table 64431-A of Section 64431 (Inorganic
Chemicals), Table 64431-B of Section 64431
(Fluoride), Table 64444-A of Section 64444 (Organic
Chemicals), Table 64449-A of Section 64449
(Secondary  Maximum  Contaminant  Levels-
Consumer Acceptance Limits), and Table 64449-B of
Section 64449 (Secondary Maximum Contaminant
Levels-Ranges). This incorporation-by-reference is
prospective including future changes to the
incorporated provisions as the changes take effect.

Waters designated as AGR shall not contain
concentrations of chemical constituents in amounts
that adversely affect the water for beneficial uses
(i.e., agricultural purposes).

Waters shall not contain concentrations of chemical
constituents in amounts that adversely affect the
water for beneficial uses.

Chlorine, Total Residual

For the protection of aquatic life, total chlorine
residual shall not exceed either a median value of
0.002 mg/L or a maximum value of 0.003 mg/L.
Median values shall be based on daily
measurements taken within any six-month period.

Color
Waters shall be free of coloration that causes
nuisance or adversely affects the water for beneficial
uses.

Dissolved Oxygen

The dissolved oxygen concentration, as percent
saturation, shall not be depressed by more than 10
percent, nor shall the minimum dissolved oxygen
concentration be less than 80 percent of saturation.

For waters with the beneficial uses of COLD, COLD
with SPWN, WARM, and WARM with SPWN, the
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minimum dissolved oxygen concentration shall not
be less than that specified in Table 5.1-8.

Floating Materials

Waters shall not contain floating material, including
solids, liquids, foams, and scum, in concentrations
that cause nuisance or adversely affect the water for
beneficial uses.

For natural high quality waters, the concentrations of
floating material shall not be altered to the extent that
such alterations are discernable at the 10 percent
significance level.

Oil and Grease

Waters shall not contain oils, greases, waxes or
other materials in concentrations that result in a
visible film or coating on the surface of the water or
on objects in the water, that cause nuisance, or that
otherwise adversely affect the water for beneficial
uses.

For natural high quality waters, the concentration of
oils, greases, or other film or coat generating
substances shall not be altered.

Nondegradation of Aquatic Communities and
Populations

All  wetlands shall be free from substances
attributable to wastewater or other discharges that
produce adverse physiological responses in humans,
animals, or plants; or which lead to the presence of
undesirable or nuisance aquatic life.

All wetlands shall be free from activities that would
substantially impair the biological community as it
naturally occurs due to physical, chemical and
hydrologic processes.

Pesticides

For the purposes of this Basin Plan, pesticides are
defined to include insecticides, herbicides,
rodenticides, fungicides, piscicides and all other
economic poisons. An economic poison is any
substance intended to prevent, repel, destroy, or
mitigate the damage from insects, rodents, predatory
animals, bacteria, fungi or weeds capable of infesting
or harming vegetation, humans, or animals (CA
Agriculture Code § 12753).

Pesticide concentrations, individually or collectively,
shall not exceed the lowest detectable levels, using
the most recent detection procedures available.
There shall not be an increase in pesticide
concentrations found in bottom sediments. There
shall be no detectable increase in bioaccumulation of
pesticides in aquatic life.
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Waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of pesticides or herbicides in excess
of the limiting concentrations specified in Table
64444-A of Section 64444 (Organic Chemicals) of
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations which
is incorporated by reference into this plan. This
incorporation-by-reference is prospective including
future changes to the incorporated provisions as the
changes take effect.

pH
In fresh waters with designated beneficial uses of
COLD, changes in normal ambient pH levels shall
not exceed 0.5 pH units. For all other waters, the pH
shall not be depressed below 6.5 nor raised above
8.5.

The Regional Board recognizes that some waters of
the Region may have natural pH levels outside of the
6.5 to 8.5 range. Compliance with the pH objective
for these waters will be determined on a case-by-
case basis.

Radioactivity

Radionuclides shall not be present in concentrations
which are deleterious to human, plant, animal, or
aquatic life nor which result in the accumulation of
radionuclides in the food web to an extent which
presents a hazard to human, plant, animal, or aquatic
life.

Waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of radionuclides in excess of the limits
specified in Table 4 of Section 64443 (Radioactivity)
of Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations
which is incorporated by reference into this plan. This
incorporation-by-reference is prospective including
future changes to the incorporated provisions as the
changes take effect.

Sediment

The suspended sediment load and suspended
sediment discharge rate of surface waters shall not
be altered in such a manner as to cause nuisance or
adversely affect the water for beneficial uses.

Settleable Materials

Waters shall not contain  substances in
concentrations that result in deposition of material
that causes nuisance or that adversely affects the
water for beneficial uses. For natural high quality
waters, the concentration of settleable materials shall
not be raised by more that 0.1 milliliter per liter.

Suspended Materials

Waters shall not contain suspended materials in
concentrations that cause nuisance or that adversely
affects the water for beneficial uses.
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For natural high quality waters, the concentration of
total suspended materials shall not be altered to the
extent that such alterations are discernible at the 10
percent significance level.

Suspended Sediment

Suspended sediment concentrations in streams
tributary to Lake Tahoe shall not exceed a 90"
percentile value of 60 mg/L. (This objective is
equivalent to the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s
regional “environmental threshold carrying capacity”
standard for suspended sediment in tributaries.) The
Regional Board will consider revision of this objective
in the future if it proves not to be protective of
beneficial uses or if review of monitoring data
indicates that other numbers would be more
appropriate for some or all streams tributary to Lake
Tahoe.

Taste and Odor

Waters shall not contain taste or odor-producing
substances in concentrations that impart undesirable
tastes or odors to fish or other edible products of
aquatic origin, that cause nuisance, or that adversely
affect the water for beneficial uses. For naturally high
quality waters, the taste and odor shall not be
altered.

Temperature

The natural receiving water temperature of all waters
shall not be altered unless it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the Regional Board that such an
alteration in temperature does not adversely affect
the water for beneficial uses.

For waters designated COLD, the temperature shall
not be altered.

Temperature objectives for COLD interstate waters
and WARM interstate waters are as specified in the
“Water Quality Control Plan for Control of
Temperature in The Coastal and Interstate Waters
and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California”
including any revisions. This plan is summarized in
Chapter 6 (Plans and Policies) and included in
Appendix B.

Toxicity

All waters shall be maintained free of toxic
substances in concentrations that are toxic to, or that
produce detrimental physiological responses in
human, plant, animal, or aquatic life. Compliance
with this objective will be determined by use of
indicator organisms, analyses of species diversity,
population density, growth anomalies, bioassays of
appropriate  duration and/or other appropriate
methods as specified by the Regional Board.
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The survival of aquatic life in surface waters
subjected to a waste discharge, or other controllable
water quality factors, shall not be less than that for
the same water body in areas unaffected by the
waste discharge, or when necessary, for other
control water that is consistent with the requirements
for “experimental water” as defined in Standard
Methods for the Examination of Water and
Wastewater (American Public Health Association, et
al. 1998).

Turbidity

Waters shall be free of changes in turbidity that
cause nuisance or adversely affect the water for
beneficial uses. Increases in turbidity shall not
exceed natural levels by more than 10 percent.

Water Quality Objectives for Certain

Water Bodies (Figure 5.1-1)

The following objectives (listed alphabetically) are in
addition to the regionwide objectives specified above.
These objectives apply to certain surface waters of
the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit (HU). Tables 5.1-3
and 5.1-4 also contain additional water quality
objectives for certain water bodies within the Lake
Tahoe HU.

Algal Growth Potential

For Lake Tahoe, the mean algal growth potential at
any point in the Lake shall not be greater than twice
the mean annual algal growth potential at the limnetic
reference station. The limnetic reference station is
located in the north central portion of Lake Tahoe. It
is shown on maps in annual reports of the Lake
Tahoe Interagency Monitoring Program. Exact
coordinates can be obtained from the U.C. Davis
Tahoe Research Group.

Biological Indicators

For Lake Tahoe, algal productivity and the biomass
of phytoplankton, zooplankton, and periphyton shall
not be increased beyond the levels recorded in 1967-
71, based on statistical comparison of seasonal and
annual means. The “1967-71 levels” are reported in
the annual summary reports of the “California-
Nevada-Federal Joint Water Quality Investigation of
Lake Tahoe” published by the California Department
of Water Resources.

Clarity

For Lake Tahoe, the vertical extinction coefficient
shall be less than 0.08 per meter when measured
below the first meter. When water is too shallow to
determine a reliable extinction coefficient, the
turbidity shall not exceed 3 Nephelometric Turbidity
Units (NTU). In addition, turbidity shall not exceed 1
NTU in shallow waters not directly influenced by
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stream discharges. The Regional Board will
determine when water is too shallow to determine a
reliable vertical extinction coefficient based upon its
review of standard limnological methods and on
advice from the U.C. Davis Tahoe Research Group.

Conductivity, Electrical

In Lake Tahoe, the mean annual electrical
conductivity shall not exceed 95 umhos/cm at
5025°C at any location in the Lake.

pH
In Lake Tahoe, the pH shall not be depressed below
7.0 nor raised above 8.4.

Plankton Counts

For Lake Tahoe, the mean seasonal concentration of
plankton organisms shall not be greater than 100 per
ml and the maximum concentration shall not be
greater than 500 per ml at any point in the Lake.

Suspended Sediment

Suspended sediment concentrations in streams
tributary to Lake Tahoe shall not exceed a 90th
percentile value of 60 mg/L. (This objective is
equivalent to the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency's
regional “environmental threshold carrying capacity”
standard for suspended sediment in tributaries.) The
Regional Board will consider revision of this objective
in the future if it proves not to be protective of
beneficial uses or if review of monitoring data
indicates that other numbers would be more
appropriate for some or all streams tributary to Lake
Tahoe.

Transparency

For Lake Tahoe, the annual average Secchi disk
deep water transparency shall not be decreased
below 29.7 meters, the levels recorded in 1967-71.

Water Quality Objectives for Fisheries
Management Activities Using the Fish

Toxicant Rotenone

Rotenone is a fish toxicant used by the California
Department of Fish and Game-Wildlife (DFWG) for
fishery management purposes. (See Chapter 4 for a
more complete discussion of this topic.)

The application of rotenone solutions and the
detoxification agent potassium permanganate can
cause several water quality objectives to be
temporarily exceeded, both inside and outside of
project boundaries. (Project boundaries are defined
as encompassing the treatment area, the
detoxification area, and the area downstream of the
detoxification station up to a thirty-minute travel time.)
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Additional narrative water quality objectives
applicable to rotenone treatments are: color,
pesticides, toxicity, and species composition.
Conditional variances to these objectives may be
granted by the Regional Board's Executive Officer for
rotenone applications by the DFWG, provided that
such projects comply with the conditions described
below and with the conditions described in Chapter 4
(Implementation) under the section entitled
“Rotenone Use in Fisheries Management.”

Color

The characteristic purple discoloration resulting from
the discharge of potassium permanganate shall not
be discernible more than two miles downstream of
project boundaries at any time. Twenty-four (24)
hours after shutdown of the detoxification operation,
no color alteration(s) resulting from the discharge of
potassium permanganate shall be discernible within
or downstream of project boundaries.

Pesticides
Chemical residues resulting from rotenone treatment
must not exceed the following limitations:

1. The concentration of naphthalene outside of
project boundaries shall not exceed 25 ugl/liter
(ppb) at any time.

2. The concentration of rotenone, rotenolone,
trichloroethylene (TCE), xylene, or acetone (or
potential trace contaminants such as benzene or
ethylbenzene) outside of project boundaries shall
not exceed the detection levels for these
respective compounds at any time. “Detection
level” is defined as the minimum level that can be
reasonably detected using state-of-the-art
equipment and methodology.

3. After a two-week period has elapsed from the
date that rotenone application was completed, no
chemical residues resulting from the treatment
shall be present at detectable levels within or
downstream of project boundaries.

4. No chemical residues resulting from rotenone
treatments shall exceed detection levels in ground
water at any time.

Species Composition

The reduction in fish diversity associated with the
elimination of non-native game fish or exotic species
may be part of the project goal, and may therefore be
unavoidable. However, non-target aquatic
populations (e.g., invertebrates, amphibians) that are
reduced by rotenone treatments are expected to
repopulate project areas within one year. Where
species composition objectives are established for
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specific water bodies or hydrologic units, the
established objective(s) shall be met for all non-target
aguatic organisms within one year following rotenone
treatment. For multi-year treatments (i.e., when
rotenone is applied to the same water body during
two or more consecutive years), the established
objective(s) shall be met for all non-target aquatic
organisms within one vyear following the final
rotenone application to a given water body.

Threatened or endangered aquatic populations (e.g.,
invertebrates, amphibians) shall not be adversely
affected. The DFWG shall conduct pre-project
monitoring to prevent rotenone application where
threatened or endangered species may be adversely
impacted.

Toxicity

Chemical residues resulting from rotenone treatment
must not exceed the limitations listed above for
pesticides.

Water Quality Objectives Which
That Apply to All Ground Waters

Bacteria, Coliform

In ground waters designated as MUN, the median
concentration of coliform organisms over any
seven-day period shall be less than 1.1/100 milliliters.

Chemical Constituents

Ground waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of chemical constituents in excess of
the maximum contaminant level (MCL) or secondary
maximum contaminant level (SMCL) based upon
drinking water standards specified in the following
provisions of Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations which are incorporated by reference into
this plan: Table 64431-A of Section 64431 (Inorganic
Chemicals), Table 64431-B of Section 64431
(Fluoride), Table 64444-A of Section 64444 (Organic
Chemicals), Table 64449-A of Section 64449
(Secondary  Maximum  Contaminant  Levels-
Consumer Acceptance Limits), and Table 64449-B of
Section 64449 (Secondary Maximum Contaminant
Levels-Ranges). This incorporation-by-reference is
prospective including future changes to the
incorporated provisions as the changes take effect.

Waters designated as AGR shall not contain
concentrations of chemical constituents in amounts
that adversely affect the water for beneficial uses
(i.e., agricultural purposes).

Ground waters shall not contain concentrations of

chemical constituents that adversely affect the water
for beneficial uses.
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Radioactivity

Ground waters designated as MUN shall not contain
concentrations of radionuclides in excess of the limits
specified in Table 4 of Section 64443 (Radioactivity)
of Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations
which is incorporated by reference into this plan. This
incorporation-by-reference is prospective including
future changes to the incorporated provisions as the
changes take effect.

Taste and Odor

Ground waters shall not contain taste or
odor-producing substances in concentrations that
cause nuisance or that adversely affect beneficial
uses. For ground waters designated as MUN, at a
minimum, concentrations shall not exceed adopted
secondary maximum contaminant levels specified in
Table 64449-A of Section 64449 (Secondary
Maximum Contaminant Levels-Consumer
Acceptance Limits), and Table 64449-B of Section
64449 (Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels-
Ranges) of Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations which is incorporated by reference into
this plan. This incorporation-by-reference is
prospective including future changes to the
incorporated provisions as the changes take effect.

General Direction Regarding

Compliance With Objectives

This section includes general direction on
determining compliance with the—nendegradation,
narrative and numerical objectives described in this
Chapter. (Specific direction on compliance with
certain objectives is included, in italics, following the
text of the objective.) It is not feasible to cover all
circumstances and conditions which could be created
by all discharges. Therefore, it is within the discretion
of the Regional Board to establish other, or
additional, direction on compliance with objectives of
this Plan. Where more than one objective is
applicable, the stricter objective shall apply. (The
only exception is where a regionwide objective has
been superseded by the adoption of a site-specific
objective by the Regional Board.) Where objectives
are not specifically designated, downstream
objectives apply to upstream tributaries.

Neondegradation
ObjectiveAntidegradation Policy

To implement State Board Resolution No. 68-16, the
“Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality Waters in California,” the Regional
Board follows guidance such as that in the USEPA's
1993 Water Quality Standards Handbook and the
State Board's October 7, 1987 legal memorandum
titted “Federal Antidegradation Policy” (Attwater
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1987). The State Board has interpreted the
Resolution No. 68-16 to incorporate the federal
antidegradation policy in order to ensure consistency
with federal Clean Water Act requirements (see State
Board Order No. WQ 86-17, pages 16-24). For
detailed information on the federal antidegradation
policy, see USEPA Region I[X's Guidance on
Implementing the Antidegradation Provisions of 40
CFR 131.12 and USEPA's Questions and Answers
on Antidegradation. The Regional Board's
procedures for implementation of State and federal
antidegradation policies are summarized below. It is
important to note that the federal policy applies only
to surface waters, while the State policy applies to
both surface and ground waters.

Under the State Nendegradation—Antidegradation

ObjectivePolicy, whenever the existing quality of
water is better than that needed to protect all existing

and probable future beneficial uses, the existing high
quality shall be maintained until or unless it has been
demonstrated to the State that any change in water
quality will be consistent with the maximum benefit of
the people of the State, and will not unreasonably
affect present and probable future beneficial uses of
such water. Therefore, unless these conditions are
met, background water quality concentrations (the
concentrations of substances in natural waters which
are unaffected by waste management practices or
contamination incidents) are appropriate water
quality goals to be maintained. If it is determined that
some degradation is in the best interest of the people
of California, some increase in pollutant level may be
appropriate. However, in no case may such
increases cause adverse impacts to existing or
probable future beneficial uses of waters of the State.

Where the federal antidegradation policy applies, it
does not absolutely prohibit any changes in water
quality. The policy requires that any reductions in
water quality be consistent with the three-part test
established by the policy, as described below.

Part One—Instream Uses

[40 CFR 8§ 131.12(a)(1)]

The first part of the test establishes that “existing
instream water uses and the level of water quality
necessary to protect the existing uses shall be
maintained and protected.” Reductions in water
quality should not be permitted if the change in water
quality would seriously harm any species found in the
water (other than an aberrational species). Waters of
this type are generally referred to as “Tier I” waters.

Part Two—Public Interest Balancing
[40 CFR § 131.12(a)(2)]
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The second part of the test applies where water
quality is higher than necessary to protect existing
instream beneficial uses. This part of the test allows
reductions in water quality if the state finds “that
allowing lower water quality is necessary to
accommodate important economic or social
development in the area in which the waters are
located” and existing beneficial uses are protected.
Waters of this type are generally referred to as “Tier
II” waters.

Part Three—Outstanding National Resource
Waters (ONRWSs) [40 CFR § 131.12(a)(3)]

The third part of the test established by the federal
policy requires that the water quality of the waters
which constitute an outstanding national resource be
maintained and protected. No permanent or long-
term reduction in water quality is allowable in areas
given special protection as Outstanding National
Resource Waters (48 Fed. Reg. 51402). Waters
which potentially could qualify for ONRW designation
are generally classified as “Tier IlI” waters.

Examples of such waters include, but are not limited
to, waters of National and State Parks and wildlife
refuges, waters of exceptional recreational or
ecological significance, and state and federally
designated wild and scenic rivers. To date, the only
California waters designated as an—ONRW is-are
Lake Tahoe_ and Mono Lake. However, other
California waters would certainly qualify.

ONRWSs may be designated as part of adoption or
amendment of water quality control plans. It is
important to note that even if no formal designation
has been made, lowering of water quality should not
be allowed for waters which, because of their
exceptional recreational and/or ecological
significance, should be given the special protection
assigned to ONRWsS.

Narrative and Numerical Objectives

The sections below provide additional direction on
determining compliance with the narrative and
numerical objectives of this Basin Plan.

Pollution and/or Nuisance

In determining compliance with narrative objectives
which include the terms “pollution” and or “nuisance,”
the Regional Board considers the following
definitions from the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act.

Pollution -- an alteration of the waters of the State
by waste to the degree which unreasonably affects
either of the following:

e such waters for beneficial uses.
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e facilities which serve these beneficial uses.

“Pollution” may include “contamination.”
Contamination means an impairment of the quality of
the waters of the State by waste to a degree which
creates a hazard to the public health through
poisoning or through the spread of disease.
Contamination includes any equivalent effect
resulting from the disposal of waste, whether or not
waters of the State are affected.

Nuisance -- Anything which meets all of the following
requirements:

e Is injurious to health, or is indecent or offensive to
the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of
property, so as to interfere with the comfortable
enjoyment of life or property.

o Affects at the same time an entire community or
neighborhood, or any considerable number of
persons, although the extent of the annoyance or
damage inflicted upon individuals may be
unequal.

e Occurs during or as a result of the treatment or
disposal of wastes.

References to Taste and Odor, Human Health and
Toxicity (also see “acute toxicity” and “chronic
toxicity,” below):

In determining compliance with objectives including
references to Taste and Odor, Human Health or
Toxicity, the Regional Board will consider as
evidence relevant and scientifically valid water quality
goals from sources such as drinking water standards
from the California Department of Health Services
(State “Action Levels”), the National Interim Drinking
Water Standards, Proposition 65 Lawful Levels,
National Ambient Water Quality Criteria (USEPA's
“Quality Criteria for Water” for the years 1986, 1976
and 1972; “Ambient Water Quality Criteria,” volumes
1980, 1984, 1986, 1987 and 1989), the National
Academy of Sciences' Suggested No-Adverse-
Response Levels (SNARL), USEPA's Health and
Water Quality Advisories, as well as other relevant
and scientifically valid evidence.

References to Agriculture or AGR designations:
In determining compliance with objectives including
references to the AGR designated use, the Regional
Board will refer to water quality goals and
recommendations from sources such as the Food
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
University of California Cooperative Extension,
Committee of Experts, and McKee and Wolf's “Water
Quality Criteria” (1963).
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References to “Natural High Quality Waters”:

The Regional Board generally considers “natural high
quality water(s)” to be those waters with ambient
water quality equal to, or better than, current drinking
water standards. However, the Regional Board also
recognizes that some waters with poor chemical
quality may support important ecosystems (e.g.,
Mono Lake).

References to “10 percent significance level”:

A statistical hypothesis is a statement about a
random variable's probability distribution, and a
decision-making procedure about such a statement
is a hypothesis test. In testing a hypothesis
concerning the value of a population mean, the null
hypothesis is often used. The null hypothesis is that
there is no difference between the population means
(e.g., the mean value of a water quality parameter
after the discharge is no different than before the
discharge.) First a level of significance to be used in
the test is specified, and then the regions of
acceptance and rejection for evaluating the obtained
sample mean are determined.

At the 10 percent significance level, assuming
normal distribution, the acceptance region (where
one would correctly accept the null hypothesis) is the
interval which lies under 90 percent of the area of the
standard normal curve. Thus, a level of significance
of 10 percent signifies that when the population
mean is correct as specified, the sample mean will
fall in the areas of rejection only 10 percent of the
time.

If the hypothesis is rejected when it should be
accepted, a Type | error has been made. In choosing
a 10 percent level of significance, there are 10
chances in 100 that a Type | error was made, or the
hypothesis was rejected when it should have been
accepted (i.e., one is 90 percent confident that the
right decision was made.)

The 10 percent significance level is often
incorrectly referred to as the 90 percent significance
level. As explained above, the significance level of a
test should be low, and the confidence level of a
confidence interval should be high.

References to “Means” (e.g., annual mean, log
mean, mean of monthly means), “Medians” and
“90th percentile values”:

“Mean” is the arithmetic mean of all data. “Annual
mean” is the arithmetic mean of all data collected in
a one-year period. “Mean of monthly mean” is the
arithmetic mean of 30-day averages (arithmetic
means). A logarithmic or “log mean” (used in
determining compliance with bacteria objectives) is
calculated by converting each data point into its log,
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then calculating the mean of these values, then
taking the anti-log of this log-transformed average.
The median is the value which half of the values of
the population exceed and half do not. The average
value is the arithmetic mean of all data. For a 90th
percentile value, only 10% of data exceed this
value.

Compliance determinations shall be based on
available analyses for the time interval associated
with the discharge. If only one sample is collected
during the time period associated with the water
quality objective, (e.g., monthly mean), that sample
shall serve to characterize the discharge for the
entire interval. Compliance based upon multiple
samples shall be determined through the application
of appropriate statistical methods.

Standard Analytical Methods to Determine
Compliance with Objectives

Analytical methods to be used are usually specified
in the monitoring requirements of the waste
discharge permits. Suitable analytical methods are:

o those specified in 40 CFR Part 136, and/or

e those methods determined by the Regional Board
and approved by the USEPA to be equally or
more sensitive than 40 CFR Part 136 methods
and appropriate for the sample matrix, and/or

e where methods are not specified in 40 CFR Part
136, those methods determined by the Regional
Board to be appropriate for the sample matrix

All analytical data shall be reported uncensored with
method detection limits and either practical
guantitation levels or limits of quantitation identified.
Acceptance of data should be based on
demonstrated laboratory performance.

For bacterial analyses, sample dilutions should be
performed so the range of values extends from 2 to
16,000. The detection method used for each analysis
shall be reported with the results of the analysis.
Detection methods used for coliforms (total and
fecal) shall be those presented in Standard Methods
for the Examination of Water and Wastewater
(American Public Health Association et al. 1998), or
any alternative method determined by the Regional
Board to be appropriate.

For acute toxicity, compliance shall be determined
by short-term toxicity tests on undiluted effluent using
an established protocol (e.g., American Society for
Testing and Materials [ASTM], American Public
Health Association, USEPA, State Board).

5.1-13
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Ch. 5, LAKE TAHOE BASIN

For chronic toxicity, compliance shall be
determined using the critical life stage (CLS) toxicity
tests. At least three approved species shall be used
to measure compliance with the toxicity objective. If
possible, test species shall include a vertebrate, an
invertebrate, and an aquatic plant. After an initial
screening period, monitoring may be reduced to the
most sensitive species. Dilution and control waters
should be obtained from an unaffected area of the
receiving waters. For rivers and streams, dilution
water should be obtained immediately upstream of
the discharge. Standard dilution water can be used if
the above sources exhibit toxicity greater than 1.0
Chronic Toxicity Units. All test results shall be
reported to the Regional Board in accordance with
the “Standardized Reporting Requirements for
Monitoring Chronic Toxicity” (State Board Publication
No. 93-2 WQ).

Application of Narrative and Numerical Water
Quality Objectives to Wetlands

Although not developed specifically for wetlands,
many surface water narrative objectives are
generally applicable to most wetland types. However,
the Regional Board recognizes, as with other types
of surface waters such as saline or alkaline lakes,
that natural water quality characteristics of some
wetlands may not be within the range for which the
narrative objectives were developed. The Regional
Board will consider site-specific adjustments to the
objectives for wetlands (bacteria, pH, hardness,
salinity, temperature, or other parameters) as
necessary on a case-by-case basis.

The numerical criteria to protect one or more
beneficial uses of surface waters, where appropriate,
may directly apply to wetlands. For example,
wetlands which actually are, or which recharge,
municipal water supplies should meet human health
criteria. The USEPA numeric criteria for protection of
freshwater aquatic life, as listed in Quality Criteria for
Water—1986, although not developed specifically for
wetlands, are generally applicable to most wetland
types. As with other types of surface waters, such as
saline or alkaline lakes, natural water quality
characteristics of some wetlands may not be within
the range for which the criteria were developed.
Adjustments for pH, hardness, salinity, temperature,
or other parameters may be necessary. The
Regional Board will consider developing site-specific
objectives for wetlands on a case-by-case basis.

Variances from Water Quality Objectives

The USEPA allows states to grant variances from
water quality standards under the narrow
circumstances summarized below (USEPA Water
Quality Standards Handbook, Second Edition, 1993,
Chapter 5). Such variances must be “built into” the

51-14

standards themselves, and thus variances cannot be
granted in California  without Basin Plan
amendments.

According to the USEPA, variances from standards
“are both discharger and pollutant specific, are time-
limited, and do not forego the currently designated
use”. The USEPA recommends use of variances
instead of removal of beneficial uses when the State
believes that standards can ultimately be attained.
Variances can be used with NPDES permits to
ensure reasonable progress toward attainment of
standards without violation of Clean Water Act
Section 402(a)(1), which requires NPDES permits to
meet applicable water quality standards.

The USEPA “has approved State-adopted variances
in the past and will continue to do so if:

e each individual variance is included as part of the
water quality standard;

o the State demonstrates that meeting the standard
is unattainable based on one or more of the
grounds outlined in 40 CFR 131.10(g) for
removing a designated use;

e the justification submitted by the State includes
documentation that treatment more advanced
than that required by sections 303(c)(2)(A) and
(B) has been carefully considered, and that
alternative effluent control strategies have been
evaluated;

e the more stringent State criterion is maintained
and is binding upon all other dischargers on the
stream or stream segment;

e the discharger who is given a variance for one
particular constituent is required to meet the
applicable criteria for other constituents;

e the variance is granted for a specific period of
time and must be rejustified upon expiration but at
least every 3 years (Note: the 3-year limit is
derived from the triennial review requirements of
section 303(c) of the Act.);

e the discharger either must meet the standard
upon the expiration of this time period or must
make a new demonstration of “unattainability”;

e reasonable progress is being made toward
meeting the standards; and

e the variance was subjected to public notice,

opportunity for comment, and public hearing. (See
section 303(c)(1) and 40 CFR 131.20.) The public
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5.1, Water Quality Standards

notice should contain a clear description of the
impact of the variance upon achieving water
quality standards in the affected stream segment.”

(The *“section” references in the quoted language
above are to the Clean Water Act. As used in this
language, “criteria” and “criterion” are equivalent to
“water quality objective[s].”)

5.1-15
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Ch. 5, LAKE TAHOE BASIN

Key to Table 5.1-1

“HU No.” This column contains numbers used by
the California Department of Water Resources in
mapping surface water Hydrologic Units, Hydrologic
Areas, and Hydrologic Subareas (watersheds and
subwatersheds). See Plate 1A. The Lake Tahoe
Basin is divided into three separate Hydrologic
Areas, including the lake itself and “North Tahoe” and
“South Tahoe” Hydrologic Areas including tributary
waters.

“Hydrologic Unit/Subunit/Drainage Feature” This
column contains (in bold type) the names of
watersheds and subwatersheds corresponding to the
Hydrologic Unit numbers in the preceding column,
and the names of surface waterbodies, including
lakes, streams, and wetlands. Wetlands of the Lake
Tahoe Basin were not delineated by the Regional
Board's wetlands identification contractor to the same
level of detail as those in other parts of the Lahontan
Region such as the Owens River HU. Wetland
names in this column are generally indicators of
location rather than “official” geographic names.
More precise information on wetland locations is
available in the Regional Board's wetlands database.

“Waterbody Class Modifier” This column includes
descriptive information on each waterbody in the
preceding column (i.e., distinction between lakes,
streams, and wetlands). The modifiers in the entries
for “minor wetlands” indicate that such wetlands may
include springs, seeps, emergent wetlands, and
marshes. The term “emergent” refers to wetlands
dominated by erect, rooted, herbaceous aquatic
plants such as cattails, which extend above the water
surface (Mitsch and Gosselink 1986). Marshes are
one type of emergent wetland.

“Beneficial Uses” The subheadings under this
heading are abbreviations of beneficial use names
which are defined in the text of Section 5.1. An “X” in
a column beneath one of these subheadings
designates an existing or potential beneficial use for
a given waterbody.

“Receiving Water” This column names the

waterbody to which a “drainage feature” named at
the far left side of the table is tributary.

51-16
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TABLE 5.1-1. BENEFICIAL USES OF SURFACE WATERS OF THE LAKE TAHOE HU
Unless otherwise specified, beneficial uses also apply to all tributaries of surface waters identified in Table 5.1-1.

BENEFICIAL USES
HYDROLOGIC UNIT/SUBUNIT WATERBODY RECEIVING
= m m
DRAINAGE FEATURE CLASS MODIFIER § § g g % § E é E E §§ % g ‘£ é ?:; g % gé 5 WATER
=[NZ (P 2|0 m =2
HU No.
634.00| LAKE TAHOE HYDROLOGIC UNIT
634.10| SOUTH TAHOE HYDROLOGIC AREA
TAHOE MEADOWS WETLANDS WETLANDS X X XX X X X|X
HEAVENLY VALLEY CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X X[ XXX TROUT CREEK
COLD CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| |X XX TROUT CREEK
TROUT CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| |X XX UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER
SAXON CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| |X XX TROUT CREEK
GRASS LAKE WETLANDS WETLANDS XX X XXX X| |[X[X X|[X|X
GRASS LAKE LAKE XX X XXX X| | X[X X GRASS LAKE CREEK
GRASS LAKE CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| |X X UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER
MEISS MEADOWS/WETLANDS WETLANDS XX X XX X X[ [X] [X[X]X
MEISS LAKE LAKE XX X X|X|X X| |IX] [X] [X UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER
UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER PERENNIAL STREAM XX X[ |IX] [X]X[X X| |X XX LAKE TAHOE
ECHO LAKES LAKES X X[ |IX] [X]|X[X X| |X X ECHO CREEK/U. TRUCKEE RIVER
UPPER ANGORA LAKE LAKE XX X[ |IX] [X]|X[X X| |X X LOWER ANGORA LAKE
LOWER ANGORA LAKE LAKE XX X[ |IX] [X]|X[X X| |X X ANGORA CREEK
GLEN ALPINE CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X X |[X]X X| |X X FALLEN LEAF LAKE
FALLEN LEAF LAKE LAKE X X X |[X]|X X X X TAYLOR CREEK
TAYLOR CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X X |[X]|X X| |X X|X LAKE TAHOE
TAYLOR CREEK MEADOW MARSH WETLANDS XX X XX X X XX [X[X[X
TALLAC CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X X X LAKE TAHOE
CASCADE LAKE LAKE X X XXX X X X X CASCADE CREEK
CASCADE CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X X X LAKE TAHOE
MEEKS CREEK MEADOW/WETLANDS WETLANDS XX X XX X| X X|X
POPE MARSH/WETLANDS WETLANDS X X XX X| X X|X
0SGOOD SWAMP WETLANDS X X XX X| XX XX
EAGLE CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| X X LAKE TAHOE
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX X XXX X X X
MINOR WETLANDS SPRINGS/SEEPS/EMERGENT/MARSHES| X | X XX XXX X I XIXIX]X XXX
634.20| NORTH TAHOE HYDROLOGIC AREA T R R
LONELY GULCH CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| |X X LAKE TAHOE
MEEKS CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| |X XX LAKE TAHOE
GENERAL CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| |X XX LAKE TAHOE
634.20| NORTH TAHOE HYDROLOGIC AREA (continued)
MCcKINNEY CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X X |[X]X X| |X X LAKE TAHOE
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TABLE 5.1-1. BENEFICIAL USES OF SURFACE WATERS OF THE LAKE TAHOE HU
Unless otherwise specified, beneficial uses also apply to all tributaries of surface waters identified in Table 5.1-1.

BENEFICIAL USES
HYDROLOGIC UNIT/SUBUNIT WATERBODY RECEIVING
= m m
DRAINAGE FEATURE CLASS MODIFIER § § g Z % § E é E E §§ % g § é ?—_3 g % gé 5 WATER
=[NZ (P 2|0 m =2
HU No.
MADDEN CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X X XXX X| X X LAKE TAHOE
BLACKWOOD CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X XXX X| X XX LAKE TAHOE
WARD CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X X XXX X| |X XX LAKE TAHOE
BURTON CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X X XXX X| X X LAKE TAHOE
DOLLAR CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| X X LAKE TAHOE
WATSON CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X X XXX X| X X LAKE TAHOE
SNOW CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| |X X LAKE TAHOE
CARNELIAN CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM XX X XXX X| |X X LAKE TAHOE
GRIFF CREEK PERENNIAL STREAM X X XXX X| |X X LAKE TAHOE
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX XX XXX X X X LAKE TAHOE
MINOR WETLANDS SPRINGS/SEEPS/EMERGENT/MARSHES| X | X XX XXX X| |X X[X|X|X
634.30[ TAHOE LAKE BODY HYDROLOGIC AREA .
LAKE TAHOE LAKE XX X[ |IX] [X]X[X X| | X[X] [X[X TRUCKEE RIVER
MINOR SURFACE WATERS XX XX X|[X]X X XX XX
MINOR WETLANDS EMERGENT/MARSHES XX XX XXX X | X[X] [ X[X]X|X
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5.1, Water Quality Standards

TABLE 5.1-2. BENEFICIAL USES FOR GROUND WATERS OF THE TAHOE BASIN

BASIN BENEFICIAL USES
DWR BASIN NAME
NO. MUN AGR IND FRSH AQUA WILD
6-5.01 TAHOE VALLEY -SOUTH X X X
6-5.02 TAHOE VALLEY -NORTH X X
51-19
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Ch. 5, LAKE TAHOE BASIN

Table 5.1-3
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
LAKE TAHOE HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See
Fig. Surface Waters Objective (mg/L except as noted)
5.1-1
TDS Cl SO, B N P Fe
60 3.0 1.0 0.01 0.15 0.008 B
1 Lake Tahoe 65 40 50 : - :
50 0.30 13 0.01 See Table 5.1-4 for
2 Fallen Leaf Lake - 0.50 1.4 0.02 additional objectives
3 Griff Creek @ O.flo B B 0 _19 0.(310 0.?3
4 Carnelian Bay 80 0.40 _ _ 0.19 0.015 0.03
Creek - - - - -
5 Watson Creek @ —O'f%5 -- -- .22 _22 —0'0_15 —0'94
6 Dollar Creek @ —O'_E'O - - 0.16 _16 _0-(330 _0-?3
7 Burton Creek 9_0 0.3’,0 B B 0 _16 0.(315 0.93
70 0.30 14 B 0.15 0.015 0.03
8 Ward Creek 85 0.50 58 - : :
9 Blackwood Creek % —O'?O -- -- 0.19 _19 —0'915 —O'_03
10 Madden Creek 60 0.10 B B 0.18 0.015 0.015
- 0.20 - - -
11 McKinney Creek 55 0.40 B B 0.19 0.015 0.03
- 0.50 - - -
50 1.0 0.4 B 0.15 0.015 0.03
12 General Creek 90 15 05 = — =
13 | Meeks reek 5 | o0 | | | 0z | 000 | o
Lonely Gulch 45 0.30 0.19 0.015 0.03
14 - -
Creek - - - - -
continued...
5.1-20
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5.1, Water Quality Standards

Table 5.1-3 (continued)
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
LAKE TAHOE HYDROLOGIC UNIT

See
. . . 1,2
5F|1g{.1 Surface Waters Objective (mg/L except as noted)
TDS Cl SO, B N P Fe
15 Eagle Creek 3_5 0 530 _ _ 0 _20 0.0_10 0 ?3
16 Cascade Creek 3_0 0 _40 -- -- —0'_21 0 0_05 —0'?1
17 Tallac Creek @ —O'flo -- -- 0.19 _19 —0'915 0 ?3
18 Taylor Creek 35 0.40 _ _ 0.17 0.010 0.02
- 0.50 - -
19 Upper Truckee 55 4.0 1.0 0.19 0.015 0.03
River 75 55 2.0 - - -
50 0.15 0.19 0.015 0.03
20 Trout Creek 60 020 -- -- : : :

! Annual average value/90th percentile value.
% Objectives are as mg/L and are defined as follows:
B Boron
ClChloride
SO, Sulfate
Fe lIron, Total
N Nitrogen, Total
P Phosphorus, Total
TDS Total Dissolved Solids (Total Filterable Residues)

5.1-21
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Ch. 5, LAKE TAHOE BASIN

Table 5.1-4

WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES
FALLEN LEAF LAKE, LAKE TAHOE HYDROLOGIC UNIT

Constituent Objective (See Fig. 5.1-1, location 2)
pH? 6.5-7.9
Temperature® Hypolimnion - <15°C

Bottom (105m) - <7.5°C at no time shall water be increased by
more than 2.8°C (5°F).

Dissolved oxygen®

% saturation above 80% and
DO >7 mg/L except if saturation exceeds 80%
DO at bottom (105m) > 6mg/L

Total nitrogen®

0.087°%/0.114'/0.210°

h

Dissolved inorganic - N 0.007 /0.010/0.023
Total phosphorus 0.008/0.010/0.018
Soluble reactive - P 0.001/0.002/0.009
Soluble reactive iron 0.004/0.005/0.012
Total reactive iron 0.005/0.007 / 0.030
Chlorophyll-a" 0.6/09/1.5

Clarity

- Secchi depthk

18.5/16.0'/ 13.6™

- Vertical extinction coefficient 0.146 /0.154/0.177"

Phytoplankton cell counts®

219/280/ 450

a . . ; - . ; .
0.5 units above and 0.5 units below 1991 maximum and minimum values. Also reflects stability of this constituent throughout
b the year.
Based on 1991 data. Indicates that if temperature in the hypolimnion during the summer exceeds 15°C or if the water at
105m exceeds 7.5°C this would constitute a significant change from existing conditions. Unless there is a anthropogenic
source of thermal effluent, which does not currently exist, changes in water temperature in Fallen Leaf Lake are natural.
Objectives apply at any time during the defining period.
c . . o
Based on coldwater habitat protection and 1991 data base. The need for an objective for the bottom (105m) results from the
desire to control primary productivity and deposition of organic matter on the bottom. A decline in bottom DO to below 6
d mg/L would indicate a fundamental shift in the trophic state of Fallen Leaf Lake.
Because of the similarity between the mid-lake and nearshore sites, Fallen Leaf Lake objectives for N, P and Fe are based
on the combined mid-lake 8 m and 45 m, and nearshore 8 m concentrations. Units are mg N/L, mg P/L and mg Fe/L.
e . .
Mean annual concentration (May - October) unless otherwise noted.
f ) .
90th percentile value unless otherwise noted.
9 Maximum allowable value; 1.5 times the maximum 1991 value. No single measurement should exceed this value unless
h otherwise noted.
DIN = NO3+NO,+NH,4
i . . .
) Corrected for phaeophytin degradation pigments.
J Units are pg chl-a/L.
k .
Units are meters.
10th percentile since clarity increases with increasing Secchi depth.
m . .
Represents 15% loss of clarity from 10th or 90th percentile value.
n . . .
Calculated in the photic zone between 1 m below surface to 35 m. Units are per meter.
o
Units are cells per milliliter.
51-22
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Figure 5.1-1

5.1, Water Quality Standards

WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR CERTAIN WATER BODIES

LAKE TAHOE HYDROLOGIC UNIT
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Ch. 5, LAKE TAHOE BASIN

ONE-HOUR AVERAGE CONCENTRATION FOR AMMONIA®?

Table 5.1-5

Waters Designated as COLD, COLD with SPWN, COLD with MIGR (Salmonids or other sensitive coldwater species present)

Temperature, °C

pH 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Un-ionized Ammonia (mg/liter NHz)
6.50 0.0091 0.0129 0.0182 0.026 0.036 0.036 0.036
6.75 0.0149 0.021 0.030 0.042 0.059 0.059 0.059
7.00 0.023 0.033 0.046 0.066 0.093 0.093 0.093
7.25 0.034 0.048 0.068 0.095 0.135 0.135 0.135
7.50 0.045 0.064 0.091 0.128 0.181 0.181 0.181
7.75 0.056 0.080 0.113 0.159 0.22 0.22 0.22
8.00 0.065 0.092 0.130 0.184 0.26 0.26 0.26
8.25 0.065 0.092 0.130 0.184 0.26 0.26 0.26
8.50 0.065 0.092 0.130 0.184 0.26 0.26 0.26
8.75 0.065 0.092 0.130 0.184 0.26 0.26 0.26
9.00 0.065 0.092 0.130 0.184 0.26 0.26 0.26

otal Ammonia (mg/liter NH3)
6.50 35 33 31 30 29 20 14.3
6.75 32 30 28 27 27 18.6 13.2
7.00 28 26 25 24 23 16.4 11.6
7.25 23 22 20 19.7 19.2 134 9.5
7.50 174 16.3 15.5 14.9 14.6 10.2 7.3
7.75 12.2 114 10.9 10.5 10.3 7.2 5.2
8.00 8.0 7.5 7.1 6.9 6.8 4.8 3.5
8.25 4.5 4.2 4.1 4.0 3.9 2.8 21
8.50 2.6 24 2.3 2.3 2.3 1.71 1.28
8.75 1.47 1.40 1.37 1.38 1.42 1.07 0.83
9.00 0.86 0.83 0.83 0.86 0.91 0.72 0.58

1
2

51-24

To convert these values to mg/liter N, multiply by 0.822

Source: U. S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1986. Quality criteria for water, 1986. EPA 440/5-86-001.
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FOUR DAY AVERAGE CONCENTRATION FOR AMMONIA*?

Table 5.1-6

5.1, Water Quality Standards

Waters Designated as COLD, COLD with SPWN, COLD with MIGR (Salmonids or other sensitive coldwater species present)

Temperature, °C

pH 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Un-ionized Ammonia (mg/liter NHz)
6.50 0.0008 0.0011 0.0016 0.0022 0.0022 0.0022 0.0022
6.75 0.0014 0.0020 0.0028 0.0039 0.0039 0.0039 0.0039
7.00 0.0025 0.0035 0.0049 0.0070 0.0070 0.0070 0.0070
7.25 0.0044 0.0062 0.0088 0.0124 0.0124 0.0124 0.0124
7.50 0.0078 0.0111 0.0156 0.022 0.022 0.022 0.022
7.75 0.0129 0.0182 0.026 0.036 0.036 0.036 0.036
8.00 0.0149 0.021 0.030 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042
8.25 0.0149 0.021 0.030 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042
8.50 0.0149 0.021 0.030 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042
8.75 0.0149 0.021 0.030 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042
9.00 0.0149 0.021 0.030 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042

otal Ammonia (mg/liter NH3)
6.50 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.5 1.76 1.23 0.87
6.75 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.6 1.76 1.23 0.87
7.00 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.6 1.76 1.23 0.87
7.25 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.6 1.77 1.24 0.88
7.50 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.6 1.78 1.25 0.89
7.75 2.8 2.6 2.5 24 1.66 1.17 0.84
8.00 1.82 1.70 1.62 1.57 1.10 0.78 0.56
8.25 1.03 0.97 0.93 0.90 0.64 0.46 0.33
8.50 0.58 0.55 0.53 0.53 0.38 0.28 0.21
8.75 0.34 0.32 0.31 0.31 0.23 0.173 0.135
9.00 0.195 0.189 0.189 0.195 0.148 0.116 0.094

1
2

To convert these values to mg/liter N, multiply by 0.822.

concentrations.

Source: U. S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1992. Revised tables for determining average freshwater ammonia

5.1-25
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Ch. 5, LAKE TAHOE BASIN

Table 5.1-7

EXAMPLE AMMONIA SPREADSHEET OUTPUT
(USEPA AMMONIA CRITERIA CALCULATOR?)

Required user inputs: 1-h Temp. Cap = 20° 4-d Temp. Cap = 15°% Temp., °C = 10; pH=7.0

One-hour criteria not to exceed, mg/L as NH;

O<T<TCAP TCAP<T<30
Parameter | 6.5<pH<7.7 | 7.7<pH<8.0 | 8.0<pH<9.0 | 6.5<pH<7.7 | 7.7<pH<8.0 8.0<pH<9.0
FT 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.000 1.000 1.000
FPH 2.810 2.810 1.000 2.810 2.810 1.000
Unionized 0.0464 0.0464 0.1303 0.0925 0.0925 0.2600
NH,
Total 25.0369 25.0369 70.3414 49.9552 49.9552 140.3495
NH3+NH,4
Four-day criteria not to exceed, mg/L as NH3
O<T<TCAP TCAP<T<30
Parameter | 6.5<pH<7.7 | 7.7<pH<8.0 | 8.0<pH<9.0 | 6.5<pH<7.7 | 7.7<pH<8.0 | 8.0<pH<9.0
FT 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.413 1.413 1.413
FPH 2.810 2.810 1.000 2.810 2.810 1.000
RATIO 28.899 13.500 13.500 28.899 13.500 13.500
Unionized 0.0049 0.0106 0.0297 0.0070 0.0149 0.0420
NH,
Total 2.6657 5.7064 16.0322 3.7654 8.0605 22.6461
NH3+NH,4

Chemical thermodynamic constants**
pKa = 9.731432321

*%

51-26

f=0.001852518

A Microsoft Excel spreadsheet

Use only that temperature and pH column which applies to the input data
T = Temperature, °C; TCAP = Temperature Cap, °C

pKa: -log K; K is equilibrium constant for ammonium
f is the fraction of unionized NHz/(Total NH;+NH,)
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5.1, Water Quality Standards

Table 5.1-8
WATER QUALITY CRITERIA FOR
AMBIENT DISSOLVED OXYGEN CONCENTRATION"?

Beneficial Use Class
COLD & SPWN* COLD
30 Day Mean NA? 6.5
7 Day Mean 9.5 (6.5) NA
" Vinimum NA 50
! |\D/|?r)1/imum5'6 8.0 (5.0) 4.0

From: USEPA. 1986. Ambient water quality criteria for dissolved oxygen. Values are in mg/L.

These are water column concentrations recommended to achieve the required intergravel
dissolved oxygen concentrations shown in parentheses. For species that have early life stages
exposed directly to the water column (SPWN), the figures in parentheses apply.

Includes all embryonic and larval stages and all juvenile forms to 30-days following hatching
(SPWN).

NA (Not Applicable).
For highly manipulatable discharges, further restrictions apply.

All minima should be considered as instantaneous concentrations to be achieved at all times.

5.1-27
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5.2 WASTE
DISCHARGE
PROHIBITIONS

Section 13243 of the Water Code gives Regional
Boards, in Basin Plans or waste discharge
requirements, authority to “specify certain conditions
or _areas where the discharge of waste, or certain
types of waste, will not be permitted.” Regional
Boards may take enforcement action for violations
of waste discharge prohibitions. The Water Code
may also contain waste discharge prohibitions that
are applicable in the Lahontan Region.

Fhefollowing—is—a—listing—of—wWaste discharge

prohibitions applicable within the Lake Tahoe
Hydrologic Unit {Figure—5-3)are discussed below.
i nelud orid hibiti |

reference. Regionwide prohibitions also apply in the
Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit. See section 4.1 for
regionwide prohibitions.

Waste discharge prohibitions in this chapter do not
apply to discharges of stormwater when wastes in
the discharge are controlled through the application
of management practices or other means and the
discharge does not cause a violation of water
guality objectives. For existing discharges, waste
discharge requirements, including, if authorized,
NPDES permits, may contain a time schedule for
the application of control measures and compliance
with water quality objectives. In general, the
Regional Board expects that control measures will
be implemented in an iterative manner as needed to
meet applicable receiving water quality objectives.

Water Code sections 13950 through 13952.1 include
special water quality provisions for the Lake Tahoe
Basin related to sewage disposal that function as
waste discharge prohibitions. Exemptions to those
prohibitions are also identified within those sections
of the Water Code.
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Discharge Prohibitions for the Lake

Tahoe Hydrologic Unit (HU)
0 < H 1

other snofeline appuReRances o S.H"aee waiers

21. The discharge attributable to human activities of

any waste or deleterious material to surface
waters of the Lake Tahoe HU is prohibited.

An exemption to this prohibition may be granted
whenever the Regional Board finds all of the

following:

a. The discharge of waste will not, individually or
collectively, directly or indirectly, unreasonably
affect the water for its beneficial uses, and

b. There is no reasonable alternative to the waste
discharge, and

c. All applicable and practicable control and
mitigation measures have been incorporated
to minimize potential adverse impacts to water
quality and beneficial uses.

2. The discharge attributable to human activities of
any waste or deleterious material to land below
the highwater rim of Lake Tahoe or within the
100-year floodplain of any tributary to Lake
Tahoe is prohibited.

3. The discharge attributable to human activities of
any waste or deleterious material to Stream
Environment Zones (SEZs) in the Lake Tahoe
HU is prohibited.

4. The discharge or threatened discharge
attributable to new pier construction of wastes to
significant _spawning _habitats _or to areas
immediately offshore of stream inlets in Lake
Tahoe is prohibited.

52-2

The Regional Board may grant exemptions to
Prohibitions 2, 3 and 4, above, for projects relocating
existing _structures below the highwater rim of Lake
Tahoe, within the 100-year floodplain, within an SEZ,
in_spawning habitat or offshore of stream inlets to
Lake Tahoe where the area of the structure is
relocated on the same parcel or within a defined
project area_and where the following finding can be
made (a “project area” may include multiple adjacent
or non-adjacent parcels):

The relocation must result in net or equal water
quality benefit. Net or equal benefit is defined as
an improvement in_or maintenance of function of
the associated area below the highwater rim of
Lake Tahoe, 100-year floodplain, SEZ, spawning
habitat, or stream inlet. Net or equal benefit may
include, but is not limited to, one or more of the

following:

e Relocation of structure to an area further
away from the stream channel or wetlands;

e Protection of restored 100-year floodplain or
SEZ or an equivalent area (at a 1:1 ratio for
floodplain or 1.5:1 for SEZ) of offsite 100-year
floodplain or SEZ through deed restriction or
conveyance to a mitigation bank or land
conservancy or similar. For projects involving
disturbance of wetlands, offsite mitigation
may involve larger mitigation ratios;

e For projects involving the relocation of more
than 1000 square feet of impervious coverage
within a 100-year floodplain or SEZ, a finding,
based on a report prepared by a qualified
professional, that the relocation will improve
the functioning of the floodplain or SEZ and
will not negatively affect the quality of existing
habitats.

e For pier relocation projects in spawning
habitat, a finding that equivalent or greater
area_of spawning habitat is restored or
created.

The Regional Board may also grant exemptions
to_Prohibitions 2 and 3, above, under the
following circumstances:

e For erosion _control  projects, habitat
restoration projects, wetland rehabilitation
projects, SEZ restoration projects, and similar
projects, programs, and facilities, if all of the
following findings can be made:
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(a) There is no reasonable alternative, including

(b)

relocation, that avoids or reduces the extent
of encroachment below the highwater rim of
Lake Tahoe, within the 100-year floodplain,
or within the SEZ; and

Impacts are fully mitigated.

For public _outdoor recreation facilities or

(a)

private piers if all of the following findings can
be made:

The project by its nature must be sited below

(b)

the high water rim of Lake Tahoe, within the
100-year floodplain, or within the SEZ;

There is no feasible alternative that would

(9]

reduce the extent of encroachment below
the highwater rim of Lake Tahoe, within the
100-year floodplain, or within the SEZ;

Impacts are fully mitigated;

(d)

SEZs are restored in_an amount 1.5 times

(e)

the area of SEZ disturbed or developed for
the project; and

Wetlands are restored in an amount at least

1.5 times the area of wetland disturbed or
developed. Certain _wetland areas may
require restoration of greater than 1.5 times
the area disturbed or developed.

For public _service facilities if all of the

(a)

following findings can be made:

The project is necessary for public _health,

(b)

safety or environmental protection;

There is no reasonable alternative, including

()]

spans, that avoids or reduces the extent of
encroachment;

The impacts are fully mitigated;

(d)

SEZ lands are restored in an amount 1.5

(e)

times the area of SEZ developed or
disturbed by the project; and

Wetlands are restored in an amount at least

1.5 times the area of wetland disturbed or
developed. Certain wetlands may require
restoration of greater than 1.5 times the area
disturbed or developed.

For projects that require access across SEZs

or 100-year floodplains to otherwise buildable
sites if all of the following findings can be
made:

(a)

5.2, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

There is no reasonable alternative that

(b)

avoids or reduces the extent of
encroachment within _the SEZ or 100-year

floodplain;

Impacts are fully mitigated;

(c)

SEZ lands are restored in an amount 1.5

(d)

times the area of SEZ disturbed or
developed by the project; and

Wetlands are restored in an amount at least

1.5 times the area of wetland disturbed or
developed by the project. Certain wetland
areas may require restoration of greater than
1.5 times the area disturbed or developed.

For repair or replacement of existing

structures, provided that the repair or
replacement _does not involve the loss of
additional lake habitat, or SEZ or floodplain
function. Prior _to granting _any such
exemption, the Regional Board shall require
that all applicable and practicable control and
mitigation measures have been incorporated
into the project to minimize any discharges of
wastes to surface waters during or following
construction.

Projects for monitoring or scientific research

related to natural resources and
environmental quality. This category includes
equipment or_structure installation for basic
data _ collection, research, experimental
management _and _ resource _ evaluation
activities that do not result in_a_significant
adverse effect on water quality or beneficial
uses. Prior to granting any such exemption,
the Reqgional Board shall require that all
applicable _and practicable control _and
mitigation measures _have been incorporated
into the project to minimize any discharges of
wastes to surface waters during or following
construction.
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5.

6.

The discharge of garbage or other solid waste to
lands within the Lake Tahoe Basin is prohibited.

The State-Board-also-stated-that“Ne-discharge
of industrial waste within the Lake Tahoe Basin
should—be—allowed"is prohibited. Industrial
waste is defined as any waste resulting from any
process or _activity of manufacturing or
construction. Stormwater discharges from
industrial _facilities _are not prohibited when
wastes in the discharge are controlled through
the application of management practices or
other means and the discharge does not cause
a violation of water guality objectives.

5.2, Waste Discharge Prohibitions
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General Guidance for Prohibition Exemptions

Full _mitigation of impacts, as used in the findings
above, includes, but is not limited to, proper design
and implementation of all applicable and practicable
control  measures and the 1.5:1 restoration
requirements for SEZs. However, the 1.5:1
restoration requirement shall not apply to erosion
control projects, habitat restoration projects, wetland
rehabilitation projects or SEZ restoration projects.

Projects “to _control existing sources of erosion or
water pollution” are interpreted to include projects
that _enhance beneficial uses of water bodies,

52-6

including wetlands. These may include erosion
control projects, habitat restoration projects, wetland
rehabilitation projects, and similar projects, programs

In Regional Board review of proposed exemptions for
public _or private  recreation _ projects, the
determination whether a project, by its very nature,
must be built where construction would otherwise be
impossible without violation of a prohibition shall be
based on the kind of project proposed, not the
particular site proposed.

In Regional Board review of proposed exemptions for
public health and safety projects, projects necessary
to protect public _health or safety shall include
projects needed to protect the health and safety of
occupants _of existing structures, including private
dwellings, and forest management activities to
reduce the risk and severity of wildfires.
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5.2, Waste Discharge Prohibitions
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Definitions:

“Necessary” shall mean when the appropriate
government agency findings that a project is
needed to protect public health and safety, or to

provide essential service-erforpublicrecreation.

“Public recreation” shall mean a project which
can be enjoyed by an entire community or
neighborhood, or a considerable number of
persons. In previously altered floodplain areas
(defined as floodplain areas where sails,
vegetation and hydrology are found by the
Regional Board to have been substantially
altered by human activities which occurred prior
to June 26, 1975) “public recreation” is limited to
public outdoor recreation faciliies and/or
activities such as hiking trails, bike paths, and
similar recreation facilities/activities which-that do
not involve construction of buildings or similar
structures.
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5.2, Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Figure 5.2-1
TAHOE CITY PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT
&
NORTH TAHOE PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT |
.
e
S |
Prosser y Boca
Res Boca 1‘ Reservoir
gkOSTle @ prosser Cr " Qi o F 3
- | g =1
/ % S 9 % '<DE
(80) Donner o
Lake___Truckee .A—/ =5-.<
= LIS = = I E=
_PIcEer Eo. ______ -
[i/lr:coln @

Tinker @
Knob

Squaw @

Pk =

Ward Pk @

Placer Co

(1) North Tahoe PUD

@ Tahoe City PUD
N

Desolation
Wildemess Fallen -
Leaf \
Lake
Dicks Pk P

5.2-11
2-177




Ch. 5, LAKE TAHOE BASIN

Figure 5.2-2
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5.3 BEST
MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES

As noted in the introduction to Chapter 4 of this Basin
Plan, Best Management Practices (BMPs) are:

“methods, measures, or practices selected by an
agency to meet its nonpoint source control needs.
BMPs include but are not limited to structural and
nonstructural  controls and  operation and
maintenance procedures. BMPs can be applied
before, during and after pollution producing activities
to reduce or eliminate the introduction of pollutants
into receiving waters”

(40 CFR § 103.2[m])

The State Water Resources Control Board has
historically certified BMPs for use in California as part
of its approval of water quality management plans
prepared by other agencies, although they can be
approved separately. _The State Board first adopted
a_statewide Nonpoint Source Management Plan in
1988. In 2000, this plan was replaced by the Plan
for California’s Nonpoint Source Pollution Control
Program. In 2004 the State Board adopted a “Policy
for the Implementation and Enforcement of the
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program.” This
policy summarizes the authority of the State and
Regional Boards to control nonpoint source
discharges under the Porter-Cologne Act.

All  current  _and proposed nonpoint _source
discharges that could affect the quality of waters of
the state should be requlated under WDRs, waivers
of WDRs, waste discharge prohibitions, or some
combination of these requlatory tools. The State
and Regional Boards also implement a broad
program __of  outreach, education, technical
assistance and financial incentives. This program is
supplemented by collaborative activities with other
agencies and non-governmental organizations to
facilitate control of nonpoint sources.

The — State— Board's 1988 Nonpoint—Source
! .

ManagementPla stressesvold |ta|ly ||_ple| entation
of BMPs—as all Hia—approach—wit Fegulate ?F

iy—The use of BMPs
is required under stormwater NPDES permits,
although the State and Regional Boards cannot
specify the particular BMPs to be selected. Because
of the sensitivity of Lake Tahoe and tributary waters,
the State Board adopted the following mandatory
requirement for BMPs in 1980:

“For construction in the Tahoe Basin allowed under
this plan, the structures or facilities built must
incorporate best management practices to control
erosion and surface runoff.”

Specific examples of BMPs given were slope
stabilization, protective surface cover or vegetation,
and adequate drainage facilities.

This Basin Plan continues the 1980 requirement for
BMPs, and the endorsement of the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency's Handbook-ef-Best Management
Practices_Handbook;-which-wasrevised-in-1988-and

Most practices in the Handbook are concerned
directly with erosion and stormwater control, but it
also addresses other topics such as dredging and
antifouling coatings on boats.

The use of BMPs does not provide assurance of
compliance with state—concentration-based effluent
limitations_or TMDL load allocation requirements.
Compliance with water quality discharge standards
can only be determined on a site-by-site basis—{208

The Regional Board may consider approval of
alternative management practices for use in specific
projects on a case-by-case basis. TRPA may also
approve alternative “BMPs” to meet water quality
standards when special circumstances occur. Such
circumstances may include but are not limited to:
streets, highways, and bike trails, existence of high
water tables, unusual upstream or downstream flow
conditions, and the presence of unusual
concentrations of pollutants. Mere-recent-handbooks
sroporodarethor noonoioe LAMIA Tasle Eocen
A002LISERA 005, comamanrms mRonn s omnnl
practices-whic _eeuld be_ eel_snde.led as-alternatives

I al fies nat:
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One-very-impertant-BMP-which-bBoth the Regional
Board and TRPA require to-be-implemented-is—the

regienala regional grading deadline. Grading, filling,
and clearing of vegetation which-that disturbs soail,

and other disturbances of soil are prohibited during
inclement weather and for the resulting period of time
when the site is covered with snow or in a saturated,
muddy or unstable condition. Special regulations and
construction techniques will apply to construction
activities occurring between October 15 and May 1.
All project sites must be adequately winterized by
October 15 as a condition for continued work on the
site. _The Executive Officer may permit Eexceptions
to _this grading deadline when finding that controls
are in place to protect water qualitywill-be-permitted
B i e
B e e e ]

The BMP Handbook also eentains—the—regional

stormwater—runef—effluentlimitations—(Fable—5-6-1)
and-specifies—identifies the 20-year, 1-hour design
storm for stormwater control facilities, as specified in
the TRPA Code of Ordinances (see the section of
this Chapter on stormwater problems).

exeept Ielll'“ o edltel 'Ial 'e".sg'_s updates—and

The Lahontan Regional Board requires the use of
BMPs in its waste discharge permits for new Tahoe
Basin projects, and may issue waste discharge
permits to require the “retrofit” of BMPs to existing
developed or disturbed sites which-that are causing
water quality problems. Retrofit is also addressed in
the areawide municipal stormwater NPDES permits
(see the discussions of stormwater permits—and
“offset"programs-later in this Chapter). The Regional
Board prefers that detailed, design-level mitigation
proposals, including proposed BMPs, be submitted
as early as possible in the review process for waste
discharge permits.

Under TRPA's Regional and-208-Plans, all persons
who own land, and all public agencies which manage
public land, are required to install and maintain
BMPs. The 208-Regional Plan requires that TRPA
permits for new projects which-that modify structures
or establish land coverage shall require application of
BMPs to the area affected by the project. As part of
its permitting process, TRPA also requires the
preparation of a plan and schedule for retrofit of
BMPs to the remainder of the parcel. Fhe-amount-of
|Ieuelt |eq|u ed—at-thetime eEI project appleual S
BMPs for specific types of water quality problems
(e.g., problems associated with livestock grazing) are
discussed in greater detail in separate sections of
this Chapter, below.
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5.4 LAND CAPABILITY
AND COVERAGE
LIMITATIONS

In 1980, the State Board determined that limits on
land disturbance and impervious surface coverage
are necessary to prevent further increases in nutrient
loading to Lake Tahoe from erosion and stormwater
runoff. These limits are implemented largely through
the land capability system and associated land use
restrictions and discharge prohibitions. The Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency implements a complex set
of land coverage rules through the-208-Plan-and-its

Rregional pPlan ordinances{FRPA-1987).

A system developed by the USFS in 1971, in
cooperation with TRPA, provides a relative
guantification of tolerance of land in the Lake Tahoe
Basin to human disturbance (Bailey 1974). The Lake
Tahoe Basin land capability system should not be
confused with the U.S. Department of Agriculture
system used to classify the suitability of agricultural
lands for growing crops. It should also not be
confused with the more recent USFS “Cumulative
Watershed Effects” methodology (USFS 1988),
which provides a different way to assess the
sensitivity of watersheds to disturbance (see the
discussion of ski areas later in this Chapter).

The land coverage rules summarized-in-this-section

are implemented through land-use-permits-issued-by
TRPA and local government_programss;-and-may-be
. : I el o |

by—the—Regional—Beard._The Regional Board

implements prohibitions on waste discharges in 100-
year floodplains and Stream Environment Zones that
reduce land disturbance and coverage that may
adversely affect water guality and the beneficial uses
of waters.
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5.4, Land Capability and
Coverage Limitations
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5.4, Land Capability and
Coverage Limitations
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5.4, Land Capability and
Coverage Limitations
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5.4, Land Capability and
Coverage Limitations
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Figure 5.4-1
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5.4, Land Capability and
Coverage Limitations

Figure 5.4-2
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Capability Tolerance Slope Relative Runoff Disturbance
Levels for Percent’ Erosion Potential Hazards
Uee Potential
7 Most 0-5 Slight Low-to
Medominhe
Low
6 0-16 Slight Low-to Low
Moderately Hazard
Low Lands
5 0-16 Slight Moderately
Highte
High
4 9-30 Meoderate Lovis
Moderately Moderate
Low Hazard
3 9-30 Meoderate Moderately Lands
. ol
2 30-50 High Lowto
Moderately
Low
1a Least 30+ High Mederately High
. ol
1b Lands
Pooppblolom Deninoes
1e Fragile Flora-and-Fauna®
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Coverage Limitations
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PoreclSize LomeCevoenen

booolopdesno oo only

- 24001-9000 1,800 square feet.
9,001 -14.000 2004
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5.5 REMEDIAL
PROGRAMS AND
OFFSET

develepment—Tthe water quality impacts of current
watershed disturbance will continue to be felt for

years to come unless remedial projects are
implemented to offset their impacts. In 1980, the
State Board adopted prohibitions against discharges
or threatened discharges from new development
which—that is not offset by remedial work, and
directed the Lahontan Regional Board to adopt an
offset policy or approve such a policy if adopted by
another agency.

on—SEZ protection)—A variety of ether—TRPA
programs function to offset the impacts of past
development, including excess coverage mitigation,
transfer of development rights, and requirements for
remedial work as a condition of approval of permits
for new or remodeled development. Mere-information

on-the-rationale-forcurrent remedial-project-priorities
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5.6 STORMWATER
PROBLEMS AND
CONTROL MEASURES

Surface runoff from urban areas_is the principal
controllable source of pollutants affecting Lake
Tahoe, contributing fine sediment particles and
nutrients to the lake. Development and continued
soil disturbance associated with developed land_has
greatly accelerated natural erosion rates, increased
stormwater runoff intensity, and increased fine
sediment particle and_nutrient loading in stormwater.
Disturbance of soils and vegetation, particularly in
Stream Environment Zones, has reduced the natural
treatment capacity for nutrients and fine sediment
particles in stormwater. Impervious surfaces collect
pollutants from vehicles and atmospheric sources
and discharge them in stormwater. Infiltration of
precipitation is greatly reduced; surface runoff
dramatically increases, and downstream rill and gully
erosion are increased. Stormwater from some land
use types, such as golf courses and other areas of
heavy fertilizer use, may be particularly rich in
nutrients. The-208-Plan-(Vol—1,—page-92)-identifies
stormwater—problems—associated—with—urban—and
_eads de .d aiage 555? S—SHow .d spesal—and
Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan includes a more general
discussion of stormwater problems and regionwide
control measures. Most of the control measures
discussed in this Chapter (including limits on
development of fragile lands and on total impervious
surface coverage, remedial erosion control, excess
coverage mitigation and SEZ restoration programs,
fertilizer management, and requirements for use of
BMPs for erosion and drainage control) are meant to
prevent or mitigate stormwater impacts.

Management practices should also infiltrate runoff to
negate the effects of increased impervious coverage
and drainage density. Management practices should
ensure that snow disposal does not harm water
quality, and that snow removal from unpaved areas
does not expose soils to runoff and further
disturbance, contributing to sediment and nutrient
loading to receiving waters. This section focuses on
effluent limitations, Lake Tahoe TMDL stormwater
requirements, stormwater permits and areawide
stormwater treatment systems.

Effluent Limitations
In 1980, the State Board adopted an earlier version
of the stormwater effluent limitations set forth in

Table 5.6-1. The “design storm” for stormwater
control facilities in the Lake Tahoe Basin is the 20-
year, 1-hour storm; however, containment of a storm
of this size does not necessarily ensure compliance
with effluent limitations or receiving water quality
standards.

| . . I . . 4
limitations—The Lahontan Regional Board applies the
numbers in Table 5.6-1 on a site- or project-specific
basis in response to identified erosion or runoff
problems.

The effluent limitations at the top of Table 5.6-1 apply
to stormwater discharges to surface waters, and
generally to surface runoff leaving a specific project
site. If surface runoff enters a project site from
upgradient, its quality and volume may together with
the quality and volume of runoff generated onsite,
affect the quality of runoff leaving the site. Regional
Board stormwater permits for sites where offsite
stormwater enters the property will take these effects
into consideration. In general, where the quality of
runoff entering the site is worse than that of runoff
generated on site, there should be no statistically
significant increase (at a 90 percent confidence level)
in pollutants in the water discharged from the site. If
the quality of runoff entering the site is equal to or
better than the quality of runoff generated on the site,
stormwater exiting the site should be of the quality
which would be expected if there were no onsite
runoff (i.e., onsite stormwater should not degrade
clean runoff flowing through the site).

The effluent limitations at the bottom of Table 5.6-1
apply to stormwater discharges to infiltration
systems. Infiltration systems include, but are not
limited to, trenches, dry wells, ponds, vaults, porous
pavement and paving stones. Infiltration effectively
filters out sediments and results in reductions in
heavy metals, oil and grease, and nutrients bound to
particulate matter. Dissolved nutrient concentrations
can be reduced by incorporating vegetation and an
organic soil layer into the infiltration system (e.g.,
grass-lined swales, vegetated ponds, etc.) Since
runoff is treated by infiltration through vegetation and
soil layers, the effluent limits are greater for
discharges to infiltration systems. Locating infiltration
systems in areas of high ground water may result in
ground water contamination and reduced percolation
rates. Therefore, discharges to infiltration systems
located in areas where the separation between the
highest anticipated ground water level and the
bottom of the infiltration system is less than five (5)
feet may be required to meet the effluent limits for
stormwater discharges to surface waters.
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Stormwater Management and the Lake Tahoe
TMDL

The goal of the Lake Tahoe TMDL is to protect the
lake and achieve the deep water transparency
standard. To this end, the TMDL identifies the
maximum annual average amounts of fine sediment
particles, nitrogen, and phosphorus that the lake
can assimilate and meet the deep water
transparency standard. The amount of fine
sediment particles is quantified by particle number,
while nitrogen and phosphorus are quantified by
mass.

In baseline estimates, the largest source of fine
sediment particles is runoff from developed urban
lands, which contribute an estimated 72 percent of
the fine sediment particle load to Lake Tahoe.
Consequently, the Lake Tahoe TMDL
implementation strategy emphasizes actions to
reduce fine sediment particle loads from urban
stormwater runoff.

Municipal stormwater permits issued to the City of
South Lake Tahoe, the Counties of El Dorado and
Placer, and to the California Department of
Transportation—wilt  include enforceable load
reduction requirements linked to TMDL allocation
milestones. In accordance with NPDES permitting
requirements, each jurisdiction will be required to
develop, implement, and maintain a Pollutant Load
Reduction Plan (PLRP) to guide stormwater
activities and project implementation. The PLRP
shall describe how the municipality plans to achieve
required pollutant load reductions for each five year
permit term.

Sustainable Development Practices

State Water Resources Control Board Resolution
No. 2008-0030 highlights the importance of
implementing stormwater management techniques
that maintain or restore the natural hydrologic
functions of a site by detaining water onsite, filtering
pollutants, and infiltrating runoff from impervious
surfaces. Such measures have been, and continue
to be, the foundation of stormwater management
policy in the Lake Tahoe basin.

Infiltration is the most effective method for
controlling urban stormwater runoff volumes and
reducing associated pollutant loads. Infiltrating
stormwater through soil effectively removes fine
sediment  particles and reduces nutrient
concentrations. Additionally, infiltration reduces the
volume of stormwater thereby reducing its erosive
effects. Consequently, infiltration remains the
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preferred method for urban stormwater treatment
and all new development projects, existing
development retrofit projects, and roadway runoff
treatment projects should first evaluate and
implement all opportunities to infiltrate stormwater
discharges from impervious surfaces.

Municipal and Public Roadway Stormwater
Treatment Requirements

Municipal jurisdictions and state highway
departments must meet load reduction
requirements specified by the Lake Tahoe TMDL
(Tables 5.178-2, 5.178-3, and 5.178-4). These
agencies will likely consider a variety of different
design storms, alternative treatment options, and
roadway operations practices, and local ordinances
to reduce average annual pollutant loads from
selected areas to meet waste load allocation
requirements.

The Lake Tahoe TMDL requires Lake Tahoe basin
municipalities and the California Department of
Transportation to develop and implement
comprehensive Pollutant Load Reduction Plans
(PLRPs) describing how proposed operations and
maintenance activities, capital improvements,
facilities retrofit projects, ordinance enforcement,
and other actions will meet required pollutant load
reduction requirements. PLRPs provide responsible
jurisdictions the opportunity to prioritize pollutant
load reduction efforts and target sub-watersheds
that generate the highest annual average pollutant
loads. The Water Board developed the Lake Clarity
Crediting Program to establish protocols for tracking
and accounting for load reductions. The Lake Clarity
Crediting Program links actions to improve urban
stormwater quality to expected fine sediment
particle and nutrient loads and provides the
flexibility for the discharger to maximize pollutant
load reduction opportunities.

New Development, Redevelopment, and Existing
Development Stormwater Treatment
Requirements

For new development and re-development projects
and private property Best Management Practice
retrofit efforts, project proponents shall first consider
opportunities to infiltrate stormwater runoff from
impervious surfaces. At a minimum, permanent
stormwater infiltration faciliies must be designed
and constructed to infiltrate runoff generated by the
20 vyear, 1-hour storm which equates to
approximately one inch of runoff over all impervious
surfaces during a 1-hour period.
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Where conditions permit, project proponents should
consider designing infiltration  facilities to
accommodate runoff volumes in excess of the 20
year, 1-hour storm to provide additional stormwater
treatment.

Runoff from parking lots, retail and commercial
fueling stations, and other similar land uses may
contain oil, grease, and other hydrocarbon
pollutants. Project proponents designing treatment
facilities for these areas must include pre-treatment
devices to remove hydrocarbon pollutants prior to
infiltration or discharge and develop and implement
contingency plans to prevent spills from polluting
groundwater.

Infiltrating runoff volumes generated by the 20 year,
1-hour storm may not be possible in some locations
due to shallow depth to seasonal groundwater
levels, unfavorable soil conditions, or other site
constraints such as existing infrastructure or rock
outcroppings. For new development or
redevelopment projects, site constraints do not
include the existing built environment.

In the event that site conditions do not provide
opportunities to infiltrate the runoff volume
generated by a 20 year, 1l-hour storm, project
proponents must either (1) meet the numeric
effluent limits in Table 5.6-1, or (2) document
coordination with the local municipality or state
highway department to demonstrate that shared
stormwater treatment facilities treating private
property discharges and public right-of-way
stormwater are sufficient to meet the municipality’s
average annual fine sediment and nutrient load
reduction requirements.

Stormwater Permits

The Lahontan Regional Board regulates stormwater
discharges in the Lake Tahoe Basin through waste
discharge requirements for individual dischargers,
and through stormwater NPDES permits. As noted in
elsewhere in this Chapter, the Regional Board has
an active program to ensure the retrofit of BMPs to
existing development in the Lake Tahoe Basin. This
includes the retrofit of stormwater control measures.
The regionwide stormwater NPDES permit program
is summarized in Chapter 4; additional information is
provided in the statewide BMP Handbooks for
municipal, construction, and industrial stormwater
NPDES permits (APWA Task Force, 1993).

In 1980, the State Board adopted a requirement that
municipal and stormwater NPDES permits be issued
for local governments on the California side of the
Lake Tahoe Basin (and also recommended that such

5.6, Stormwater Problems and
Control Measures

permits be issued on the Nevada side). This direction
preceded the USEPA's development of nationwide
regulations for stormwater NPDES permits, and the
USEPA was reluctant for such permits to be issued
at Lake Tahoe in the early 1980s. The Lahontan
Regional Board adopted areawide stormwater waste
discharge requirements for local governments
(Placer and El Dorado Counties and the City of
South Lake Tahoe) in 1984. Following the
development of nationwide USEPA stormwater
regulations, the Regional Board adopted municipal
stormwater NPDES permits for these entities in
1992. (Although the permanent resident populations
of these municipalities within the Lake Tahoe Basin
are less than 100,000, too small to trigger the
automatic requirement for municipal stormwater
NPDES permits, the State has determined that
stormwater from these areas in a significant
contributor of pollutants to Lake Tahoe, and that such
permits are necessary.)

Municipal NPDES permits require preparation of
stormwater management programs, which must
cover the topics summarized in Table 5.6-2.
Municipal stormwater management programs must
(1) address appropriate planning and construction
procedures, (2) ensure BMP implementation,
inspection and monitoring at construction sites, and
(3) provide for education or training for construction
site operators.

Coordination among municipal, industrial and
construction stormwater permittees in the same
geographic area is expected as part of the NPDES
process. As noted in Chapter 4, NPDES permit
conditions to control stormwater from state highways
may be included in the municipal permit or in a
separate permit issued to the highway authority. In
1993, the Regional Board has adopted a separate
municipal stormwater NPDES permit for Caltrans to
address discharges from California State highways
within the Lake Tahoe Basin.

The municipal stormwater NPDES permits for the
Lake Tahoe Basin will be important vehicles for
ensuring implementation of the remedial Capital
Improvements and Stream Environment Zone
Restoration Programs and obtaining compliance with
BMP retrofit schedules.

The statewide construction stormwater NPDES
permit for projects involving one-time or cumulative
disturbance of five or more acres does not apply
within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The Regional Board
has the authority to issue individual stormwater
NPDES permits for larger Tahoe construction
projects, and has adopted a general NPDES permit
for such projects, which will be implemented together

5.6-3
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with current general waste discharge requirements
for small commercial, recreation public works, and
multifamily residential projects. New projects are
reviewed individually, and are required to submit
reports of waste discharge before being placed under
the general requirements.

There is no heavy manufacturing industry in the Lake
Tahoe Basin. However, certain Tahoe dischargers
(e.g., recycling facilities, transportation facilities such
as the airport and some marinas, and the South
Tahoe Public Utility District wastewater treatment
plant) are classified as “industrial” for purposes of the
statewide industrial stormwater NPDES permit (see
the summary of “industrial” categories and the
explanation of the statewide NPDES permitting
process in Chapter 4). Because of the sensitivity of
affected waters, the Regional Board generally adopts
and maintains individual stormwater waste discharge
requirements for such facilities; individual stormwater
NPDES permits may also be issued.

Some of the areas which need surface runoff
management systems are on federal land. The sites
are operated under special use permits form the
USFS, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit. The
USFS requires, and should continue to require,
compliance with BMPs as a condition of these
special use permits. The Regional Board may issue
individual stormwater NPDES permits to projects on
National forest lands if necessary to protect water

quality.
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TABLE 5.6-1

Stormwater Effluent Limitations

These limits shall apply in addition to any more
stringent effluent limitations for the constituents
below, or to limitations for additional constituents,
which are necessary to achieve all applicable water
quality objectives for specific receiving waters.

Surface Discharges

Surface water runoff which directly enters Lake
Tahoe or a tributary thereto, shall meet the following
constituent levels:

Constituent Maximum Concentration
Total Nitrogen as N 0.5 mgl/l
Total Phosphate as P* 0.1 mg/l
Total Iron 0.5 mg/l
Turbidity 20 NTU
Grease and Oil 2.0 mg/l

See the text for discussion of the application of these
limits to runoff generated on a discharge site in
relation to the quality of runoff entering the site.

Runoff Discharged to Infiltration Systems

Waters infiltrated into soils should not contain
excessive concentrations of nutrients which may not
be effectively filtered out by soils and vegetation. See
the text for further discussion of the application of
these limits:

Constituent Maximum Concentration
Total Nitrogen as N 5 mgl/l

Total Phosphate as P* 1 mg/l

Total Iron 4 mg/l

Turbidity 200 NTU

Grease and Ol 40 mgl/l

Note: *Total phosphate is measured as “total phosphorus.”

5.6, Stormwater Problems and
Control Measures

TABLE 5.6-2
Activities to be Addressed in Municipal

Stormwater Management Programs
(Adapted from: APWA Task Force, 1993)

For Residential/lCommercial Activities:
e Roadway and drainage facility operations and
maintenance programs

e BMP planning for new development and
redevelopment projects

e Retrofitting existing or proposed flood control
projects with BMPs

¢ Municipal waste handling and disposal operations
e Pesticide, herbicide, and fertilizer use controls

For Improper Discharge Activities:
e Prevention, detection and removal program for
illegal connections to storm drains

e Spill prevention, containment and response
program

e Program to promote proper use and disposal of
toxic materials

e Reduction of stormwater contamination by
leaking/overflowing separate sanitary sewers

For Industrial Activities:
e Inspection and control
procedures

prioritization  and

¢ Monitoring of significant industrial discharges

For Construction and Land Development

Activities:

e Water quality and BMP assessments during site
planning

e Site inspection and enforcement procedures

e Training for developers and contractors

56-5
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5.7 STREAM ZONES,
FLOODPLAINS,
SHOREZONES, AND
GROUND WATER

Stream Environment Zones

An important component of water quality protection
programs in the Lake Tahoe Basin is the
preservation and restoration of “Stream Environment
Zones" (SEZs). Although SEZs are generally
synonymous with “wetlands” and “riparian areas” as
discussed elsewhere in this Basin Plan, the criteria
for field delineation of SEZs, and SEZ control
measures, are unique to the Lake Tahoe Basin (and
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency's “Lake Tahoe
Region,” which includes part of the Truckee River
watershed). One of the differences between the
TRPA and federal criteria is the use of both primary
and secondary SEZ indicators in the TRPA system.

The Lahontan Regional Board's regionwide control
measures for protection and restoration of wetlands
are discussed in Chapter 4. In the Lake Tahoe Basin,
the Regional Board implements waste discharge
prohibitions to protect SEZs; these prohibitions and
applicable exemption criteria are discussed in the
section of this Chapter on__ waste discharge

prohibitions. develepmentrestrictions:

The dense vegetation of SEZs is capable of rapid
nutrient uptake and incorporation, while the moist to
saturated soils are conducive to denitrification.
Studies of nutrient removal by SEZs {reviewed-in-the

208-PlanTFRPA-1988-Vel-b-have shown that:

e Sheet flow across SEZs provides the most
effective treatment of water

e The natural treatment capability of SEZs is

destroyed where development causes
channelization, and
e Channelized SEZs may actually increase

sediment and nutrient loading in areas where
erosion is caused by concentrated flow.

While SEZs have been found to be very effective in
removing nutrients and sediment, during certain
rainfall and snowmelt episodes, and following the fall
die-off of vegetation, SEZs can also act as a source
of nutrients and sediments, especially if they are
disturbed. Nevertheless, the effect of an undisturbed
SEZ as a sink for nutrients and sediment remains.

In addition to removing nutrients from stormwater,
naturally functioning SEZs can reduce flood peaks,
diffuse flow, increase evapotranspiration, and
increase the retention time of surface water. SEZs
also have many other values related to water quality,
such as scenic, wildlife, fishery, and vegetation
values.

In 1982, following a “threshold study” to evaluate
existing environmental conditions, TRPA estimated
that 4,376 of the 9,196 acres of SEZs in its
jurisdiction had been developed, disturbed or
subdivided. In addition to the 9,196 acres of SEZs in
the urbanized areas, TRPA reported 15,971 acres
existing on public lands. TRPA estimates that
development in SEZs has resulted in approximately
10 times the impervious surface coverage that the
Bailey coefficients would allow. Because most of the
significant SEZ disturbance has occurred in
urbanized areas close to Lake Tahoe, the loss of
natural treatment capacity for sediment and nutrients
in stormwater from these areas, and the consequent
increased pollutant loading to Lake Tahoe, is of
special concern.

Identification of SEZs and SEZ Setbacks
SEZs are biological communities that owe their
characteristics to the presence of surface water or a
seasonal high ground water table. Specific criteria for
defining SEZs have changed over time_and remain
subject to future change.-the-history-of-these-criteria
is-summarzed-in-Velume-H-ef-the-208-Plan—Current
crosrinncl ooy

The following criteria are used by beth-the-Regienal
Board-and-TRPA for identification of SEZs. A Stream

Environment Zone is determined to be present if any
one of the following key indicators is present, or in
the absence of a key indicator, if any three of the
following secondary indicators are present. Seil-types
oro—disenssod i Melume Lot the 200 Ploa Plant
communities are identified in accordance with the
definitions and procedures contained in the report
entitted Vegetation of the Lake Tahoe Region, A
Guide for Planning (TRPA 1971).

1. Key Indicators: Key indicators are:

(@) Evidence of surface water flow, including
perennial, ephemeral, and intermittent
streams, but not including rills or man-made
channels; or

(b) Primary riparian vegetation; or

(c) Near surface groundwater; or

(d) Lakes or ponds; or
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(e) Beach (Be) sails; or
(H One of the following alluvial soils:

(i) Elmira loamy coarse sand, wet variant
(Ev)

(i) Marsh (Mh).

2. Secondary Indicators:
are:

Secondary indicators

(a) Designated floodplain
(b) Groundwater between 20-40 inches
(c) Secondary riparian vegetation
(d) One of the following alluvial soils:
(i) Loamy alluvial land (Lo), or

(i) Celio gravelly loamy coarse sand (Co),
or

(iii) Gravelly alluvial land (Gr).

The boundary of a SEZ is the outermost limit of the
key indicators; the outermost limit where three
secondary indicators coincide; or if Lo, Co or Gr soils
are present, the outermost limit where two secondary
indicators coincide, whichever establishes the widest
SEZ at any point. The outermost boundaries of a
stream are the bank-full width of such stream which
is defined as the level of frequent high flow, i.e., the
level of flood with a recurrence interval of
approximately 1.5 years. Other definitions of terms
used in the criteria above are given in Table 5.7-1.

Note that SEZs can include bodies of open water as
well as wet meadows without defined stream
channels. SEZs are generally identical with Bailey
land capability Class 1b lands (see the section of this
Chapter on land capability, above). One hundred
year floodplains are sometimes, but not always,
included within SEZs; see the separate section of
this Chapter on 100-year floodplain protection for
control measures associated with  100-year
floodplains which are not also SEZs.

The SEZ criteria can be compared to the federal
definition of wetlands (40 CFR § 110.1[f]). Federal
“jurisdictional” wetlands are areas which are:

“inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at
a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and
that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in
saturated soil conditions [including] playa lakes,
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swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas such as
sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, prairie river
overflows, mudflats, and natural ponds.”

TRPA's official land capability maps shall be used to
identify SEZs initially, but are subject to field
verification in every instance. Fhe—section—ofthis

Chapter-on-land-capability-describes-procedures-for

All new development should be set back from the
edge of SEZs to buffer the SEZs from erosion, runoff,
alteration, and human activities associated with that
development. In addition to preserving the integrity of
the SEZ, setbacks preserve the important wildlife and
scenic values of the edge zone created by the SEZ
and the adjoining vegetation types.—Fhe—208Plan
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SEZ Protection

During development of the land capability system,
TRPA and the U.S. Forest Service recognized the
importance of protecting SEZs. Bailey (1974)
recommended that no more than 1% impervious
surface coverage or permanent disturbance be

5.7, Stream Zones, Floodplains,
Shorezones, and Ground Water

allowed within SEZs. Although early land use plans
for the Lake Tahoe Basin endorsed protection for
SEZs, protective measures were not strictly enforced
until the State Water Resources Control Board
adopted SEZ discharge prohibitions discussed earlier
in this Chapter—in—19806, and TRPA adopted similar
land use restrictions.-in-the-1981-208 Plan-:

TRPA's Goals and Policies provide that SEZs shall
be protected and managed for their natural values,
and that ground water development in SEZs shall be
discouraged when such development might impact
associated plant communities or instream flow. The
208-Regional Plan {/el—+-page-94)-recognizes that,
because of their importance to water quality,
encroachment on SEZs should be severely
restricted, and areas of existing encroachment
should be restored wherever possible. These
preventative BMPs are cost effective ways to protect
water quality.

The Regional Board and TRPA exemption findings
include requirements for a minimum 1.5:1 restoration
offset for new disturbance and development which is
permitted in SEZs. Implementation of this offset
restoration is expected to help fulfill TRPA's SEZ
restoration goals {belews-and to provide a margin of
safety in the event that restored SEZs are not
functionally equivalent to natural SEZs.
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“ElEIE.GE teRt-of-existing coveragein-SEZs may be
el HEEEEl”.”E'E H.'E project-will .EEE;; “.;EEFE.E'

Relocation of coverage in SEZs may be permitted
when there is a net benefit to the SEZs. The findings
which—that must be made to permit relocation are
summarized-found in the-section 5.2 of this Chapter

Additional restrictions on SEZ disturbance apply to
resource management activities such as timber
harvest and livestock grazing; see the discussions of
these activities elsewhere in this Chapter.

Protection of SEZs is also being achieved through
land acquisition under the California Tahoe
Conservancy and U.S. Forest Service Santini-Burton
programs—cee—the—diseussion—o—land—oeauisiion
crocme s osten B e D ovnloomon Foaidade not,

In addition to the SEZ protection and restoration
programs, TRPA's regional “environmental threshold
carrying capacity” standards for the protection of
vegetation resources call for the maintenance of
existing species richness by providing for the
maintenance of nine plant associations, including the
deciduous riparian association, the meadow
association, and the wetland associations, and
require that at least four percent of the total
undisturbed vegetation in the Region remain
deciduous riparian vegetation. TRPA's wildlife
threshold standards state that a non-degradation
standard shall apply to significant wildlife habitat
consisting of deciduous trees, wetlands, and
meadows while providing for opportunities to
increase the acreage of such riparian associations.

SEZ Restoration
. .

identified-SEZ-restoration-as—a—premising—additional
control-measureThe restoration of disturbed SEZs
has been carried out by the U.S. Forest Service as
part of its watershed restoration program, by the
California Tahoe Conservancy, as part of erosion
control projects implemented by local governments,
and by private parties as mitigation for specific

prOJects —Hewever—the—ﬁ#st—eemp#eheqsweé’éz

the SEZ lands that have been identified as disturbed,
developed, or subdivided, to attain a 5 percent total
increase in the areas of naturally functioning SEZ
lands.”

In addition to the formal SEZ restoration program,
SEZ restoration is required as a condition of approval
for exemptions from land use and discharge
prohibitions for other projects. TRPA's Code of
Ordinances also provides incentives for SEZ
restoration in the form of “bonus” multifamily
residential or tourist accommodation development
allocations  for developers fEoo—rSeogdon—£2

Where full SEZ restoration is not being proposed,
BMPs should be used to reduce the impacts of
existing development on SEZs and their water

quality-related functions. Fer-example;—the-208-Plan

In 1982, TRPA adopted an “environmental threshold
carrying capacity” management standard which
directs that agency to:

“...preserve existing naturally functioning SEZ lands
in their natural condition and restore 25 percent of
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Specific
measures which can be used to protect and enhance
disturbed SEZs are discussed later in this Chapter in
connection with specific problem sources such as
livestock grazing.

The—208—Plan—directs—TRPA—to—develop—an
ol X bl
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SEZ Creation

The potential also exists for creation of new SEZs, or
expansion of the boundaries of existing SEZs in the
Lake Tahoe Basin to increase the potential for
stormwater treatment. A few small wetlands have
already been created in associations with specific
Tahoe Basin projects. As for wetlands restoration,
scientific criteria are being developed for wetlands
creation (Costlier and Candela 1990), and many of
the same concerns about development of natural
wetland functions apply. The Regional Board
generally encourages additional SEZ creation in the
Lake Tahoe Basin, but the impacts of each proposal
on water quality and beneficial uses must be
carefully evaluated. For example, a water diversion
to support a created SEZ could adversely affect
beneficial uses at the diversion site.

Created wastewater treatment wetlands designed,
built, and operated solely as wastewater treatment
systems are generally not considered to be waters of
the United States (USEPA 1988). Water quality
standards that apply to natural wetlands generally do
not apply to such created wastewater treatment
wetlands. However, many created wetlands are
designed, built, and operated to provide, in addition
to wastewater treatment, functions and values similar
to those provided by natural wetlands. Under certain
circumstances, such created multiple use wetlands
may be considered waters of the U.S. and applicable
water quality standards would apply. The applicability
of water quality standards to created SEZs/wetlands
will be determined by the Regional Board on a case-
by-case basis. In its determination, the Regional
Board will consider factors such as size, location,
type of waste to be treated, degree of isolation of the
created wetlands, and other appropriate factors. Any
discharge from a created wetland which does not
qualify as “waters of the U.S.” must meet applicable
water quality standards of its receiving water(s).

Floodplain Protection

Flooding in the Lake Tahoe Basin results from rapid
surface water runoff from rainfall, snowmelt, or both,
that exceeds the capacity of the natural and
manmade drainage systems. Localized flooding
occurs throughout the urbanized areas of the Lake
Tahoe Region, but is most prevalent in low-lying
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areas of the south shore, with its broad alluvial plain.
Flooding from seiches (abnormally large waves
generated by earthquakes or landslides) is also
possible in the shorezone of Lake Tahoe and other
lakes in the Region.

As noted in Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan,
development in floodplains contributes to water
quality problems as well as exposing people and
property to flood hazards. In addition to providing
natural treatment capacity for water pollutants,
undisturbed floodplains reduce the intensity of
downstream flows, and thus the potential for
streambank erosion. In developed floodplains, flood
waters can also adversely affect water quality by
rupturing sewer lines, and mobilizing stored toxic
substances.

Control Measures for Floodplain

Protection

This Basin Plan includes Regional Board waste
discharge prohibitions to protect 100-year floodplains
in the Lake Tahoe Basin and the Truckee River
watershed which—that are separate from the
prohibitions for protection of Stream Environment
Zones (SEZs).

The criteria for definition of SEZs, outlined in the
previous section of this Chapter, include 100-year
floodplains as secondary indicators, but unless other
indicators are also present, a 100-year floodplain is
not automatically considered to be a SEZ. When a
100-year floodplain is considered a SEZ, the SEZ
exemption criteria in the-sectior—of-this Chapter-en
developmentrestrictions apply. TRPA (208-Plan\ek
L—page—132)—has land use restrictions against
construction within 100-year floodplains, and has
adopted a set of floodplain exemption criteria, which
are very similar to the SEZ exemption criteria, for
projects in floodplains which are not also SEZs.

57-6
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Shorezones, and Ground Water

In remote locations and other locations where 100-
year floodplain maps have not yet been prepared by
TRPA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S.
Geological Survey, or the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), and where there is
reason to believe that a flood hazard may exist, the
Regional Board will require project applicants to
accurately delineate the 100-year floodplain in their
applications for waste discharge permits.

In evaluating proposed measures to “minimize”
impacts for floodplain projects, the Regional Board
should use the regionwide criteria in Chapter 4—in
add'“e, to—co dlue_u_ng ahn melel_p_e d.ent eview-—of

In evaluating proposed exemptions to discharge
prohibitions for environmental protection projects
whieh-that are related to protection or enhancement
of parameters other than water quality and beneficial
uses (e.g., transportation, noise, energy
conservation) the Regional Board should give the
highest priority to water quality protection.

All public utilities, transportation facilities, and other
necessary public uses located in the 100-year
floodplain must be constructed and maintained so as
to prevent damage from flooding and not to cause
flooding.

Board's
prohibitions for the Lake Tahoe HU also apply to the
area below the high water rim of Lake Tahoe, which
corresponds to part of the area which TRPA

The Regional 100-year floodplain

considers  “shorezone.” TRPA's  development
restrictions and exemption findings for 100-year
floodplains do not apply to the shorezone of Lake
Tahoe, except where the project site is determined to
be within the 100-year floodplain of a tributary
stream. Instead, TRPA uses the shorezone
provisions of its Code of Ordinances. See the
following—section 5.2 en—“SheorezeneProtection™for
findings which-that must be made by the Regional
Board to approve exemptions to the floodplain
discharge prohibitions for projects affecting the
“shorezone” of Lake Tahoe.

Shorezone Protection

The littoral (nearshore) areas of lakes are often the
most biologically productive. Warmer temperatures
and penetration of light to the bottom encourage
plant growth which in turn supports invertebrates and
fish. Littoral areas are often very important for fish
spawning and the early life-cycle stages of young
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fish. Human activities in and near the littoral zone can
physically alter fish habitat and contribute nutrients
leading to eutrophication and the alteration of food
webs. Rocky shorezones are generally considered
better fish habitat than sandy or silty areas; erosion
and sedimentation can degrade habitat quality.
Lakeshore areas near tributary stream deltas are
important “staging areas” for lake fish which migrate
up the streams to spawn. Increased growth of
attached algae and rooted plants in the shorezone is
the most visible sign of eutrophication to human
recreational users of lakes.

Piers, marinas, buoys, breakwaters, floating docks,
and jetties are found in the nearshore of Lake Tahoe,
along with most “prime fish habitat.” Prime fish
habitat consists of areas of rock, rubble, or cobble
substrates which provide suitable conditions to
support prey organisms and spawning. The
shorezone is also particularly attractive to many
species of wildlife, including bald eagles, ospreys,
and waterfowl. TRPA has adopted regional
“environmental  threshold  carrying  capacity”
standards for the protection of nearshore fish habitat
and wildlife, including waterfowl habitat.

Fish habitat maps have been adopted as part of
TRPA's regional land use plan (TRPA 1987). These
maps, and the habitat classifications used, differ
somewhat from the maps and habitat classifications
derived from a joint study by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the California Department of Fish
and GameWildlife, and the Nevada Department of
Wildlife-{see-the-separate-discussion-on-piers-in-this
Chapter).

In 1982, much of the fish habitat in Lake Tahoe rated
“good” under the TRPA system experienced
moderate to heavy boat traffic, contributing to the
decrease in its rating from “excellent” to “good.”
Siltation and alteration of the lake bottom also
contribute to degraded lake habitat.

Shoreline erosion and sediment transport are natural
processes, which contribute to beach replenishment;
their interruption can result in beach erosion and
deep water beaches. Human activities can
accelerate shoreline erosion. Tributary streams can
create barrier beaches which protect backshore
areas from wave action. Encroachment on delta
areas can interrupt barrier beach formation and
create severe backshore erosion, liberating stored
sediment and nutrients. Unnatural fluctuations in lake
level may also contribute to water quality problems,
eroding large quantities of sediments and nutrients
from the shoreline. A dam at the outlet of Lake Tahoe
has regulated its maximum level at 6229.1 feet
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above mean sea level (6.1 feet above the natural
level) since 1934.

Shorezone disturbance has the potential to
jeopardize the survival of the endangered plant
species Tahoe yellow cress, Rorippa subumbellata,
which is currently found only in the shorezone of
Lake Tahoe.

The shorezone of Lake Tahoe is especially
vulnerable to the impacts of development, recreation,
and underwater construction activities to support
recreation (see the separate section of this Chapter
on impacts of and control measures for water quality
problems related to boating). The following is a
general discussion of shorezone protection
programs.

Control Measures for Shorezone

Protection

Regional Board staff participate in the interagency
review process for proposed projects in the
shorezone of Lake Tahoe, and may draft waste
discharge requirements if necessary to protect water
quality. (See the section of this Chapter on recreation
for more information on Regional Board regulation of
dredging and construction in Lake Tahoe.) The
prohibitions against discharges and threatened
discharges within SEZs and within 100-year
floodplains or below the high water rim of Lake
Tahoe apply to portions of the shorezone_and are
primary measures to protect the shorezone. tr-order
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Shorezones, and Ground Water

Section 401 and 404 Permits

As discussed in Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan, Section
401 of the federal Clean Water Act requires state
“water quality certification” for certain types of permits
granted by federal agencies such as the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. In some cases the State
Board handles Section 401 certifications directly, and
in some cases it delegates authority to the Regional
Boards. Applicants for Section 401 certification for
Lake Tahoe Basin projects should contact Regional
Board staff for information on current certification
procedures.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires permits
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for dredge
and fill activities in “waters of the United States,”
which include essentially all surface waters and
“jurisdictional wetlands” in the Lake Tahoe Basin. In
order to simplify its permitting process, the Corps has
issued a variety of “nationwide permits” for certain
types of activities. To be effective in California, the
Corps nationwide permits require Section 401
certification by the State Board. Fellewing—the
et : | .

Qua. - taR EI.'e State—Board as—hot—cer ted
Aationw dﬁe Ipe A |E|s © dl edge a.d ' al e““fes. " EI;'e

1 ”
1

Protection of Lakes and Streams
Tributary to Lake Tahoe

Ilze at"’el?. Hitle qua titative information-is-availanie en.
Hewever,-the-eControl measures designed to protect

and enhance Lake Tahoe are expected tosheuld-alse
protect tributary lakes and streams.

The Lake Tahoe Basin includes about 170 lakes and
ponds other than Lake Tahoe, most of which are in
California. Many of these are within the Desolation
Wilderness or in National Forest lands managed for
dispersed recreation use, and the major threats to
water quality are from human wastes and watershed
disturbance due to recreational overuse (see the

57-11
2-215




Ch. 5, LAKE TAHOE BASIN

section of this Chapter on control of recreational
impacts). Several of the larger lakes have residential
or recreational development within their watersheds
(Fallen Leaf, Cascade, and Upper and Lower Echo
Lakes). Threats to water quality of tributaries of Lake
Tahoe include nutrients from past use of septic
systems, watershed disturbance, stormwater runoff
from roads and parking areas, livestock grazing, and
vessel wastes. Taste and odor problems have been
reported in water supplies from Fallen Leaf Lake;
they appear to be associated with blooms of an algal
species usually associated with eutrophic conditions.
) o , )
the—State—Board—on—a—number—ei—lakes—other—than

Lake-Tahee—and-has-recommended-that-a-nitregen
study-oi-the-Eche-Lakes-be-conduected-before-future
developmentis—permitted—there—The U.S. Forest

Service is alse—monitoring water quality in a
Desolation Wilderness lake to determine the impacts
of atmospheric deposition.

Development around Fallen Leaf Lake has been
sewered. Development near other larger lakes
discharges toilet wastes to holding tanks; greywater
discharges to leachfields are permitted in some
circumstances (see the section of this Chapter on
wastewater treatment, export, and disposal). The
Regional Board should continue to review monitoring
data for these lakes to determine the need for further
controls on wastewater.

Problems affecting streams tributary to Lake Tahoe,
and their beneficial uses (including fish habitat)
include siltation, channelization, dredging, removal of
rock or gravel, culverts, bridges, diversions, urban
runoff, snow disposal and littering. Stream flows for
fish habitat may be endangered by diversions for
domestic use, irrigation, and snowmaking.

Streams themselves are included in the definition of
the term “Stream Environment Zone,” and all of the
SEZ protection measures discussed in this Chapter
apply. FRPA—hos—adested o recionwide

stream HF' ess—FRPA-finds that they lor TRPA!
Code—of-Ordinances—TRPA requires development
adjacent to tributaries to fully mitigate adverse
impacts to the fishery.

The control measures discussed throughout this
Chapter, which are implemented by the Regional
Board, TRPA, and other agencies, will protect the
tributaries of Lake Tahoe as well as the lake itself.
See especially the sections on SEZs, shorezone
protection, and 100-year floodplain protection.

Ground Water Protection

Ground water contributes an estimated 13 percent
of the annual nutrient loading to Lake Tahoe, but is
assumed to contribute no fine sediment patrticles to
the lake. Loeb (1987) found ground water
concentrations of nitrate in three watersheds to be
lowest (by a factor of two to ten) in areas farthest
upgradient from Lake Tahoe and to increase
downgradient toward the lake. This corresponds to
the degree of land disturbance. The TMDL relies on
findings of the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)
Groundwater Evaluation report (2003). The study
divided the Tahoe basin watershed into five ground
water basins, and also analyzed the average
nutrient concentrations of land use types based on
ground water monitoring wells (Table 5.7-25).
Findings by the ACOE study support previously
asserted hypotheses that urbanization can
significantly increase nitrate concentration in ground
water through fertilizer addition, sewer line
exfiltration, infiltration of urban runoff, and leachate
from abandoned septic systems. Future development
and/or continued soil disturbance in already
developed areas may increase nutrient transport in
ground water by removing vegetation which normally
recycles nutrients in the watershed. Although ground
water disposal of stormwater is generally preferable
to surface discharge because it provides for
prolonged contact with soils and vegetation which
remove nutrients, infiltration of urban stormwater in
areas with high groundwater tables may be
undesirable because of possible contamination of
drinking water supplies from toxic runoff constituents.

In addition to contributing nutrients, human activities
in the Lake Tahoe Basin have led to localized ground
water contamination through leaks, spills, and illegal
disposal of fuels and solvents. The impacts of
infiltration of stormwater containing petroleum
products, heavy metals, and deicing chemicals on
ground water quality at Lake Tahoe have not been
well studied, but are of concern. Local naturally high
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concentrations of uranium and arsenic in
groundwater have also limited the use of some
potential municipal supplies. Because of these
problems, and because total consumptive use of
surface and ground water in the Tahoe Basin is
limited by interstate agreement, it is important to
protect the remaining good quality ground water for
municipal use.

Control Measures for Ground Water

Protection

Further increases in nutrient concentrations in Tahoe
Basin ground waters can be prevented through
control measures discussed elsewhere in this
Chapter, including use of alternatives to infiltration in
areas with high ground water, fertilizer management,
maintenance and upgrading of sewer systems, and
vegetation protection and revegetation of denuded
areas. Because ground water tables are often very
near the surface in Stream Environment Zones,
protection of SEZs will also protect ground water
quality.

Many of the control measures needed to control
erosion and surface runoff are also needed to protect
ground water. n—addition,—seme—of the Best

at—any-time—of-the—year—The surface and ground

water systems of the Lake Tahoe Basin are
interconnected, and the control measures are
directed towards protecting both.

Programs used to control surface runoff will
incorporate measures to protect ground water. The
prohibitions adopted to prevent development which
threatens water quality include prohibitions against
discharges to ground water. The limitations on
vegetation removal set to prevent erosion from
timber harvesting, ski areas, and other sources will
also help protect ground water. Programs to enforce
BMPs at sites with onsite surface water problems will
also incorporate those Best Management Practices
adopted to protect ground water.

Controls on solid waste disposal and on toxic leaks
and spills (discussed elsewhere in this Chapter, and
in greater detail in Chapter 4) will also protect ground
water quality in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Because
redevelopment of existing urban areas is expected to
be an important component of future development in
the Basin, Regional Board staff should continue to
cooperate with local governments in identification of

5.7, Stream Zones, Floodplains,
Shorezones, and Ground Water

soil and ground water contamination from past
development, and in requiring cleanup of identified
problems before new development takes place.
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Figure 5.7-1

SEZ SETBACKS

Channel Present

Perennial Stream

Ephemeral or Intermittent Stream

Confined | Unconfined

50' from
edge of SEZ.

Slope Conditions

Unconfined | Confine

25' from
edge of SEZ.

(2]

ope Conditions

25' from edge of SEZ or
15' from edge of terrace,
whichever is less.

Average

35' from edge of SEZ or
20' from edge of terrace,
whichever is less.

60' from edge of SEZ or
35' from edge of terrace,
whichever is less.

Average

15' from edge of SEZ or
10' from edge of terrace,
whichever is less.

Poor
Poor

whichever is less.

25' from edge of SEZ or
15' from edge of terrace,

40' from edge of SEZ or
25' from edge of terrace,
whichever is less.

Man-Made Channels

10' from edge of channel

or primary riparian
vegetation,
whichever is greater.

Channel Absent

10' from
edge of SEZ.
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Table 5.7-1
DEFINITIONS OF SEZ TERMINOLOGY

Alluvial Soils - All the following soil types owe their major characteristics to the presence of surface or
subsurface water:
(a) Loamy alluvial land (Lo).
(b) Elmira loamy coarse sand, wet variant (Ev).
(c) Celio gravelly loamy course sand (Co).
(d) Marsh (Mh).
(e) Gravelly alluvial land (Gr).
(f) Fill land (Fd)

Confined - Stream types classified under major categories A and B, and stream type C2, as defined in the
report entitled "A Stream Classification System", David L. Rosgen, April, 1985.

Designated Flood Plain - The limits of the intermediate Regional Flood where established for creeks by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, or the limits of the 100-year flood where established for creeks by
the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Ephemeral Stream - Flows sporadically only in response to precipitation, with flows lasting a short time.

Groundwater between 20-40 inches - Evidence of ground water between 20 and 40 inches below the
ground surface (somewhat poorly drained soil).

Intermittent Stream- Flows in response to precipitation or snow melt.

Lake - A water body greater 20 acres in size, exceeding two meters deep at low water and lacking trees,
shrubs, persistent emergents, emergent mosses or lichens with greater than 20 percent areal
coverage.

Man-Made Channel - A channel constructed by man for the purpose of conveying water or a channel
created by water being discharged from a man-made source, such as a culvert or pipe.

Near Surface Groundwater - Evidence of ground water within 20 inches of the ground surface (poorly
drained soil).

Perennial Stream - Permanently inundated surface stream courses. Surface water flows throughout the
year except in years of infrequent drought. Perennial streams shall be those shown as solid blue lines
on USGS Quad Maps, or streams determined to be perennial by TRPA.

Pond - A standing water body of less than 20 acres in size and/or less than two meters deep at low water.

5.7-16
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Table 5.7-1 (continued)
DEFINITIONS OF SEZ TERMINOLOGY

Primary Riparian Vegetation - the following vegetative community types as identified in the 1971 TRPA
report entitled "Vegetation of the Lake Tahoe Region, A Guide for Planning" (see TRPA, 1988, Vol. |,
Attachment 4 for species composition):

(a) Type 0: Open water - Open water, swamps and pools and vernal pools.
(b) Type 2: Herbaceous - Wet marsh or meadow and Sphagnum bog.

(c) Type 7: Riparian shrub - Willow thicket and Alder thicket.

(d) Type 9: Broadleaf - Low elevations.

SEZ Setbacks- A strip of land adjacent to the edge of a SEZ, the designated width of which is considered
the minimum width necessary to protect the integrity of the various characteristics of the SEZ. The
width of the setback shall be established in accordance with the procedure set forth in Subsection
37.3.D of the TRPA Code of Ordinances.

Secondary Riparian Vegetation - The following vegetative types as identified in the 1971 TRPA report
entitled "Vegetation of the Lake Tahoe Region, A Guide for Planning" (see TRPA, 1988, Vol. I,
Attachment 4 for species composition):

(a) Type 2: Herbaceous - Wet mesic meadow.
(b) Type 9: Broadleaf - High elevations.
(c) Type 19: Lodgepole - Wet type.

Slope Condition - The condition of the slope located adjacent to the steam channel or edge of the SEZ
shall be defined as follows. The extent of existing slope protection, which is defined as the percent
cover of original duff layer, down logs, low growing vegetation or rock fragments greater than 1-2
inches in diameter, shall be given primary consideration when determining slope condition.

(&) Good - Slopes show little or no evidence of surface (sheet, rill, gully) erosion or mass wasting.
Slopes are typically covered 90 percent or more with original duff layer, down logs, slash,
low growing vegetation or rock fragments greater than 1-2 inches in diameter. Slope
gradient is commonly less than 30 percent. Soil horizons are usually cohesive and
consolidated.

(b) Average - Slopes show evidence of surface (sheet, rill, gully) erosion or mass wasting over 5
to 25% of the slope surface. Slopes are typically covered between 50 to 90 percent with
original duff layer, down logs, slash, low growing vegetation or rock fragments greater
than 1-2 inches in diameter. Slope gradient is commonly between 30 and 70 percent. Soil
horizons are typically moderately cohesive and consolidated.

(c) Poor - Slopes show evidence of active and pronounced surface (sheet, rill, gully) erosion or
mass wasting over more than 50 percent of the slope surface. Slopes are typically
covered less than 50 percent with original duff layer, down logs, slash, low growing
vegetation or rock fragments greater than 1-2 inches in diameter. Slope gradient is often
greater than 70 percent. Soil horizons are typically non-cohesive and unconsolidated.
Evidence of seeping is often present.

Terrace - A moderately flat land area, above the flood plain, generally less than 20 percent slope.

Unconfined - Stream types classified under major categories C (excluding stream type 2), D and E as
defined in the report entitled "A Stream Classification System", David L. Rosgen, April 1985.
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TABLE 5.7-25
AVERAGE NUTRIENT CONCENTRATIONS OF GROUNDWATER WELLS
BASED ON LAND USE TYPES (USACE 2003)

Nitrogen Nitrogen
Ammonia | Nitrite plus _Total Dissolved _Total
. . Dissolved Dissolved
Land-use + Organic Nitrate - Orthophosph
: ; Nitrogen Phosphorus
Dissolved | Dissolved (mg/L) orus (mg/L) (mg/L)
(mg/) | (mg/) ° d
Residential 0.26 0.37 0.63 0.081 0.11
Commercial 0.16 0.51 0.67 0.092 0.12
Recreational 0.40 1.2 1.6 0.073 0.10
Ambient 0.16 0.11 0.27 0.040 0.049
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Figure 5.8-1
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5.98 WASTEWATER
TREATMENT, EXPORT,
AND DISPOSAL

The Porter-Cologne Act (8 13950-13952) includes
specific language regarding domestic wastewater
disposal in the Lake Tahoe Basin. It requires the
export of all domestic wastewater from the California
portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin; an Executive Order
of the Governor of Nevada requires export on the

Nevada side. The TRPAaheoe—Regional—Planning
Ageney{(1987,-Ordinance-Chapter-81}-also prohibits

the discharge of domestic, municipal, or industrial
wastewater within its jurisdiction, with the types of
exceptions noted below.

Under the Porter-Cologne Act, the Regional Board
allows exceptions to the mandate for export for a
small number of summer homes in remote areas of
the Lake Tahoe Basin where sewering would be
environmentally damaging. Toilet wastes must be
disposed to holding tanks, or incinerator toilets;
holding tank wastes or ashes must be exported from
the Lake Tahoe Basin (see the discussion of septage
disposal in Chapter 4). Disposal of greywater (sink
and shower wastes only) to leachfields may be
allowed. Food wastes must be exported or
incinerated. Garbage grinders, washing machines,
dishwashers, and phosphate-based detergents are
not allowed. Proper long-term maintenance of
exempted facilities (both holding tanks and greywater
systems) is very important. Regional Board staff
should continue surveillance of these exempted
facilities, and their exemptions should be revoked if
the Regional Board cannot continue to find that they
will not individually or collectively, directly or
indirectly, adversely affect the quality of the waters of
Lake Tahoe. The Forest Service periodically reviews
its permits for summer home tracts. Regional Board
staff should continue to review and comment on
proposals for permit extensions, to ensure that
wastewater issues are adequately addressed. The
Regional Board shall make sure that the conditions
of exemptions are complied with before extending
the exemptions for septic system discharges. The
Regional Board will also reconsider the exemptions
in the light of technical advances permitting
installation of low pressure sewers in environmentally
sensitive areas.

Proper disposal of domestic wastewater from holding
tanks and chemical toilets in boats and recreational
vehicles is an issue of concern in the Lake Tahoe
Basin. See the discussions of control measures for
campgrounds and day use areas, and for impacts of
boating recreation in the section of this Chapter on
recreational impacts, below.

Occasionally, existing structures in more urbanized
areas of the Lake Tahoe Basin are found not to be
connected to a sewer system. Wastewater collection
and treatment agencies should continue to review
records and use appropriate field methods to survey
for unconnected wastewater discharges within their
jurisdictions, and should inform Regional Board staff
when such discharges are found. Where necessary,
the Regional Board may use enforcement action to
prevent discharges from unconnected structures.
The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency requires all
projects involving a new structure, or reconstruction
or expansion of an existing structure, which is
designed or intended for human occupancy, and
which generates wastewater, to be served by
facilities for the treatment and export of wastewater
from the Lake Tahoe Basin. To be considered
served, a service connection shall be required to
transport wastewater from the parcel to a treatment

plant-CERRAL08Y Crdipance Chanter 27,

The Porter-Cologne Act (8 13952) allows the
Regional Board to consider approval of pilot
reclamation projects for the use of reclaimed
domestic wastewater for beneficial purposes within
the Lake Tahoe Basin, provided that such projects
will not individually or collectively, directly or
indirectly, adversely affect the quality of the waters of
Lake Tahoe. The Regional Board shall place
conditions on any approved project to include
specification of maximum project size. The Regional
Board may suspend or terminate an approved pro;ect
for cause at any time.
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In order to prevent raw sewage overflows, all
sewerage agencies within the Lake Tahoe Basin are
required to have preventative maintenance and spill
response programs; enforcement actions may be
taken if spills occur. Enforcement orders and grant
conditions will require measures such as installation
of monitoring equipment and any nhecessary
reconstruction or relocation of sewerlines.

The Regional Board should continue to incorporate
requirements for preventative maintenance and spill
response  programs into waste discharge
requirements and National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permits for all
wastewater treatment agencies in the California
portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin. These could include
requirements for the installation of monitoring
equipment, or for the reconstruction or relocation of
defective sewerlines. If a sewerline has a series of
overflows due to design deficiencies, it should be
reconstructed. Bolted down, sealed manhole covers
should be added to sewerlines that parallel the Lake
Tahoe shoreline or are located in SEZs to prevent
spills from exiting via loose manhole covers. In other
areas, sewerlines in or adjacent to stream channels
should be relocated to high ground and fitted with
sealed manhole covers. Fhe—208—Plan—also
recommends—that—sewerlines—be—relocated—out—of

Grants, NPDES permits, and waste discharge
requirements for wastewater collection and treatment
facilities serving the Lake Tahoe Basin should be
conditioned to prohibit the sewerage agencies from
providing any connection serving new development
which is not in accordance with this Basin Plan. This
includes development which is not in compliance with
the waste discharge prohibitions discussed in the
“Development—Restrictions”—section 5.2 of this
Chapter,—related—to—land—capability,—SEZs,—new

subdivisions,—and—offset-of past-erosion/stormwater
problems. State and federal buyout programs for
sensitive lots include payment of wastewater
treatment plant assessments for lots which cannot be
built upon without violation of these prohibitions. The
Regional Board shall require that the necessary
information be submitted in reports of waste
discharge to determine whether applications are

consistent with the development—restrictionswaste

discharge prohibitions.

Fhe existence o infiltration/ ||Iew|p|ebe “S.I nFahoe

Due to aging infrastructure, the likelihood of
exfiltration problems in the Tahoe Basin sewer
systems may have increased since the early 1980s.
Further study of all potential sources of nitrogen in
Tahoe Basin ground water should be encouraged as
part of the ongoing interagency monitoring program.
Waste discharge requirements could be used to
require correction of sewer exfiltration problems if
such problems are shown to be significant in the
future. Proposals for study and correction of
exfiltration problems could be eligible for grant
funding.

Waste discharge requirements for Tahoe Basin
sewerage agencies should include a requirement
that these agencies submit annual reports providing
information needed to update estimates of available
capacity, including information on flows, connections
during the past year, and remaining unused
treatment plant capacity. Fhe 208 Plan—allews

The three sewerage agencies on the California side
of the Lake Tahoe Basin also function as water
purveyors. The State Board has directed that waste
discharge requirements for these agencies should
include conditions designed to prevent water use in
the basin beyond the limits of the California-Nevada
Interstate Water Compact (portions of this Compact
which deal with the Lake Tahoe Basin were ratified
by Congress in 1990 as PL 101-618). See—the

: Ltional_inf . ;
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The South Tahoe Public Utility District (STPUD)
provides wastewater collection and treatment for the
southern part of the Tahoe Basin in California, and
exports treated effluent to Alpine County, where it is
stored and used for pasture irrigation. The North
Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD) and Tahoe City
Public Utility District (TCPUD) operate collection
systems and export sewage for treatment and
disposal by the regional Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation
Agency (TTSA), located in Truckee in Nevada
County. Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan contains
additional information on the STPUD and TTSA
facilities, including their operations outside of the
Lake Tahoe Basin. The following is a summary of
important issues related to these facilities and to the
Tahoe Basin implementation program.

South Tahoe Public Utility District

The South Tahoe Public Utility District (STPUD)
provides collection and treatment for municipal
wastewater from most of the ElI Dorado County
portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin. Wastewater is
given advanced secondary treatment and pumped
over Luther Pass to the East Fork Carson River in
Alpine County, where it is stored in Harvey Place
Reservoir and used for pasture irrigation. {Ar

5.89, Wastewater Treatment,
Export, and Disposal

Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency

The regional wastewater treatment facilities of the
Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (TTSA), located in
Truckee in Nevada County, provide tertiary treatment
for wastewater collected by the North Tahoe and
Tahoe City Public Utility Districts in the Lake Tahoe
Basin. (TTSA also serves other member districts
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outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin.) Wastewater is
carried from member districts by an interceptor
pipeline which generally parallels the Truckee River.
TTSA's member districts formerly operated separate
wastewater treatment plants but now operate and
maintain collection facilities. Discharge prohibitions
for the Truckee River Hydrologic Unit (HU), cited in
the prohibition section of this Chapter, include
prohibitions affecting further operation of these
treatment plants, and discharges from septic
tank/leachfield systems from current and future
development in the portion of the HU within TRPA's
jurisdiction.  Additional information on TTSA's
treatment and disposal operations in relation to water
quality in the Truckee River HU is provided in

Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan. A-stipulated-judgment
o lod_litiaation. L |
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5.940 WATER RIGHTS
AND WATER USE

In 1988, there were approximately 57 water
purveyors  providing domestic  supplies to
development within the California portion of the Lake
Tahoe Basin.

There were about 17 suppliers in California using
over 100 acre-feet per annum (afa). Water supplies
are obtained from public and private wells, intakes
from Lake Tahoe, and surface water diversions from
tributaries. In the past, some water purveyors did not
always treat well water prior to distribution, although
chlorination might be provided at certain times of the
year. Drinking water from surface intakes, both from
streams and Lake Tahoe, has historically been
filtered and chlorinated prior to distribution. New
federal drinking water regulations require higher
treatment levels for surface sources; because of
these regulations, water purveyors are increasingly
changing from surface to ground water sources.

Total water diversion for consumptive use in the Lake
Tahoe Basin is limited by the California-Nevada
Interstate Water Compact, an agreement which, after
13 years of negotiation, was ratified by the
legislatures of both states in 1970 and 1971, and
partly ratified by Congress in 1990 as P.L. 101-618.
On the California side of the Lake Tahoe Basin, total
diversions for consumptive use from all sources (both
surface and ground waters) are limited to 23,000 afa.

The State Water Resources Control Board, which is
responsible for administering California's water rights
program, issued a Report on Water Use and Water
Rights in the Lake Tahoe Basin in January 1980. The
report determined that after water rights held by the
USFS, State Parks requirements, and certain exports
and depletions are taken into account, 19,000 afa is
available for use on private lands on the California
side of the Basin. The report also estimated the
amount of water used at different levels of projected
development.

The State Board has adopted a policy of limiting new
water rights permits in accordance with the Compact
allocation. The State Board does not have permit
authority over all diversions, however. The largest
group of diversions not subject to permit is ground
water diversions, which made up 54% of the total
diversions for use on the California side of the Lake
Tahoe Basin in 1980. Local government has
authority to regulate ground water pumping, and
special ground water districts can be created, but
current State law does not require local government

to act, even when ground water pumping exceeds
available supply.

The water rights study recommended that the State
Board issue new water rights permits subject to
conditions which ensure that issuance of the permits
will not result in use in excess of the amount
available under the Interstate Water Compact. It
further recommended that water available for use on
private lands be allocated among three zones
corresponding to the boundaries of the North Tahoe,
Tahoe City, and South Tahoe Public Utility Districts.
Water rights permits would be issued to the utilities,
allowing them to divert amounts equal to the amount
allocated to the zone minus the total of all other
diversions, including ground water diversions, for use
on private lands within the zone.

Current levels of consumptive water use in the Lake
Tahoe Basin are unknown. (Most water use is not
metered.) State law (AB 2572) enacted in 2004
requires all water suppliers to install water meters
on all customer connections by January 1,
2025.New residential construction has occurred
since 1982, but conservation efforts (e.g., landscape
watering restrictions and requirements for ultra-low
flow toilets) have increased due to drought
conditions. As of 2010 there are fewer than 5000
private, undeveloped, potentially buildable parcels
throughout all jurisdictions in the Lake Tahoe Basin.
At the highest rate of residential building allowed by
TRPA, 294 building allocations per year, these
parcels could be built in 16 years.

The State Board's water rights report recommends
that local and regional agencies involved in land use
planning consider the limitations set by the Interstate
Water Compact, and that the State's water quality
program take the availability of water into account.
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The California Water Code directs the State and
Regional Boards to take water supply into account
during water quality planning, and in issuing waste
discharge requirements. The public utility districts
provide sewerage service, for which they are subject
to waste discharge requirements issued by the
Lahontan  Regional Board. Any additional
development in the Lake Tahoe Basin which will
increase water use will not be possible without a
connection to the sewerage system. The number of
units which may connect to the sewerage systems is
limited by sewage collection, treatment, and disposal
capacity. Accordingly, this Basin Plan requires that
waste discharge requirements issued for these
sewerage systems include conditions designed to
prevent water use in the Lake Tahoe Basin beyond
the Compact limitations. The conditions could take
several different forms, ranging from connection
limitations to water conservation programs. The
precise form the conditions shall take will be
determined when waste discharge requirements are
renewed or modified.

TRPA requires all projects proposing a new
structure, or reconstruction or expansion of an
existing structure designed or intended for human
occupancy to have adequate water rights or water
supply systems. TRPA cannot approve additional
development requiring water unless it has, or
provides, an adequate water supply within a water
right recognized under state law.

TRPA recognizes that many water supply systems
are in need of upgrading to insure delivery of
adequate quantities of water for domestic and fire
suppression purposes. Needed improvements
include water lines, storage facilities, and additional
hydrants. TRPA requires all additional development
requiring water to have systems to deliver an
adequate quantity and quality of water for domestic
consumption and fire protection. Applicable local,
state, federal, or utility district standards determine
adequate fire flows, but where no such standards

5.940, Water Rights and Water Use

exist, the TRPA Code of Ordinances provides
minimum fire flow requirements. TRPA may waive
the fire flow requirements for its plan areas which are
“zoned” for conservation and recreation uses, and for
single family development if fire departments serving
the development meet the requirements of the TRPA
Code. Individual water suppliers will have to maintain
their existing water supply systems, and upgrade
them as appropriate to meet fire flow requirements,
peak demand, and the need for backup supplies.
Water suppliers will also have to provide treatment
for drinking water from surface diversions in
accordance with state and federal standards and
regulations.

This Basin Plan provides exemptions from discharge
prohibitions for public health and safety projects,
including projects associated with domestic water
supply systems. Fhe-208-Planrecommendation-that
oncc—wns—dosionod to orolect cbeonpn ond OO0
uses—As noted above, new treatment requirements
are leading to an increase in ground water
diversions. New wells in SEZs may affect SEZ
functions both through direct disturbance for
construction of wells and distribution lines, and
through the impacts of ground water drawdown on
SEZ soils and vegetation. When considering
exemptions from discharge prohibitions for new or
expanded ground water diversions in SEZs, the
Regional Board should evaluate the water quality
impacts and “reasonableness” of these projects in
relation to those of the alternative of continued use of
a surface source, even if treatment costs are higher.

The remedial erosion control projects proposed in
this Chapter require use of irrigation water for
revegetation. However, native plants will be used
except for some temporary stabilization, and once
established will not require irrigation. To ensure that
the irrigation needed for revegetation can be carried
out within the limits of water supply, the State Board's
water rights decisions should reserve water for
revegetation. Once it is determined that reserving
water for revegetation is no longer necessary, the
water can be made available for municipal and
domestic use.
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5.140 SOLID AND
HAZARDOUS WASTE

Solid Waste Disposal

No solid waste disposal has been permitted in the
Lake Tahoe Basin since 1972. To require continued
export of all solid waste from the Lake Tahoe Basin,
the State Board adopted the following prohibition in
1980:

“The discharge of garbage or other solid waste to
lands within the Lake Tahoe Basin is prohibited.”

The State Board recommended in 1980 that BMPs
be developed for the disposal of excavated soil from
construction sites, and that consideration be given to
their use to reclaim abandoned mines, quarries, and
borrow pits. It also recommended that dredged
material should be considered for similar uses. Other
construction wastes should be exported from the
Basin.

Problems associated with former solid waste
disposal in the Lake Tahoe Basin were recognized
as early as 1966; they include leachate from the
disposal sites, erosion due to lack of vegetation, and
uncontrolled runoff from landfill surfaces. There were
formerly four disposal sites within the Basin; none
were operated as sanitary landfills. The USFS has
done extensive erosion and drainage control work at
the old Meyers Landfill, and continues to monitor its
effects on water quality. All of the closed sites in
California are under the ongoing surveillance of the
California Integrated Waste Management Board
(CIWMB). The Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board, in cooperation with the CIWMB and
the USFS, shall continue surveillance and monitoring
of old disposal sites within the Tahoe Basin to ensure
that leachate and eroded sediment do not impair
water quality. Where water quality problems at these
sites are identified, corrective measures shall be
implemented in the same manner as for sites
requiring erosion control projects.

I 1 { landfill sites |
fRorhecBosimderethorsrrsesos suebh ne o connty

development can be permitted.

It has been estimated that, because of the seasonal
nature of the Tahoe Basin's population and the
inaccessibility of some homes due to weather and
terrain, only 85 percent of the refuse generated in the
Basin is collected for export. lllegal dumping and
littering impair the visual appeal of surface waters
and stream environment zones, and contribute
leachate to surface runoff. Efforts should be made to
increase the amount of Basin refuse which is actually
collected for export or recycling. Local governments
are responsible for efforts to increase the
effectiveness of refuse collection. Existing anti-litter
laws should be strictly enforced. Public education
and cleanup programs should be expanded. The
California Conservation Corps can assist in cleanup

programs. Fhe-208-Plan—{TRPA-1988,Voll—page
145) statesthat:

Industrial Wastes

Except for stormwater, which is addressed elsewhere
in this Chapter, no industrial discharges are allowed
in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Discharges of industrial
wastes into Lake Tahoe or any stream in the Basin
are prohibited in both California and Nevada (see the
section of this Chapter on prohibitions). Current
prohibitions against a discharge of industrial waste in
the Lake Tahoe Basin should be continued and
enforced.

Toxic and Hazardous Substance Spills

Considering the amount of urbanization and the fact
that a major interstate truck route (U.S. Highway 50)
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passes through the Lake Tahoe Basin, possible spills
of hazardous materials such as gasoline, diesel
fuels, fuel oil, aviation fuel, pesticides, solvents,
chlorine, and other substances create the potential
for serious water quality problems. Infrequent spills of
petroleum products have resulted from transportation
accidents in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Numerous small
spills occur at construction sites, usually due to
vandalism or improper storage. Spill prevention and
abatement programs are necessary to control the
risk of spills affecting Lake Tahoe and its tributaries,
and the ground waters and lands of the Lake Tahoe
Region. In addition, hazardous waste management
programs are needed to ensure that potentially
hazardous substances such as paints, pesticides,
household solvents, and waste motor oil are properly
managed and disposed of and not discharged to

lands or waters. {FRRPA-1988\oltpage 99)-

The Lahontan Regional Board's regionwide control
measures for hazardous waste leaks, spills, and
illegal discharges (Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan) are
applicable to the Lake Tahoe Basin, as are statewide
requirements for the preparation and implementation
of local government hazardous waste management
plans. When reviewing environmental documents
and drafting waste discharge permits for marinas,
tour boat and waterborne transit operations, and
other activities on or near surface waters which may
involve use or storage of fuels, Regional Board staff
should give special attention to contingency
measures for prevention and cleanup of spills.

The USEPA, Region IX, has prepared a new
interagency spill response plan for the Lake Tahoe
Basin, as a supplement to its Mainland Oil and
Hazardous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan
(USEPA 1994). This plan addresses topics such as
the roles, responsibilities, and jurisdictional
boundaries of the agencies involved; priority
resources for use by responders; training and
response capabilities in the Tahoe Basin and needs
for further training; and evacuation/shelter-in-place
procedures. It also includes a standardized
notification checklist which addresses spill response
scenarios.

I . ; it uricdicti
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5.112 ROADS AND
RIGHTS-OF-WAY

There are approximately 1000 miles of streets,
roads, and highways in the Lake Tahoe Region. Past
road construction, both for public streets and
highways and for timber harvest and other purposes
on USFS and private forest lands, has contributed
significantly to sediment and nutrient loading to Lake
Tahoe. Sediment loading from new subdivisions and
associated roads has been a particular problem (see
the section of this Chapter on development
restrictions).  Existing unpaved roads, and
unstabilized cut and fill slopes, drainage ditches, and
road shoulders continue to act as sediment sources.
Winter road maintenance, including sanding and the
use of deicing chemicals including salt, affects
stormwater quality. The Lake Tahoe TMDL
concluded that all roads, regardless of jurisdiction,
have significant impacts on water quality. Roads
increase impervious surface, magnifying surface
runoff and often direct it toward surface waters. The
application and subsequent pulverization of traction
abrasive material during the winter months can also
adversely affect water quality.

Because of the significance of roads in erosion
problems on forest lands, the USFS's Cumulative
Watershed Effects methodology for assessing
watershed problems (USFS 1988) uses “equivalent
roaded acres” as a measure of disturbance. Erosion
problems on forest roads are similar to those
associated with offroad vehicle use (see the section
of this Chapter on outdoor recreation).

Road maintenance requirements are not always
proportional to traffic use. In the Lake Tahoe Basin,
weather is more likely to increase maintenance
needs than the amount of traffic. The use of road
deicing chemicals (also discussed in Chapter 4) is of
special concern in the Lake Tahoe Basin because
the death of vegetation from road salt can contribute
to increased erosion.

Control Measures

Erosion Problems

Except where roads are essential for fire control or
for other emergency access, erosion from dirt forest
roads in the Lake Tahoe Basin should be controlled
through closure, stabilization and drainage control,
and revegetation.

Wherever possible, roads must be eliminated from
high erosion hazard lands and Stream Environment
Zones. For some of the roads which are not closed,
protective surfacing, relocation, or installation of
drainage facilites will be necessary. Best
Management Practices should be required for all dirt
roads which are not closed, stabilized, and
revegetated.

The U.S. Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit (LTBMU) has an ongoing
watershed restoration program which includes
closing and revegetating some roads, construction of
bridges to prevent erosion at stream crossings, and
installation of roadside drainage controls.

Revegetation, resurfacing, or other measures to
control erosion from dirt roads on private forest lands
should be enforced through regulatory programs
adopted by local and regional agencies. Where these
agencies have not made a commitment to implement
controls, waste discharge requirements and cleanup
orders issued by the Lahontan Regional Board shall
require landowners to correct erosion problems from
dirt roads. Regulatory programs should include an
inventory of old forest roads to identify the problems
needing correction. TRPA and the Lahontan
Regional Board have the authority to require the
performance of remedial erosion control work on
private forest lands.
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Maintenance Problems

Effective street and parking lot sweeping are among
the most important maintenance control measures
for onsite problems. Street sweeping with high
efficiency sweepers (capable of removing particles
10 microns and less) removes many fine sediment
particles that could be potentially entrained in urban
runoff and reduces the amount of material that can
become airborne. Sweeping following traction
abrasive application can also prevent abrasive
material from being pulverized into finer sediment
particles.

Fine sediment particles are the largest single
contributor to impairment of lake clarity, and
controlling these pollutants at the source can
improve the effectiveness of downstream treatment
facilities. The reduction in dissolved nutrients from
sweeping will be minor, but the reduction in
particulate bound nutrients from street sweeping will
be comparable to the reduction in suspended
sediments. Street and parking lot sweeping also
helps prevent clogging of infiltration facilities.

Proper management of runoff from areas of intensive
vehicular use requires installation of onsite drainage
facilities and adherence to operating practices to
control water quality deterioration. A program of
intensive maintenance, including periodic vacuum
sweeping and cleanup of debris, is required in all
cases. Drainage systems should be designed to
convey runoff to the treatment or infiltration facility
and then to a stable discharge point.

Large parking lots have high priority in the Regional
Board's strategy for retrofit of BMPs to existing

development. {(See-the-discussion-ofthisprogram-in
I .  this fiset, onal

projeets. The Board alse-regulates road maintenance
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activities through its municipal stormwater NPDES
permits (see the “Stormwater” sections of this
Chapter and of Chapter 4).

Snow and Ice Control

The Regional Board may allow the use of road salt to
continue in the Lake Tahoe Basin as one component
of a comprehensive winter maintenance program.
However, the Regional Board should continue to
require that it be applied in a careful, well-planned
manner, by competent, trained crews. Should even
the “proper” application of salt be shown to cause
adverse water quality impact, the Regional Board
should consider requiring that it no longer be used in
the Tahoe Basin. Similarly, should an alternative
deicer be shown to be effective, environmentally
safe, and economically feasible, its use should be
encouraged in lieu of salt. Stormwater permits, which
may include controls on deicing chemicals, are
discussed earlier in this Chapter.

Remedial erosion and drainage control projects can
reduce the need for ice control on roads by collecting
snowmelt runoff and conveying it in stable drainage
systems rather than allowing it to flow across
roadways where it can freeze in thin layers which
require ice control for public safety.

application—State highway departments and other
major users of salt and abrasives are required to
initiate a tracking program to monitor the use of
deicing salt in their jurisdictions. Annual-repers—to
. } : 1 1

I “I ’ ‘I.' uSt eudeﬁ # e.n ation-on H',e ate,an GHI“E
. | | of : i dividual |

: ¥ . :
pedestrian—aceess—Snow removal from dirt roads is
subject to TRPA regulation. When TRPA approves

snow removal from an unpaved road it shall specify
required winterization practices, BMPs, the specific
means of snow removal, and a schedule for either
paving the dirt road or ceasing snow removal.

Heavily used roads and driveways requiring winter
snow removal should be paved. Less heavily used
roads and driveways should be surfaced with gravel.
Unneeded dirt roads and driveways should be
revegetated.

5.112, Roads and Rights-of-Way |

Snow disposal areas should be located entirely upon
high capability land with rapid permeability, should be
separated from Stream Environment Zones, and
should be contained within berms to avoid surface
runoff. “Fhe—Bh2Handbool (208 DPlapn Mol 1L
theldes aletees_ foi S'.'e“ disposal-and-forroad salt

The use of deicing salt and abrasives may be
restricted where damage to vegetation in specific
areas may be linked to their use, or where their use
would result in a violation of water quality standards.
Required mitigation for the use of road salt or
abrasives may include use of alternative substances,
and/or changes in the pattern, frequency, and
amount of application. Revegetation of parcels may
be required where there is evidence that deicing salts
or abrasives have caused vegetation mortality. TRPA
may enter into MOUs with highway and street
maintenance entities to address the use of salts or
abrasives in relation to safety requirements.

Retrofit Requirements and the Capital

Improvements Program

As noted in the section of this Chapter on remedial
programs and offset, remedial controls for the water
quality impacts of past development in the Lake
Tahoe Basin are essential for the prevention of
further degradation of Lake Tahoe. Fhe—Capital

Improvements—Program—{CIP)-of the- 208 Plan-(\ok

Building on the capital improvement program (CIP)
established with the original Regional Plan, the
TRPA developed the Environmental Improvement
Program (EIP) in conjunction with the 1997 Lake
Tahoe Presidential Forum. Much of the TRPA
Regional Plan has focused on ensuring there are no
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environmental impacts relating to future growth.
However, there remains a considerable amount of
environmental degradation that is a result of historic
development and land use patterns. The EIP is
aimed at addressing environmental degradation,
attainment of the TRPA Thresholds and compliance
with the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact. The
EIP is a cooperative effort to preserve, restore and
enhance the unique natural and human
environment of the Lake Tahoe Region. The EIP
defines restoration needs for attaining
environmental goals, and through a substantial
investment of resources, increases the pace at
which the TRPA Environmental Thresholds will be
attained. The EIP also includes a global climate
change component consistent with TRPA Regional
Plan policies that address strategies for reducing
greenhouse gases. The CIP includes a project
priority system related to the capability of each
watershed to deliver sediment and nutrients to Lake
Tahoe. TRPA gives high priority for erosion and
runoff control to projects which affect SEZs
(particularly wetland and riparian areas), which
reduce or repair disturbance of seasonally saturated
variable source areas, and which attempt to restore a
more natural hydrologic response in the watershed.

TRPA—will—werk—with—the—varieus—implementing

This Basin Plan designates Caltrans as the agency
with primary responsibility for implementing erosion
control projects on California state highways. The
Lahontan Regional Board will monitor Caltrans'
progress to ensure that the projects are properly
designed and built on schedule. Some state
highways are on National Forest lands and are
subject to special use permits issued by the Forest
Service. The USFS can require correction of erosion
problems as part of these special use permits.

The cities and counties have authority to carry out
projects on public streets and roads. When these
agencies carry out erosion control projects, their
responsibilities will include detailed facilities planning,
design, construction, and maintenance. The technical
and advisory services of the Resource Conservation
Districts can be used to help meet these
responsibilities. Lecal—gevernments—will—have
"I centives-to-cal 5IGH.E e .eellallplegeets_ | Hh-that futy el
cdor A e opndues alan LEREA 007 dononding
Locpsrecicosunc o ihe Sl

To the extent feasible, this Basin Plan will rely on
local governments to construct the erosion control
projects required on city and county streets and
roads, with financial assistance provided by state and
federal grants. Local governments may also establish
special assessment districts for the purpose of
carrying out erosion and runoff control projects.

Where state transportation departments or local
agencies fail to carry out erosion and urban runoff
control projects, regulatory programs must be
adopted to require them to carry out the projects.
These agencies own the roads causing erosion; they
can be held responsible for correcting the problem.
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5.123 FOREST
MANAGEMENT
ACTIVITIES

Accessible pine and fir forest lands in the Lake
Tahoe Basin were heavily logged by clearcut
methods in the middle to late 1800s. Most private
timberlands in the basin which had not been
harvested earlier were logged between 1950 and
1971. Although the eurrenrt-Forest Management Plan
for the USFS Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
(LTBMU)  emphasizes  watershed  protection
restoration and forest health over commercial timber
sales, excessive forest fuel build-up, large-scale tree
dieoffs from drought-related stresses in the 1980s
and early 1990s, and local forest fires have prompted
proposals for extensive sanitation/salvage—cutstree
removal and vegetation management to reduce fire
hazard and increase forest health_throughout the
Lake Tahoe Basin on private and public lands. FRPA
The Regional Board encourages public and private
vegetation management to reduce fire hazard and to
increase plant community diversity. —and—the

California—Tahoe—Conservancy—carries—out—forest

monocomonlebdeuline b sreiocte o the loade
has—purchased—Because much of the Lake Tahoe
Basin is forested, land clearing for development
projects often involves timber harvest.

. . ol " .
i i ’
aie El'alt operation—is- el.ellellbdee .attelnp.ts ©
| | | ——Forest
management activities can create water quality
problems if sites are left bare of vegetation, if riparian
vegetation is disturbed, or if soil is disturbed by road
construction, skid trails, or use of vehicles off of
roadways. Even if Best Management Practices are
followed, some impact on water quality ean—be

expectedmay occur from forest management
activities.

Both remedial actions to correct problems from past
timber harvest, and controls to prevent problems
associated with future forest management activities
are necessary for the protection of the waters of the
Lake Tahoe Basin. The most important control
measures needed on forest lands are remedial
erosion control projects and control of erosion on
forest dirt roads (see the sections of this Chapter on
offset and on roads and rights-of-way). BMPs are
also needed to minimize water quality problems from
activities on forest lands. Controls should ensure that

access roads, which increase drainage density, are
well-placed and designed, and that skidding and
related practices do not significantly disturb soils and
vegetation. Since timber harvesting may take place
on steep slopes with poor land capability, required
management practices should take slope differences
into account. As noted in Section 5.3 (BMPs), no one
BMP is 100 percent effective, and the use of BMPs
does not provide assurance of compliance with state
effluent limitations. BMPs must be monitored and
maintained to ensure that measures are effective and
that water quality is protected. If monitoring shows
that a measure is ineffective, then additional
measures must be applied to reduce or prevent
addition of fine sediment to the surface waters of the

Lake Tahoe Basinunti—water—quality—standards—are
oinined,

Control Measures

The Regional Board's general procedures for review
of forest management activities on public and private
lands are discussed in Chapter 4. The Regional
Board has a conditional waiver of waste discharge
requirements for timber harvest and vegetation
management activities in _the Region, with specific
conditions that apply to the Lake Tahoe Basin. The
following is a summary of special measures which
must be used in the Lake Tahoe Basin to protect
sensitive watersheds and surface waters.

Forest management activities (in the Lake Tahoe
Basin) should follow practices to protect vegetation
not being removed, prevent damage to riparian
vegetation, and provide for prompt soil stabilization
and revegetation where necessary to prevent
erosion.

Even stricter controls than the statewide Forest
Practice Rules for silvicultural activities adopted by
the California Board of Forestry may need to be
applied in the Lake Tahoe Basin to take into account
the unique conditions of the Basin and the mandate
of the federal neondegradation—-antidegradation
standard. The Forest Practice Rules will not be
certified as the BMPs applicable to silvicultural
activities in the Tahoe Basin until they are revised to
include the controls necessary to protect Lake Tahoe
water quality.

Timber harvesting on National Forest land in the
Lake Tahoe Basin is regufated-implemented by the
LTBMU. The LTBMU uses the “Cumulative
Watershed Effects” (CWE) method (USFS 1988) and
the Watershed Erosion Prediction Program (WEPP)
to evaluate the impacts of logging together with those
of other disturbances in a watershed.

Private and State timber harvesting and other forms
of tree removal in the Lake Tahoe Basin are
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regulated by the the Regional Board’s waiver, state
forestry departments, and by the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency—under—the—208—Plan—and—TRPA
Ordinanee-Chapter—7L. TRPA-has-delegated-most-of
I o horit f . . I

In-addition—tThe TRPA Code sets requirements for
timber harvesting. In cases of substantial tree
removal, the applicant is required to submit a harvest
plan or tree removal plan prepared by a qualified
forester. The plan shall set forth prescriptions for tree
removal, water quality protection, vegetation
protection, reforestation, and other considerations,
and shall become part of the project's conditions of
approval.

Management techniques for tree removal shall be
consistent with the objectives of SEZ restoration,
protection of sensitive lands, minimization of new
road -construction, revegetation of existing temporary
roads, minimization of SEZ disturbance, and
provisions for revegetation.

TRPA requires that sufficient trees shall be reserved
and left uncut to meet minimum acceptable stocking
standards, except where patch cutting is necessary
for regeneration harvest or early successional stage
management. Patch cuts shall be limited in size to
less than five acres.

Tree cutting within SEZs may be permitted to allow
for early successional stage vegetation management
(forest health or riparian improvement), sanitation
cuts, fire prevention (fuel reduction) and fish and
wildlife habitat improvement, provided that:

e all vehicles shall be restricted to areas outside
the SEZ or to existing roads within SEZs, except
for over-snow tree removal_or use of low impact
technology where permanent disturbance does
not occur _or where the Regional Board has
granted an exemption to the prohibitions on
discharges within SEZs-{Fhe-Regional-Board-will

omcrmeeracRElag— R TR A nma e ns e 200

i j ,and

e work within SEZs shall be limited to times of year
when soils are dry and stable or when snow
depth is adequate for over-snow removal, and

o felled trees and harvest debris shall be kept out
of all perennial and intermittent streams, and

e crossing of perennial streams or other wet areas
shall be limited to improved crossings in
ossordopec—path—the PP ondbocle or to
temporary bridge spans that can be removed
upon project completion or the end of the work
season, whichever is sooner, and damage to the
SEZ associated with a temporary crossing shall
be restored within one year of removal_(unless
the Regional Board has granted an exemption to
the SEZ and floodplain discharge prohibitions),
and

e special conditions shall be placed on tree harvest
within SEZs or edge zones adjoining SEZs as
necessary to protect instream values and habitat.
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5.134 LIVESTOCK
GRAZING AND
CONFINEMENT

Water quality problems related to livestock grazing
and livestock confinement facilities in the Lake Tahoe
Basin are similar to those described in the sections of
Chapter 4 on resource management and agriculture,
but the number of animals involved is generally lower
than in other parts of the Lahontan Region. Range
grazing occurs on National Forest lands and on
some other large publicly and privately owned
parcels; there are several riding stables, and some
“backyard horses.” Because of the sensitivity of Lake
Tahoe to sediment and nutrient loading, and the
importance of SEZs, which have received the
greatest historical grazing use, the following control
measures have been adopted for the Tahoe Basin in
addition to the regionwide control measures in
Chapter 4, eriel—rrrosnine e lmoioch

Control Measures

The State Board adopted the following control
measures in 1980: Existing stables and corrals in
SEZs should be relocated outside of SEZs on low
erosion hazard lands with surface slopes of five
percent or less (see-Seection-5-4-of this Chapteron
the-Tahoe-Basin-land-capability-system). Livestock

confinement areas should have runoff management
systems designed to prevent drainage from flowing
through these areas or through manure storage sites.
All surface runoff from the facility should be
contained and disposed of through an infiltration
system [or if high ground water is present, by other
appropriate means approved by the Regional Board].
The intensity of grazing on private lands should be
monitored and controlled to prevent water quality
problems, and the Forest Service should continue to
observe Best Management Practices to prevent
overgrazing on National Forest lands.

A special use permit from the Forest Service is
required to use National Forest lands for stables or

livestock grazing. These permits can require
compliance with the Best Management Practices
needed to control erosion and runoff from livestock
confinement areas or to prevent overgrazing.

The Regional Board shall consider adopting waste
discharge requirements or taking other appropriate
action if livestock grazing on public or private lands in
the Lake Tahoe Basin is shown to result in
degradatlon of water quallty Jrn—addmen—te—the%ta{e

TRPA approval is required for any new livestock
grazing or confinement project involving ten or more
head of stock, expansion of existing activity outside
of the current range, or an increase in livestock
numbers of ten or more head at one time. An
applicant for a grazing permit shall submit a grazing
management plan prepared by a qualified range
consultant. The grazing plan shall include pertinent
information and a certification by the range
consultant that the grazing plan complies with the
TRPA Code of Ordinances.

2-257




Ch. 5, LAKE TAHOE BASIN

ChoS=f Pectorntion Procrony Olol D op the D00
Plan il . ok imvolve._ il

et lmination_of_arazing_i
SEZs:

Programs adopted by local governments to control
onsite surface runoff problems under municipal
stormwater permits should also set controls for
stormwater from grazing and livestock confinement
on private lands (see the discussions of municipal
stormwater NPDES permits earlier in this Chapter
and in Chapter 4). The Lahontan Regional Board
shall issue waste discharge requirements or cleanup
orders where local governments fail to set adequate
controls.
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5.145 OUTDOOR
RECREATION

Water quality problems and control measures related
to dispersed and developed recreation throughout
the Lahontan Region are discussed in Chapter 4 of
this Basin Plan. Impacts of recreation are of special
concern in the Lake Tahoe Basin, which receives as

many as 20 million visitors annually IRPA—S—FegenaJ

The Regional Board may issue waste discharge
permits to developed recreation facilities and/or take
appropriate enforcement action to address the
impacts of new construction, stormwater discharges,
and maintenance activities such as fertilizer and
pesticides use. Some recreational facilities may be
subject to stormwater NPDES permits.

Public outdoor recreation projects may be exempted
from TRPA's restrictions on development of land
capability Class 1, 2, and 3 and SEZ lands, and from
the Regional Board's discharge prohibitions related

to land—capabilityfloodplains and SEZs if specific
findings regarding necessity, lack of reasonable

alternatives, and mitigation can be made. The
exemption criteria are set forth in the seetion-Section
5.2 of this Chapter—en—development—restrictions.
Exemptions are granted only for public outdoor
recreation projects which “by their very nature” must
be sited on sensitive lands; Table 5.27-13 provides
specific guidance to be used in making this finding.

Campgrounds and Day Use

Areas

The potential exists for construction and expansion of
campground and day use facilities on both public and

private lands in the Tahoe Basin. FTRPA's-Regional

Plan—(TRPA—1987)—includes—density—limits—for
. ; . .

campsite-spaces;-the-Plar-A el & Sltatel entsf de_ Aty

Construction of new campgrounds should be subject
to the same restrictions as apply to other
development in the Tahoe Basin, including:

e Development shall not be permitted on high
erosion hazard lands or in Stream Environment
Zones, unless required exemption findings can
be made.

e Coverage shall conform to the land capability
system, unless required exemption findings can
be made.

e Drainage, infiltration and sediment control
facilities must be installed wherever water is
concentrated by compacted or impervious
surfaces.

e Best Management Practices for construction

sites and temporary runoff management must be
followed.
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“ H ”

The Regional Board should continue to issue and
enforce waste discharge permits for the construction,
remodeling, and expansion of campgrounds and day
use areas in the Tahoe Basin_where there may be
discharges of waste to water. The need for retrofit of
BMPs, especially for facilities in SEZs, shorezone
areas, and near tributary lakes and streams, should
be evaluated, and WDRs can be used to require
retrofit where necessary. Campgrounds and day use
projects which involve one-time or cumulative soil
disturbance of five-one acres or more will be subject
to construction stormwater NPDES permits.
Campground and day use facilities which—that
accommodate large numbers of recreational vehicles
should have properly designed and operated
wastewater dumping stations, to discourage illegal
dumping. (See the section of this Chapter on
wastewater treatment, export, and disposal for a
discussion of the requirement to export sewage from
the Lake Tahoe Basin.) The Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection should ensure that similar
controls are enforced in Nevada.

Local or regional ordinances adopted to require
surfacing or revegetation of private driveways or
forest roads should also apply to dirt roads in
campgrounds. Other control measures for existing
campgrounds would require review of existing sites.

Construction of a developed campground on private
land in the Lake Tahoe Basin requires permits from
the city or county where the campground is built, and
from TRPA. Permits for private campgrounds should
prohibit development in SEZs or in excess of land
capability, and should enforce the BMPs needed to
prevent water pollution. Local governments in the
Tahoe Basin should consider control of stormwater
discharges from existing and potential private
campgrounds and day use sites as part of their
planning activities under their municipal stormwater
NPDES permits.

Ski Areas

Water quality problems and control measures
associated with ski areas are discussed in a
regionwide context in Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan.
Special provisions apply to ski areas in the Lake
Tahoe Basin. TRPA'sregional-land-useplan-limits
| g | .
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Ski areas are subject to the TRPA land use
restrictions, State discharge prohibitions and
exemption criteria related to land-ceveragefloodplain
and SEZ protection which are discussed elsewhere
in this Chapter. One of the required exemption
findings for a recreational project is that “by its very
nature,” it must be located on sensitive lands. Fhe
gﬁgg RiaR (°.9.|H. e Iﬁab_el__is) specities—tha IE t Ie'
o | bilitv el :

Proposals for ski resort expansion must be carefully
reviewed to prevent increases in erosion and surface
runoff. New road construction must be kept to an
absolute minimum, and is prohibited en-high-erosion
hazard-ands-er-in Stream Environment Zones unless
the exemption findings for public recreation projects
can be made. (Modern construction techniques
permit ski lift construction without road construction.)
These provisions will limit the extent of disturbance of
sensitive lands for the expansion of ski areas, and
will thus protect water quality.

In 1980, the State Board provided the following
additional direction for ski area maintenance
activities:

“Ski run and trail maintenance vehicles and
equipment must not be operated in a manner that
disturbs the soil. Snow moving, packing, and
grooming must not be conducted when the snow
cover is insufficient to protect the underlying soil from
disruption.”

The Regional Board has adopted waste discharge
requirements for all ski areas in the California portion
of the Lake Tahoe Basin. These requirements
address stormwater control (especially for large
parking lots), and ongoing operation, maintenance,
and remedial watershed restoration activities. They
are periodically updated to reflect proposed new
projects and activities within the ski area. Stormwater
NPDES permits may be necessary for future ski area
construction projects. Local governments in the Lake
Tahoe Basin must address the stormwater impacts of
ski facilities on private lands under their municipal
stormwater NPDES permits.

Regional Board staff should continue to participate in
interagency review of proposed ski area master
plans, and should update waste discharge permits as
necessary for new projects carried out under master
plans.

Golf Courses

Many of the existing golf courses in the Lake Tahoe
Basin were constructed in Stream Environment
Zones, and have thus disrupted the natural capability
of these areas to provide treatment for nutrients in
stormwater. Some golf courses are located within or
very near the shorezone of Lake Tahoe, or in areas
with high ground water tables. Proposals have been
made for expansion and/or remodeling of some
Tahoe Basin golf courses. General control measures
for water quality problems associated with golf
courses are discussed in Chapter 4 of this Basin
Plan. Existing and future golf course development in
the Lake Tahoe Basin requires special control
measures to prevent further eutrophication of surface
waters and contamination of drinking water supplies.

Waste discharge requirements issued by the
Lahontan Regional Board for golf courses in the
California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin implement
policies to prevent wastes, such as fertilizer nutrients,
pesticides, herbicides, and products of erosion from
entering surface waters of Lake Tahoe. They also
require use of BMPs for control of stormwater from
parking lots, rooftops, and other impervious areas,
and for prevention and control of erosion problems.

Each golf course in the Tahoe Basin should follow a
control plan detailing nutrient loads, pathways, and
control strategies. Fhe—use—offertilizer—in—stream
. . o ;
eny eﬁ 'l'e E_zenlnes IS P el b'teﬁ . .b|.5 the 208 Ial E: €
srehibitedin-stream-—epvirenmentzenss—The control

strategies for golf courses shall include:

e strict annual, monthly, and daily fertilizer
limitations;
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e controlled drainage, including holding ponds
where necessary;

e maintenance of drainage systems; and

e surface and ground water monitoring programs.

TRPA also considers existing golf courses high
priorities for retrofitting with BMPs because of their
potential for significant water quality impacts from
fertilizer and runoff. It encourages the states to issue
waste discharge requirements or NPDES permits for
these facilities.

Offroad Vehicles

Water quality impacts of offroad vehicle (ORV) use
are discussed as a regionwide problem in Chapter 4
of this Basin Plan. Erosion, soil compaction and
damage to vegetation from ORVs are of special
concern in the Lake Tahoe Basin because of the high
erodibility of many of its soils, the difficulty of
revegetation, and the sensitivity of surface waters.
ORV damage to SEZs disturbs their capacity to treat
sediment and nutrients in stormwater. FRPA
cotmnice—that oo —thoncnothid ol the sonnn]

; I I I : i ,
lands. i direct] ) ; .
tFa‘l‘l‘S_- T

In addition to the summer use of wheeled ORVSs,
snowmobile use during the winter can also affect
water quality. Compacted snow on heavily traveled
snowmobile routes is a good thermal conductor
which can cause underlying soil to freeze readily.
Rapid soil freezing and thawing loosens the soil
surface and can dislodge small plants, contributing to
the risk of erosion upon snowmelt.

”I'e State B. el aehs I=a|.k.e Iallne_eﬁsas —Water Qu;a y
impacts-.

Control Measures for ORVs

Offroad vehicle use in the Lake Tahoe Basin must be
restricted to designated areas where high erosion
hazard lands, stream environment zones, and
sensitive vegetation are not threatened.



To ensure that vehicles stay out of areas where ORV
use is not permitted, some old roads must be closed
or blocked off. The USFS is conducting a program of
blockading roads and trails used in violation of its
offroad vehicle plan. National Forest areas damaged
by ORV use will be restored and revegetated as part
of the ongoing USFS watershed restoration program.
| o Ty I " et
epple; tAites Ie|| _|eleeatle I ell N _I;ea_el “venicie— il
ohosprevcd e Ee sl

To the extent that ORV use in the Lake Tahoe Basin
is confined to existing dirt roads, the water quality
impacts can generally be contained by the
application of standard BMPs for erosion and runoff
control. However, if the ORV use damages the

control devices (e.g., water bars) or aggravates

erosion of the road surface, additional controls may

be necessary. Following—its—1991-92 review—of-the
. : . . I

More vigorous enforcement of local and regional
ordinances to control ORV use on private lands is
necessary. Private landowners need to post land so
that local law enforcement officials can enforce
offroad vehicle restrictions.

. .
D ele_t Ilzegmn a .Bealdﬂ € Ie eell_n elnt of state quaten
be—very—effective. The Regional Board can issue
waste discharge permits to operators of commercial
ORYV facilities (e.g., snowmobile courses) to prevent
and control water quality problems. In some cases,
waste discharge requirements and cleanup orders
may be issued to property owners requiring them to
prevent or correct water quality problems caused by
offroad vehicle use on their property.

Recently—enacted egisiation—directs—the Regional
Beland to-conduet afstud_y of g”"l" pacts 'I“.t e-take

Boating and Shorezone

Recreation

The “Shorezone Protection” section of this Chapter
(see Section 5.7) summarizes water quality problems
related to shorezone development, TRPA's general
shorezone protection programs, and guidelines for
Regional Board use in evaluation of shorezone
projects. Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan includes a
general discussion of water quality problems and
control measures related to boating and shorezone
recreation activities. Problems include wastewater
disposal from boats, fuel spills from boats and
marinas, marina stormwater pollutants, and
resuspension of sediment and associated pollutants
through dredging and underwater construction.
These problems are of special concern in the Lake
Tahoe Basin because of the sensitivity of the Lake
and the heavy recreational use it receives. The
following is a summary of special control measures
by problem type.
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Vessel Wastes
The discharge of vessel wastes to Lake Tahoe is

prohibited, but violations still occur. Beatlaunching

i I . iy { ; ) of al
6000-boats—at-one-time—Many of the boats in use

have built-in toilets and holding tanks or portable
toilets, creating a large potential for intentional or
unintentional dumping of wastewater into Lake
Tahoe. Many boats are not equipped with self-
contained heads, and there is no inspection program.
Discharge of vessel toilet wastes introduces pollution
which-that can affect domestic wastewater intakes
from Lake Tahoe and other lakes such as Fallen Leaf
and Echo Lakes. Although not in themselves a
serious threat to the clarity of Lake Tahoe, vessel
wastes contribute cumulatively to nutrient loading
and present a public health risk.

In California, the Harbors and Navigation Code
authorizes the State Board to require marinas or
other marine terminals to install pumpout facilities.
The State Board has adopted procedures by which
the Regional Boards can determine the need for
pumpout facilities, and request the State Board to
require specific terminals to install them. Under these
provisions, the Lahontan Regional Board shall
continue to determine the need for additional
pumpout facilities at Lake Tahoe, and request the
State Board to require installation where such
facilities are necessary. The Regional Board
currently requires that all public marinas on the
California side of Lake Tahoe have pumpout facilities
available.

The U.S. Coast Guard is primarily responsible for
enforcing  prohibitions against vessel waste
discharges to Lake Tahoe, and should include an
inspection program as part of its enforcement effort.
Other federal and state agencies should assist the
Coast Guard. Permits issued by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, state lands agencies, and TRPA for
marinas, buoys, and other facilities serving vessels
on Lake Tahoe should require compliance with the
prohibitions against discharge of vessel wastes.
These agencies should also assist in the inspection
program. The Regional Board shall assist the Coast
Guard in the program to enforce the discharge
prohibitions and shall bring its own enforcement
actions where necessary.

The Regional Board has adopted waste discharge
requirements for existing marinas at Lake Tahoe
which include provisions for vessel waste pumpout
facilities, and should continue to adopt waste
discharge requirements for new and expanded
marinas.

Piers

In recognition of the potential adverse impacts of
continued proliferation of piers and other mooring
structures in Lake Tahoe, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), the California Department of Fish
and Game—Wildlife (DFWS), and the Nevada
Department of Wildlife have adopted policies
recommending strongly against the approval of new
facilities within sensitive fish habitat (USFWS 1979 &
1980, DFWG 1978). See Figure 5.8-1.

Piers and jetties should not be allowed to block
currents. They must be constructed so as to allow
current to pass through. Pier construction must be
prohibited in significant spawning habitat. Pier
construction should also be prohibited in waters in or
immediately offshore of biologically important stream
inlets. Pier construction must be discouraged in
prime fish habitat areas. Further study of the effects
of piers should be continued. The controls called for
here may be modified, or additional controls required,
based on the findings of that study.
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In—1980, the State Board adopted-theSection 5.2

contains the following prohibition against new pier
construction in significant spawning habitat or
offshore of biologically important stream inlets:

“The discharge or threatened discharge, attributable
to new pier construction, of selid—erliguid—wastes;
inelmdinc ool ol oonc oo rocle paoinlcloode or
other—organic,—mineral—or—earthen—materials;—_to
significant spawning habitats or to areas immediately
offshore of impertant-stream inlets in Lake Tahoe is
prohibited.”

The prohibition against discharges immediately
offshore of impertant-stream inlets shall apply up to a
thirty-foot contour. Discharges to the inlets
themselves are subject to the prohibition against
discharges to Stream Environment Zones.

The determination whether an area is significant
spawning habitat er—an—impertant-stream—inlet-shall
be made on a case-by-case basis by permitting
agencies, in consultation with the USFWS and state
fish and wildlife agencies. Maps which have been
produced by these agencies may be used as a
guide. Because of the scale on which the maps have
been produced, however, and the possibility that
additional information may become available, the
maps will not necessarily be determinative. [TRPA
has adopted fish habitat maps for Lake Tahoe which
differ somewhat from those prepared by the fish and
wildlife agencies, and has designated additional
important stream inlets by ordinance.]

The term “pier,” as used in the prohibition above,
includes any fixed or floating platform extending from
the shoreline over or upon the water. The term
includes docks and boathouses. The prohibition does
not apply to maintenance, repair, or replacement of
piers at the same site. FTheprohibition-shall-alse-be
Sooloebto o sorerobons emlen coche o the
Pre bIEIG.SSEEE grestictions-on development(See
the ~sections GII this—Chapte: .g'ﬁ ele.ueﬁ Iepne. ‘

Under Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act,
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers cannot issue any
permit if the state water quality agency denies
certification that the permitted discharge is in
compliance with the applicable state water quality
standards (see the separate section of this Chapter
on 401 and 404 permits). The prohibitions in this plan
are part of California's water quality standards for
Lake Tahoe, effectively precluding the Corps of
Engineers from issuing permits for pier construction
in violation of the prohibitions.

This plan does not prohibit the use of mooring buoys,
which are now used as alternatives to piers in many
cases, although the USFWS (1979) has
recommended against their approval in sensitive fish
habitat because of the adverse effects of powerboat
use.

Permitting agencies should also discourage
construction of new piers in prime fish and aquatic
habitat, emphasizing alternatives such as use of
existing facilities. These permitting agencies include
the Corps of Engineers, state lands agencies, the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, and the Lahontan
Regional Board. Where permits for pier construction
are issued, they should require construction practices
to contain any sediment disturbed by placing
structures in Lake Tahoe. When piers or other
structures are placed in Lake Tahoe, they should be
surrounded by vertical barriers to contain any
disturbed sediment. The permits should also prohibit
any construction which—that will alter the flow of
currents in Lake Tahoe. If necessary, the Lahontan
Regional Board shall issue permits to require
compliance with practices to prevent water quality
problems from construction of piers and other
shorezone structures. In addition to the special
considerations above, such permits should reflect the
regionwide criteria for piers and shorezone
construction in Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan.

In reviewing pier projects, the California State Lands
Commission generally requires that construction be
done from small boats, and that construction wastes
be collected on these vessels or on tarps and
disposed of properly. The State Lands Commission
also implements a special plan for protection of the
endangered shorezone plant, Tahoe yellow cress.
Pier construction, and other underwater/shorezone
construction activities, are subject to all applicable
water quality standards,——including——the
nondegradation—objectives contained in this Basin

Plan.
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Dredging

Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan includes additional
discussion of water quality problems related to
dredging, and regionwide dredging guidelines.
Construction (e.g., of piers) and dredging in Lake
Tahoe can cause localized pollution problems, by
disturbing sediments: this increases turbidity and
reintroduces nutrients which-that had settled out of
the water. The sediments may also be redeposited
elsewhere. Construction in Lake Tahoe may also
affect current flow, causing currents to disturb bottom
sediments. If disposal of dredged material is done
improperly, nutrients from these wastes could cause
water quality problems. Dredging and disposal of
marina sediments are of special concern because
very high levels of tributyltin (an antifouling ingredient
of boat paint) have been detected in sediments and
biota of one Lake Tahoe marina.

Methods of dredging which—that stir up bottom
sediments, as when backhoes or drag lines are used,
should not be permitted. Under most circumstances,
only suction dredging should be allowed. However,
even with turbidity barriers, suction dredging followed
by interim storage of dredged material in an “inner
harbor” situation may create more problems than
bucket dredging. Localized problems related to
turbidity may result from repeated disturbance of
stored dredged material for final disposal. Regional
Board staff should evaluate proposed dredging
methods based on site-specific circumstances and
require the method whieh-that results in the lowest
degree of threat to water quality. Disposal of dredged

materials must follow practices to prevent sediments
from being discharged into Lake Tahoe. The Best
Management Practices Handbook {(FRPA—1988;
Velume-h-includes BMPs for the dredging process
and for disposal of dredged material. Consideration
should be given to the use of dredged material in
reclamation of abandoned mines, quarries, and
borrow pits outside of the Tahoe Basin.

The Lahentan-Regional Board staff sheuld review all
proposed dredging projects in the California portion
of the Lake Tahoe Basin and should not permit the
dredging unless the practices called for in this plan
are followed.

158-59):

Dredging and filling activities are subject to the
Regional Board discharge prohibitons and
exemption criteria discussed elsewhere in this
Chapter.

Dredged material may be disposed of inside or
outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin, but the Regional
Board will set effluent limitations based on the
numbers in Table 5.6-1 and on appropriate receiving
water standards. Proposals for dredged material
disposal in shorezones, floodplains or SEZs will be
evaluated against the relevant discharge prohibitions
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(see the section of this Chapter on development
restrictions).

TRPA's regulations on dredging techniques and

discharge standards are set forth in the BMP

Handbook (208-Plan—\el—t)—TFhe 208-Plan-directs
o inati il . |

Marinas

The Lahontan Regional Board has maintenance
waste discharge requirements on all marinas in the
California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin which
address stormwater discharges, fueling and sewage
disposal operations. New or revised requirements
should be adopted to address any new marina
construction activity or changes in the nature of
discharges or threatened discharges from existing
marinas. A detailed discussion of water quality
problems and control measures associated with
marina discharges is provided in a regionwide
context in Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan. As noted in
that Chapter, some marinas may require stormwater
NPDES permits.

TRPA regulates the creation, expansion, and
remodeling of marinas in the Lake Tahoe Basin
through its Regional Plan limits on recreation
capacity (in “People at One Time,” or PAOT) and
through its master planning and permitting
processes. Following a lengthy interagency review
period, which included Regional Board staff input,
TRPA adopted detailed guidelines for the preparation
of marina master plans (TRPA 1990). These
guidelines require each master plan to include a
physical plan, an operations plan, a mitigation plan,
and a monitoring plan. Water quality-related topics to
be addressed include land coverage, fish habitat,
shoreline stability, inspection and maintenance of
boat washing and fueling facilities, wastewater
pumpout facilities, stormwater control, spill
prevention and response, dredging, and marina
water treatment systems. The guidelines also
summarize shorezone development standards for
new and expanded marinas from TRPA's Code of
Ordinances, and provide guidance on the design of
breakwaters, jetties, and shoreline protection
structures.

Although conceptual proposals have been made for
marina water treatment systems, none are currently

operating in the Lake Tahoe Basin-{theFahoeKeys

-

phosphorus—removalfor—the—waters—of—its—artificial
fageens). TRPA's guidelines state that, in the broad
sense, “any treatment which is employed to improve
and maintain water quality would be a component of
the water treatment system.” Possible treatment
methods discussed include artificial circulation and
aeration, pretreatment of stormwater discharges, and
interception of stormwater constituents from
driveways, launching ramps, and boat washing
facilities by slotted drains directed into sumps which
can be pumped and possibly equipped with
absorbent material. If tributyltin is found to be a
problem, marina sediments containing it may have to
be removed.

The TRPA guidelines state that commercial marinas
and harbors are required to have public restrooms,
fueling facilities, chemical fire retardant distribution
systems, and pumpout facilities for boat sewage.
Disposal facilities for portable sewage containers
should also be provided. Prevention of boat sewage
waste pollution will be in accordance with an
enforcement program to be developed by the Marina
Owners Association and approved by TRPA. Boat
washing facilities, if any, must be connected to a
sewer system or an acceptable alternative such as a
debris trap and sump which will be emptied regularly.
Connections to sewer systems may require special
arrangements with the service district such as
permits, pretreatment of discharges, and fees for
service. Gas pumping facilities are required to have
emergency and standard shut-off systems. A water
treatment system for waters contained within the
marina must be provided.

Fuel, sewage pumpout and portable sanitation
flushing facilities at marinas need to be carefully
placed. The TRPA guidelines state that they should
be located in a convenient place to encourage use by
all boaters (including boaters from private piers and
non-commercial  moorings. Emergency  spill
containment equipment must be at hand at such
facilities, not stored ashore.

TRPA's marina master plan guidelines also provide
guidance on environmental analysis, including
directions for cumulative impacts analysis. In 1994, a
regionwide study and environmental document were
in preparation to evaluate the cumulative impacts of
potential marina expansion on Lake Tahoe.

Regional Board staff should continue to participate in
interagency review of proposed marina master plans
and marina development projects. Proposals for
“experimental” facilities such as marina water
treatment systems should be carefully evaluated on a |
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case-by-case basis.
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5.165 OTHER WATER
QUALITY PROBLEMS

Fertilizer Use

Water quality problems and control measures
associated with fertilizer use are discussed in the
section on agriculture in Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan.
However, fertilizer use on golf courses, other large
turf areas, and in home landscaping is of special
concern in relation to the sensitive surface waters of
the Lake Tahoe Basin. Nutrients in fertilizer can
reach surface waters through stormwater or by
percolation through ground water, and can contribute
to eutrophication. Nitrogen from fertilizer which
accumulates in ground water can contribute to
violation of the drinking water standard. Fertilizer
impacts can occur cumulatively with nutrient loading
from other sources such as urban runoff.

As noted in the section of this Chapter on golf
courses, the Regional Board has placed all golf
courses on the California side of the Lake Tahoe
under waste discharge requirements which include
conditions related to fertilizer management. Other
types of projects involving significant fertilizer use
should be considered for similar types of permits.

that-wWhile the use of fertilizer may be necessary in
some applications, such as establishing erosion
control vegetation, management practices are
necessary to limit the addition of fertilizer which may
leach from the soil and become a component of
runoff waters. The 208 Plan—{ol—}—page—139)
provides-that-the-use of fertilizer in within the Tahoe

Region shall be restricted to uses, areas, and
practices identified in the Best Management
Practices Handbook.

states—that{Fertilizer use, except as necessary to
establish and maintain plants, is not recommended in
the Tahoe Basin; that fertilizers shall not be used in
or near stream channels and in the shorezone areas;
and that fertilizer use shall be lowered in stream
environment zones and eliminated if possible. This
BMP includes discussion of appropriate fertilizer
types and practices. It states that maintenance
applications of fertilizers should be made when loss
of vigor or slow growth indicates a possible nutrient
deficiency. At least one additional application is
required following the original grass seeding and
should be applied in the spring immediately following
snow melt.

According to the TRPA Code of Ordinances, projects
that include landscaping or revegetation shall, as a
condition of approval, be required to prepare fertilizer
management plans that address: the appropriate
type of fertilizer to avoid the release of excess
nutrients, the rate and frequency of application,
appropriate watering schedules; preferred plant
materials, landscape design that minimizes the
impacts of fertilizer applications, critical areas, the
design and maintenance of drainage control
systems, and surface and ground water monitoring
programs, where appropriate.

In planning for compliance with municipal stormwater
permits, local governments in the Lake Tahoe Basin
should consider control of cumulative nutrient
contributions from urban fertilizer use. Areawide
landscape design guidelines should be revised to
emphasize low maintenance plant species rather
than turf and other fertilizer intensive plantings. Since
they have negligible capital costs and may actually
reduce operating costs, fertilizer management
practices are cost-effective means of protecting
water quality.
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Local government ordinances requiring the use of
drought-tolerant landscaping (xeriscaping) may, by
encouraging the use of native plants, result in lower
urban fertilizer use. Educational programs promoting
xeriscaping should also emphasize BMPs for
fertilizer use.

Pesticides

Although there is no agricultural use of pesticides in
the Lake Tahoe Basin, potential water quality
problems from pesticide use in landscaping, turf
management, silviculture, and wood preservatives
are of concern. High levels of tributyltin (TBT), an
antifouling compound formerly used in boat paint,
have been measured in and near a marina in Lake
Tahoe. Rotenone has been used for fisheries
management in some waters of the Tahoe Basin.

Regionwide water quality objectives for pesticides,
and related objectives for nendegradation—and
toxicity, essentially preclude direct discharges of
pesticides such as aquatic herbicides. The Lahontan
Regional Board's regionwide control measures for
pesticides, discussed in Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan,
are applicable in the Lake Tahoe Basin.

that-bBecause of its harsh climate, short growing
season, and high elevation, the Lake Tahoe Basin
has fewer insect and fungal pests than many other
areas in California and Nevada; however, there is
some pesticide use for silviculture and turf

management. Ihe%@&Pla#reeegmzes%ha&een#els

pest-management—Prior to applying any pesticide,
potential users shall consider integrated pest
management (IPM) practices, including alternatives
to chemical applications, management of forest
resources in a manner less conducive to pests, and
reduced reliance on potentially hazardous chemicals.

Fhe—208—Plan—provides—that—o0nly chemicals
registered with the USEPA and the state agency of
appropriate jurisdiction shall be used for pest control,
and then only for their registered application. No
detectable concentration of any pesticide shall be
allowed to enter any SEZ unless TRPA finds that the
application is necessary to attain or maintain its
“environmental  threshold carrying  capacity”

standards. Pesticide storage and use must be
consistent with California and Nevada water quality
standards and TRPA thresholds.

Fhe—208—Plan——recoghizes—that  aAntifouling
substances painted on the hulls of boats, such as
TBT, may contribute to water quality problems.
California legislation in 1988 prohibited the use of
TBT paints except on aluminum vessel hulls and
vessels 25 meters or more in length. Vessels painted
with TBT before January 1, 1988 may still be used,
but may not be repainted with TBT so long as they
comply with other applicable requirements. The
USEPA has also banned the use of TBT on non-
aluminum hulls of vessels less than 82 feet in length
and has limited the release rate of TBT from other
hulls to 0.4 ug/cm®day. [The “no detectable
pesticides” water quality objective in this Basin Plan
is probably more stringent than this effluent
limitation.] Controls on antifouling coatings and boat
and marina maintenance practices are necessary to
protect Lake Tahoe from the addition of toxic

substances from this source. Fhe—208Plan—{ol—
page—158)-provides—that-aAntifouling coatings shall

be regulated in accordance with California and
federal laws, by the Lahontan Regional Board and
TRPA., The—2iironcbesle inecmomins the
Colsmnoad—odon esiers s e o no e
conta "lgﬁ IIB and app.es.tlnese restrictions-to-al

Additional monitoring of water, sediment, and biota
should be done at other marinas within Lake Tahoe
to determine the extent of TBT problems. TBT should
be considered an issue in permits for dredging at or
near marinas, and for dredged material disposal.

Atmospheric Deposition

Wet and dry atmospheric deposition of nutrients, fine
sediment particles,- and acids onto surface waters is
an issue of concern throughout the Sierra Nevada.
Atmospheric nutrients and fine sediment particles
are important considerations for Lake Tahoe
because of the lake's large surface area in relation
to the size of its watershed, and the long residence
time of lake waters (about 700 years). The Lake
Tahoe TMDL concluded that atmospheric
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deposition contributes an estimated 63 percent of
total average annual nitrogen to the lake.
Atmospheric  deposition also contributes an
estimated 16 percent of the average annual fine
sediment particle load and about 18 percent of the
average annual total phosphorus load.

Precipitation chemistry in the Lake Tahoe Basin has
been monitored on an ongoing basis since the early
1980s. Direct deposition on the lake has also been
studied by the University of California Tahoe
Environmental Research Center and by the
California Air Resources Board’'s (CARB) Lake
Tahoe Atmospheric Deposition Study (LTADS).
Studies by these groups, as reported in the Lake
Tahoe TMDL Technical Report, indicate that about
69 percent of nitrogen deposition on Lake Tahoe
originates locally, with the remaining 31 percent
coming from regional sources. Combined, these
sources contribute an estimated 218 metric tons of
total nitrogen to Lake Tahoe, most of it in the form
of NO, and NH; (ammonia). Similarly, an estimated
71 percent of the annual total phosphorus
deposition of around 6 metric tons is from local
sources. Road dust is the primary contributor.

Atmospheric deposition is also a key source of fine
sediment particle deposition to the lake. The Lake
Tahoe TMDL Technical Report establishes that
about 16 percent of Lake Tahoe’s total fine
sediment particle load is from atmospheric sources.
Over 70 percent of this particulate deposition is from
in-basin sources. The primary in-basin sources of
fine sediment particles are dust from paved and
unpaved roadways, dust from construction sites and
other unpaved surfaces, and organic soot from
residential wood burning.

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency has adopted a
regional “environmental threshold carrying capacity”
standard to reduce annual “vehicle miles traveled”
(VMT) within the Lake Tahoe Basin by 10% from the
1981 level in order to reduce nitrogen oxide
emissions and consequent atmospheric deposition to
the Lake. The 208 Plan (TRPA 1988), outlines
control measures to be implemented by TRPA and
local governments to reduce atmospheric nutrient
deposition. These include increased and improved
mass transit; redevelopment, consolidation, and
redirection of land uses to make transportation
systems more efficient; controls on combustion
heaters and other stationary sources of air pollution;
protection of vegetation, soils, and the duff layer, and
controls on offroad vehicles to control suspension of
nutrient-laden dust. n-erder—to-—reduce—transport—of
€ elewage aeleltﬁena_ researsh—Ato the, generation

Regional Board staff should continue to review
reports on atmospheric deposition in the Lake Tahoe
Basin, long-distance transport of airborne pollutants
to the Basin, and impacts of acid deposition on
beneficial uses of Tahoe Basin waters. Where data
gaps exist, additional monitoring and research should
be encouraged. The results of ongoing CARB-
sponsored research on acid deposition impacts
elsewhere in the Sierra Nevada should be useful in
evaluating data from the Lake Tahoe Basin.
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5.164 MONITORING

Monitoring of Lake Tahoe, its tributary surface and
ground waters, and pollutant sources such as
atmospheric deposition and stormwater is a very
important part of the implementation program. Long-
term monitoring of an “Index Station” in Lake Tahoe
by the University of California at Davis Tahoe
Environmental Research Center has documented the
deep water transparency and primary productivity
measurements shown in Figures 5-1 and 5-2. Further
long-term monitoring is essential to document
progress toward attainment of the water quality
standards for these parameters, which are based on
1968-71 figures.

Monitoring and special studies have been carried out
in the Tahoe Basin by a variety of agencies
(including the U.S. Forest Service's Lake Tahoe
Basin Management Unit, the California Department
of Water Resources, the University of Nevada at
Reno, and the U.S. Geological Survey).—For
example, the U.S. Forest Service's Lake Tahoe
Basin Management Unit monitors a variety of land
use activities on National Forest lands.

In response to the recommendations of the 1980
Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality Plan, special
studies were carried out on sewer exfiltration into
ground water, nearshore phytoplankton and
periphyton productivity in Lake Tahoe, and

atmospheric  deposition. Fhe—Water—Quality

yoto ool emenienng—ondonoainlotudine throuch
1988.-The State Board organized the Lake Tahoe
Interagency Monitoring Program (LTIMP) in 1979;
annual reports of this program have been published
by the University of California at Davis Tahoe
Environmental Research Center. _Monitoring data
from the LTIMP program was used to develop and
calibrate the Watershed Model and Lake Clarity
Model for the Lake Tahoe TMDL. The Lake Clarity
Model bundles five models: a particle fate model, an
optical model, an ecological model, a
thermodynamic model, and a hydrodynamic model.
These two models, coupled with targeted pollutant
source analysis studies, provided the framework for
the Lake Tahoe TMDL.

The TRPA currently has responsibility for
coordinating the Lake Tahoe Interagency Monitoring
Program, with the advice of an interagency technical
advisory committee. Recent additions to the program
include monitoring of “other lakes” than Lake Tahoe
(including Fallen Leaf, Echo, and Cascade Lakes).
TRPA has also sponsored a study on fish habitat in
Lake Tahoe and the impacts of nearshore human
activities on habitat quality. As—a—eondition—of
Siomrmslo e 209 Bloo he Sinis Deoonc diooing

The Lake Tahoe TMDL effort addressed research
needs identified—by—the—208—Plar—TFhese—needs
ineluded—details—of-associated with Lake Tahoe's
nutrient budget and the nutrient inputs and outputs
of the watershed and the airshed. Ongoing research
needs include, but are not limited to, better
understanding of the effectiveness of SEZ
restoration projects and stormwater treatment
techniques, improved quantification of atmospheric
deposition processes and control measures, and
work to clarify the link between development,
pollutant sources, and their effect on nearshore
water quality.

Together with long-term continuation of the basic
Lake Tahoe Interagency Monitoring Program, such
special studies will enable evaluation of the
adequacy of existing control programs and the need
for new control measures to ensure attainment and
maintenance of standards. Additional monitoring and
research will also provide the basis for: (1) the
establishment of numerical nutrient objectives for
additional water bodies, (2) the establishment of
biological, and possibly sediment quality objectives,
and (3) the update of the regional runoff guidelines to
include priority pollutants.
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5.178 Total Maximum
Daily Load for Sediment
and Nutrients, Lake
Tahoe, El Dorado and
Placer Counties

Introduction: Lake Tahoe is designated an
Outstanding National Resource Water by the State
Water Resources Control Board and the United
States Environmental Protection Agency due to its
extraordinary deep water transparency. However,
the lake’s deep water transparency has been
impaired over the past four decades by increased
fine sediment particle inputs and stimulated algal
growth caused by elevated nitrogen and
phosphorus loading.

The Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Lahontan Region (Regional Board) and the Nevada
Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP)
developed the hi-state Lake Tahoe Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) to identify the pollutants
responsible for deep water transparency decline,
qguantify the major pollutant sources, assess the
lake’s assimilative capacity, and develop a plan to
reduce pollutant loads and restore Lake Tahoe’s
deep water transparency to meet the established
standard.

The NDEP is responsible for implementing the
TMDL on the Nevada side of the Lake Tahoe basin.
Because the Regional Board’s authority lies with the
state of California, there will be no further mention
of Nevada’'s role in TMDL development and
implementation in this chapter. Refer to the Lake
Tahoe TMDL Report and associated documentation
for additional details regarding the state of Nevada’'s
role in the Lake Tahoe TMDL effort.

Problem Statement: Continuous, long term, deep
water transparency monitoring at Lake Tahoe has
documented a decline of approximately 30 feet from
1968 to 2000. The deep water transparency
standard of approximately 100 feet has not been
achieved since the standard was adopted in 1975.
Lake Tahoe TMDL research indicates light
scattering by an increase in the number of fine
sediment particles in suspension and light
adsorption by increased algae production has
caused the deep water transparency decline.

Lake Clarity Model results show that approximately
two thirds of the deep water transparency condition
is driven by the number of inorganic fine sediment

particles less than 16 micrometers in diameter.
Consequently, the Lake Tahoe TMDL effort has
focused on the number of fine sediment particles as
the primary pollutant causing deep water
transparency decline.

Desired Conditions: The desired condition for
Lake Tahoe's deep water transparency is the
annual average depth recorded from 1967 to 1971,
which is an annual average Secchi depth
measurement of 97.4 feet (29.7 meters).

Source Assessment: The Regional Board and
NDEP conducted extensive research and numeric
modeling to estimate nutrient and fine sediment
particle loads to Lake Tahoe. The sources
contributing the largest annual pollutant loads that
affect the deep water transparency are runoff from
upland areas (both urbanized and undeveloped),
atmospheric deposition, and stream channel
erosion. Table 5.178-1 presents the pollutant load
estimates for all of the identified fine sediment

particle, total nitrogen, and total phosphorus
sources, including groundwater and shoreline
erosion inputs. Average annual nitrogen and

phosphorus loads are expressed in mass units
(metric tons) while average annual fine sediment
particle loads are presented as the actual number of
particles less than 16 micrometers in diameter.

Upland runoff: Tetra Tech, Inc. developed the Lake
Tahoe Watershed Model to simulate runoff and
pollutant loads from both the developed and
undeveloped upland areas. Supported by a two-
year Tahoe basin storm water monitoring study and
validated with the long term Lake Tahoe
Interagency Monitoring Program water quality
dataset, the Lake Tahoe Watershed Model provides
average annual, land-use based fine sediment, total
nitrogen, and total phosphorus loading values.
Model outputs have been divided between urban (or
developed) and forest (or undeveloped) upland
areas and results indicate that approximately 72
percent of the average annual fine sediment particle
load, 47 percent of the average annual total
phosphorus load, and 18 percent of the average
annual total nitrogen load reaching Lake Tahoe is
generated in the urban landscape. Undeveloped
portions of the Lake Tahoe watershed are estimated
to contribute approximately 9 percent, 32 percent,
and 18 percent of the average annual fine sediment
particle, total phosphorus, and total nitrogen loads,
respectively. Details of the Lake Tahoe Watershed
Model development and model results can be found
in Watershed Hydrologic Modeling and Sediment
and Nutrient Loading Estimation for the Lake Tahoe
Total Maximum Daily Load (Tetra Tech 2007).

California  Air

Atmospheric  Deposition:  The
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Resources Board (CARB) performed the Lake
Tahoe Atmospheric Study to quantify the
contribution of dry atmospheric deposition (i.e. non-
storm event deposition) to Lake Tahoe and the UC
Davis Tahoe Environmental Research Center
(TERC) collected wet (i.e. storm event) and dry
deposition samples. The data from these two efforts
were used to estimate lake-wide atmospheric
deposition of nutrients and fine sediment particles.
The findings show that atmospheric deposition is
the second largest source of fine sediment particles
entering the lake at 16 percent of the basin-wide
total load and is the dominant source of total
nitrogen, contributing approximately 63 percent of
the basin-wide total nitrogen load.

Stream Channel Erosion: The first estimates of
stream channel erosion came from the Lake Tahoe
Framework Study: Sediment Loadings and Channel
Erosion (Simon et al. 2003). To better quantify the
contributions of fine sediment from stream channel
erosion in all 63 tributary stream systems, the
USDA-National Sediment Laboratory completed
additional work reported in Estimates of Fine
Sediment Loading to Lake Tahoe from Channel and
Watershed Sources (Simon 2006). These research
efforts found that while stream channel erosion is a
significant source of bulk sediment to the lake, the
contribution to the fine sediment particle load is
relatively small, accounting for approximately four
percent of the average annual fine sediment particle
load. Stream channel erosion contributes
approximately two percent of the average annual
total phosphorus load and less than one percent of
the average annual total nitrogen load.

Groundwater: Thodal (1997) published the first
basin-wide evaluation of groundwater quality and
guantity from 1990-1992. The United States Army
Corps of Engineers completed the Lake Tahoe
Basin Framework Study Groundwater Evaluation
(USACE 2003) as an independent assessment of
Thodal's (1997) analysis to provide the primary
source of groundwater nutrient loading estimates for
the TMDL based on existing monitoring data.
Because sediment is effectively filtered through the
soil matrix, groundwater transport of fine sediment
particles to the lake is assumed to be zero.

Shoreline Erosion: Shoreline erosion is the smallest
source of pollutants entering Lake Tahoe. The
Historic Shoreline Change at Lake Tahoe from 1938
to 1998: Implications for Water Clarity (Adams and
Minor 2002) report estimates the volume of material
eroded by wave action from aerial photographs from
1938-1994 along with grab samples to analyze the
nutrient content of the lost shorezone material. The
supplementary report Particle Size Distributions of

Lake Tahoe Shorezone Sediment (Adams 2004)
assesses the particle size distribution of collected
shoreline sediment samples. These studies indicate
shoreline erosion contributes less than one percent
of the basin-wide fine sediment particle and total
nitrogen loads and approximately four percent of the
basin-wide total phosphorus load.
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Table 5.178-1

POLLUTANT LOADING ESTIMATES BY POLLUTANT SOURCE CATEGORY

Number of
Total Total Fine
Source Category Nitroggn Phosph(_)rus Sedi!"nent
(metric (metric Particles
tons/year) tons/year) (x10'®)
Urban
Upland Runoff (Developed) 63 18 348
Forest
(Undeveloped) 62 12 41
Atmospheric Deposition (wet + dry) 218 7 75
Stream Channel Erosion 2 <1 17
Groundwater 50 7 0
Shoreline Erosion 2 2 1

TOTAL ' ' '

Loading Capacity: UC Davis developed the Lake
Clarity Model to predict Secchi depth changes over
time in response to fine sediment particle and
nutrient load changes. The model includes
hydrodynamic, plankton ecology, water quality,
particle dynamics, and lake optical property sub-
models. As mentioned in the problem statement,
Lake Clarity Model results indicate current deep
water transparency measurements are primarily
driven by the concentration of suspended fine
sediment particles. Based on Lake Clarity Model
findings, a combined load reduction from all
sources, basin-wide, of 65 percent of fine sediment
particles, 35 percent of phosphorus, and 10 percent
of nitrogen will be needed to meet the deep water
transparency water quality standard.

TMDL and Allocations: The TMDL is the sum of
wasteload allocations for point sources, load
allocations for nonpoint sources, and a margin of
safety. The allowable fine sediment particle and
nutrient load are allocated to the major pollutant
load sources: atmospheric deposition, urban
(developed) upland runoff, forest (undeveloped)
upland runoff, and stream channel erosion.

The basin-wide load reduction needs were
determined using the Lake Clarity Model and reflect

the 1967-1971 average annual Secchi depth of 29.7
meters as the loading capacity, resulting in TMDL
attainment over about 65 years. Load reduction
expectations for the pollutant sources are based on
the Pollutant Reduction Opportunity Analysis, the
Integrated Water Quality Management Strategy
Project Report, and the best professional judgment
of the Regional Board.

Tables 5.178-2, 5.178-3, and 5.178-4 show the
respective allowable load allocations for fine
sediment particles, total nitrogen, and total
phosphorus by source category, listed as a percent
reduction from the established baseline load. Each
milestone represents five-year implementation
phases. Standard attainment is expected following
65 years of implementation.

Because there are no explicit load reduction
requirements assigned to groundwater and
shoreline erosion sources of fine sediment particles,
total nitrogen and total phosphorus, the Regional
Board is implicitly allowing these sources to
continue at their present baseline conditions.

Daily Load Analysis: Throughout the TMDL
analysis pollutant loads have been expressed on an
average annual basis. The United States
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA)
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requires that allowable load allocations also be
expressed as daily loads.

Following EPA guidelines described in the Options
for Expressing Daily Loads in TMDLs (US EPA
2007), the Regional Board has developed daily load
estimates for the Lake Tahoe TMDL as a function of
total hydraulic inflow. The Lake Tahoe Watershed
Model analysis provided daily output of simulated
daily loads, supplying the needed daily data sets.
Tables 5.178-5, 5.178-6, and 5.178-7 list ranges of
total hydraulic inputs to Lake Tahoe, (expressed in
liters per second) and an associated range of
pollutant concentrations. Because the majority of
the pollutant loads discharged to Lake Tahoe are
carried by upland runoff, the derived daily load
estimates are for upland runoff and stream channel
erosion sources. The daily load estimate for the
atmospheric source may be estimated by dividing
the average annual pollutant loading estimate by
365 days.

Although the daily load estimates for each pollutant
are required by EPA, the average annual load
expression remains the basis for developing storm
water permits and determining compliance for the
Lake Tahoe basin. The deep water transparency
standard is based on average annual conditions
and the most meaningful measure of Lake Tahoe’s
transparency is generated by averaging the Secchi
depth data collected during a given year. The
modeling tools used to predict load reduction
opportunity effectiveness as well as the lake’'s
response are all driven by annual average
conditions. An emphasis on average annual fine
sediment particle and nutrient loads also addresses
the hydrologic variability driven by inter-annual
variability in precipitation amounts and types.
Average annual estimates also provide a more
consistent regulatory metric to assess whether
urban implementation partners are meeting
established load reduction goals. Finally, by
emphasizing annual average conditions rather than
instantaneous concentrations, implementers will
have the incentive to focus action on the areas of
greatest pollutant loads to cost effectively achieve
required annual reduction requirements.
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Table 5.178-2
FINE SEDIMENT PARTICLE LOAD ALLOCATIONS BY POLLUTANT SOURCE

Standard
Baseline Load Milestone Load Reductions Attainment
% of
Basin-Wide Basin-
Load Wide 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60
(Particles/yr) Load yrs | yrs | yrs | yrs | yrs | yrs | yrs | yrs | yrs | yrs | yrs | yrs 65 yrs
Forest Upland 4,1E+19 9% 6% 9% | 12% | 12% | 13% | 14% | 15% | 16% | 17% | 18% | 19% | 20% 20%
Urban Upland* 3.5E+20 72% 10% | 21% | 34% | 38% | 41% | 45% | 48% | 52% | 55% | 59% | 62% | 66% 71%
Atmosphere 7.5E+19 16% 8% | 15% | 30% | 32% | 35% | 37% | 40% | 42% | 45% | 47% | 50% | 52% 55%
Stream Channel 1.7E+19 3% 13% | 26% | 53% | 56% | 60% | 63% | 67% | 70% | 74% | 77% | 81% | 85% 89%
Basin Wide
Total 4.8E+20 100% 10% | 19% | 32% | 35% | 38% | 42% | 44% | 47% | 51% | 55% | 58% | 61% 65%
Table 5.178-3
TOTAL NITROGEN LOAD ALLOCATIONS BY POLLUTANT SOURCE CATEGORY
Standard
Baseline Load Milestone Load Reductions Attainment
% of
Basin-Wide Basin-
Nitrogen Wide 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60
Load (MT/yr) Load yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs 65 yrs
Forest Upland 62 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Urban Upland* 63 18% 8% | 14% | 19% | 22% | 25% | 28% | 31% | 34% | 37% | 40% | 43% | 46% 50%
Atmosphere 218 63% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2%
Stream Channel 2 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Basin Wide
Total 345 100% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 6% 7% 7% 8% 8% 9% 9% 10%
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| Table 5.178-4
TOTAL PHOSPHORUS LOAD ALLOCATIONS BY POLLUTANT SOURCE CATEGORY
Standard
Baseline Load Milestone Load Reductions Attainment
% of
Basin-Wide Basin-
Phosphorus Wide 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60
Load (MTl/yr) Load yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs 65 yrs
Forest Upland 12 32% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3%
Urban Upland* 18 47% 7% | 14% | 21% | 23% | 26% | 28% | 31% | 33% | 36% | 38% | 41% | 44% 46%
Atmosphere 7 18% 9% | 17% | 33% | 36% | 39% | 42% | 45% | 48% | 51% | 53% | 56% | 58% 61%
Stream Channel 1 3% 8% | 15% | 30% | 32% | 34% | 36% | 38% | 40% | 42% | 44% | 46% | 48% 51%
Basin Wide
Total 38 100% 5% | 10% | 17% | 19% | 22% | 24% | 26% | 28% | 30% | 32% | 33% | 34% 35%
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Table 5.178-5
FINE SEDIMENT PARTICLE DAILY LOADING ESTIMATE

Flow Range As_sociated Flow Pollutant Concer_mtration
(Liters/Second) (Number of Particles/L)
Percentile Mean Min Max Mean Min Max

0-10 1375.7 1011.6 1588.1 6.6E+07 | 2.1E+07 | 5.8E+08
10-20 1763.1 1588.7 1950.2 1.0E+08 | 1.7E+07 | 9.4E+08
20-30 2211.6 1950.5 2522.4 2.1E+08 | 1.9E+07 | 1.1E+09
30-40 2858.7 2523.8 3245.2 3.1E+08 | 3.1E+07 | 1.5E+09
40-50 3853.9 3246.4 4585.4 3.8E+08 | 3.1E+07 | 1.9E+09
50-60 5541.2 4591.3 6688.8 47E+08 | 4.2E+07 | 2.7E+09
60-70 8640.3 6696.0 11006.6 | 5.7E+08 | 5.3E+07 | 4.6E+09
70-80 14260.5 | 11022.9 | 18204.7 | 6.0E+08 | 7.2E+07 | 2.6E+09
80-90 24350.5 | 18209.9 | 34290.9 | 5.9E+08 | 1.2E+08 | 2.6E+09
90-100 60418.5 | 34368.2 | 165776.2 | 7.9E+08 | 2.7E+08 | 3.5E+09

Table 5.178-6
TOTAL PHOSPHORUS DAILY LOADING ESTIMATE
Flow Range A(‘Eﬁgfs'?;i:lﬂ;v Pollutant Concentration (mg/L)
Percentile Mean Min Max Mean Min Max
0-10 1375.7 1011.6 1588.1 0.041 0.031 0.097
10-20 1763.1 1588.7 1950.2 0.044 0.027 0.133
20-30 2211.6 1950.5 2522.4 0.055 0.019 0.170
30-40 2858.7 2523.8 3245.2 0.064 0.023 0.214
40-50 3853.9 3246.4 4585.4 0.069 0.022 0.224
50-60 5541.2 4591.3 6688.8 0.075 0.025 0.229
60-70 8640.3 6696.0 11006.6 0.078 0.029 0.320
70-80 14260.5 | 11022.9 | 18204.7 0.073 0.034 0.202
80-90 24350.5 | 18209.9 | 34290.9 0.067 0.035 0.208
90-100 60418.5 | 34368.2 | 165776.2 0.062 0.036 0.185
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| Table 5.178-7
TOTAL NITROGEN DAILY LOADING ESTIMATE
Flow Range A(iistz(r;é?;zgolzri?j\;v Pollutant Concentration (mg/L)
Percentile Mean Min Max Mean Min Max
0-10 1375.7 1011.6 1588.1 0.10 0.06 0.70
10-20 1763.1 1588.7 1950.2 0.13 0.05 1.06
20-30 2211.6 1950.5 2522.4 0.23 0.05 1.36
30-40 2858.7 2523.8 3245.2 0.32 0.05 1.58
40-50 3853.9 3246.4 4585.4 0.38 0.06 1.64
50-60 5541.2 | 4591.3 6688.8 0.44 0.07 1.80
60-70 8640.3 6696.0 11006.6 0.43 0.07 181
70-80 14260.5 | 11022.9 | 18204.7 0.36 0.08 1.85
80-90 24350.5 | 18209.9 | 34290.9 0.28 0.08 1.81
90-100 60418.5 | 34368.2 | 165776.2 0.23 0.09 1.55
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Margin of Safety: A Margin of Safety is included in
a TMDL to account for any lack of knowledge and
uncertainties inherent to the TMDL development
process. Uncertainty is an expression commonly
used to evaluate the confidence associated with
sets of data, approaches for data analysis, and
resulting interpretations. Determining uncertainty is
notably difficult in studies of complex ecosystems
when data are extrapolated to larger scales or when
project specific data do not exist and best
professional judgment, based on findings from other
systems, must be employed. The Regional Board
addressed uncertainty within the Lake Tahoe TMDL
by using:

1. A comprehensive science program and science-
based analysis developed to (a) enhance
monitoring to fill key knowledge gaps and (b)
develop pollutant loading and lake response
modeling tools specifically for Lake Tahoe to
help reduce estimate uncertainty.

2. More than 150 conservative, implicit
assumptions in the loading, load reduction, lake
response, and load allocation analyses when
necessary to address modeling uncertainty or
limited input data.

Future Growth Potential: The potential for future
growth in the Tahoe basin remains limited. As of
2009, a total of 4,841 parcels in the Tahoe basin
were undeveloped and may become eligible for
future development. Assuming that the 4,841
undeveloped lots have an average size of 0.25
acres and that each lot will be developed, these
parcels would comprise 1210 total acres of
additional developed land. Coverage on the highest
capability land is limited to 30 percent (TRPA 1987,
Section 20.3.A). This means that a maximum of 373
acres would be made impervious. Active
conservation efforts, such as the California Tahoe
Conservancy urban lot program and the Forest
Service Burton-Santini acquisition program are
expected to prevent a number of the lots in question
from being developed by converting the private lots
to public open space. Retiring these lots from
development potential reduces the potential total
new coverage.

Analysis conducted during Lake Tahoe TMDL
development indicates that a complete, worst-case
build-out scenario of remaining parcels could
potentially increase fine sediment particle loading by
up to two percent. Given the inherent uncertainty in
the watershed modeling analysis and the
conservative assumptions of the worst-case build
out scenario, the potential pollutant load increase

associated with future development will likely be
less than the worst-case estimate.

Any activity, such as new development, re-
development, or other land disturbing management
actions, has the potential to increase localized (i.e.
on a parcel scale) pollutant loading. To ensure that
future growth does not increase pollutant loads, the
City of South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County, and
Placer County must reduce fine sediment particle,
total nitrogen, and total phosphorus loads as
described in Tables 5.178-2, 5.178-3, and 5.178-4
from the established baseline condition. A
municipality must annually demonstrate on a
catchment (i.e. sub-watershed) basis that no
increased loading in fine sediment particle, total
nitrogen, and total phosphorus will result from any
land disturbing activity permitted in the catchment.
Efforts to eliminate the increased loads from these
land disturbing activities will not be counted towards
the annual load reduction requirements.

Implementation Plan

The Lake Tahoe TMDL Implementation Plan is a
summary of programs the various funding,
regulatory, and implementing agencies may take to
reduce fine sediment particle, phosphorus, and
nitrogen loads to Lake Tahoe to meet established
load reduction milestones.

The Regional Board evaluated load reduction
opportunities for all pollutant sources as part of the
Pollutant Reduction Opportunity Report (Lahontan
and NDEP 2008a) and found that the most cost
effective and efficient load reduction options for the
forested upland, stream channel erosion, and
atmospheric deposition sources are consistent with
existing programs. The Pollutant Reduction
Opportunity Report concluded that continued
implementation of measures to address
disturbances in undeveloped areas, control eroding
stream banks, and reduce atmospheric deposition
are critical to meeting required load reductions.
Therefore, a regulatory policy that maintains the
current implementation approaches for these source
categories is appropriate to meet TMDL load
allocations.

The most significant and currently quantifiable load
reduction opportunities are within the urban uplands
source. Because urbanized areas discharge the
overwhelming bulk of the average annual fine
sediment particle load reaching Lake Tahoe, much
of the load reductions must be accomplished from
this source. Even if it were feasible to completely
eliminate the fine sediment particle load from the
other three sources, the transparency standard
would never be met.
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Consequently, the Lake Tahoe TMDL
implementation plan emphasizes actions to reduce
fine sediment particle and associated nutrient
loading from urban stormwater runoff. Due to the
magnitude of both the pollutant source and related
control opportunities, the Regional Board has
devoted time and resources to develop detailed
tools and protocols to quantify, track, and account
for pollutant loads associated with urban runoff.

The following sections briefly describe the
implementation approaches for each of the four
major pollutant source categories. Due to the
relative magnitude of the pollutant source and the
importance of reducing loads from the developed
upland area, the most detailed policy and regulatory
changes are for managing urban stormwater.

The tools for estimating the expected average
annual fine sediment particle load reduction
associated with actions to address stream channel
erosion, atmospheric deposition, and forest upland
sources are less advanced than the methods to
estimate  urban upland control measure
effectiveness. Acknowledging the science that
indicates that stream channel erosion, atmospheric
deposition, and forest upland sources contribute
less fine sediments and phosphorus overall to Lake
Tahoe, coupled with the high cost of developing
estimation and tracking tools, the Regional Board
has not developed detailed load reduction
estimation, accounting, and tracking procedures for
these sources. The Regional Board will, however,
require responsible entities to report on load
reduction activities to ensure ongoing
implementation of forest, stream channel, and
atmospheric load reduction efforts.

Urban Runoff: Through stormwater NPDES permits
that regulate runoff discharges from the City of
South Lake Tahoe, EI Dorado and Placer Counties,
and the California Department of Transportation, the
Regional Board will specify waste load allocations
and track compliance with required load reduction
milestones.

The Lake Tahoe TMDL expresses waste load
allocations for the urban upland source as percent
reductions from a basin-wide baseline load. The
baseline basin-wide pollutant loads for the TMDL
reflect conditions as of water year 2003/2004
(October 1, 2003 — September 30, 2004). To
translate basin-wide urban runoff waste load
allocations into jurisdiction-specific waste load
allocations for municipalities and state highway
departments, the Regional Board will require those
agencies to conduct a jurisdiction-scale baseline
load analysis as the first step in the implementation

process. For each five year milestone, jurisdiction-
specific waste load reduction requirements will be
calculated by multiplying the urban uplands basin-
wide load reduction percentage by each
jurisdiction’s individual baseline load.

To ensure comparability between the basin-wide
baseline waste load estimates and the jurisdiction-
scale baseline waste load estimates for urban
runoff, municipalities and the state highway
department must use a set of standardized baseline
condition values that are consistent with those used
to estimate the 2003/2004 basin-wide pollutant
loads. Specifically, baseline load estimate
calculations must reflect infrastructure, land
development conditions, and operations and
maintenance practices representative of those
implemented in October 2004.

The Lake Clarity Crediting Program provides a
system of tools and methods to allow urban
jurisdictions to link projects, programs, and
operations and maintenance activities to estimated
pollutant load reductions. In addition to providing a
consistent method to track compliance with
stormwater regulatory measures, the Lake Clarity
Crediting Program provides specific technical
guidance for calculating jurisdiction-scale baseline
load estimates.

Forest Uplands: Forest uplands comprise
approximately 80 percent of the land area within the
Lake Tahoe basin. Fine sediment particles from this
source category most often originate from discrete
disturbed areas such as unpaved roads, ski runs,
and recreation areas in forested uplands.

The United States Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit (LTBMU), California Department
of Parks and Recreation, California Tahoe
Conservancy (CTC), and other public Iland
managers implement watershed management
programs on their lands. As part of these watershed
management programs, land managers maintain
existing facilities (including unpaved roads and
trails), restore disturbed lands, implement and
maintain stormwater treatment facilities for all
paved/impervious surfaces, prevent pollutant
loading from fuels management work, and take
other actions to reduce fine sediment particle, total
nitrogen, and total phosphorus loads. These
agencies are responsible for implementing forest
fuels reduction projects to reduce the threat of
wildfire in the Lake Tahoe basin. These projects
must include best management practices and
appropriate monitoring to ensure fuels reduction
efforts do not cause this source to exceed its load
allocation for fine sediment particle and nutrient
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loads and must comply with any applicable state or
federal permits regulating stormwater discharges
from roads created for silvicultural activities.

The California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection is responsible for regulating forest
practices on private forest lands and works directly
with Regional Board staff to minimize the water
quality impacts associated with vegetation
management. The Emergency California-Nevada
Tahoe Basin Fire Commission Report (May 2008)
provides guidance to the Regional Board and the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency to facilitate
projects that address Lake Tahoe's wildfire
vulnerability.

The Ninth Circuit federal Court of Appeals has
found that “stormwater runoff from logging roads
associated with silviculture that is collected in a
system of ditches, culverts, and channels and is
then discharged into streams and rivers” is not
exempt from the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permitting process because it is
considered a point source discharge of stormwater
“associated with industrial activity” (Northwest
Environmental Defense Center v. Brown, 2010 WL
3222105 (2010)). If, in conformance with this
decision, the Water Board reclassifies a portion of
the forest load allocation as a waste load allocation,
such a regulatory shift would not change the
implementation approach.

The forest upland load reductions are expected to
be accomplished through continued implementation
of existing watershed management programs
described above. The Regional Board will require
forest management agencies to track and report
load increases and load reduction activities to
assess whether required basin-wide forest load
reductions are occurring. Some activities, including
fuels reduction and associated administrative road
construction, have the potential to increase pollutant
loading at a project scale. Forest management
agencies responsible for these actions must
demonstrate that other project activities, including
restoration efforts and temporary and/or permanent
best management practices, will be implemented to
compensate for any anticipated project-scale
loading increase. These agencies must ensure that
no increased loading occurs on a sub-watershed or
catchment scale and that the basin-wide fine
sediment particle, total nitrogen, and total
phosphorus load from the forest uplands is reduced
as required by Tables 5.178-2, 5.178-3, and 5.178-
4,

Stream Channel Erosion: Fine sediment from
stream channel erosion represents four percent of
the total fine sediment loading to Lake Tahoe. Less
than three percent of the annual total nitrogen and
total phosphorus loading to the lake comes from
stream channel erosion. The Upper Truckee River,
Blackwood Creek, and Ward Creek contribute 96
percent of the basin-wide total for fine sediment
from stream channel erosion. The LTBMU and CTC
are implementing stream environment zone (SEZ)
restoration projects on Blackwood Creek and Ward
Creek. The CTC, City of South Lake Tahoe, CA
State Parks, and the LTBMU have plans to restore
reaches of the Upper Truckee River. Pollutant
control opportunities for these waterways include
site-specific  stream  bank stabilization and
ecosystem restoration to prevent pollutant loading
to Lake Tahoe from stream channels. These
projects are expected to achieve the needed
pollutant load reductions from this source category.

Atmospheric Deposition: Atmospheric deposition
contributes the majority of the nitrogen and
approximately 16 percent of the fine sediment
particle load that reaches the lake. The TMDL
implementation plan  emphasizes reducing
atmospheric deposition of fine sediment particles
and associated phosphorus by addressing dust
sources from paved and unpaved roadways and
other unpaved areas within the developed and
undeveloped landscape. TRPA programs for
reducing emissions from residential wood burning
are also expected to provide some particle
reduction from this source.

Control measures for reducing dust in developed
areas (such as street sweeping, and construction
site good housekeeping practices) are the same as
measures taken to reduce fine sediment patrticles in
urban stormwater runoff. Similarly, some actions
taken to control runoff from unpaved roadways
(such as armoring unpaved roads with gravel or
asphalt) within the forested uplands may reduce
dust from these areas. Although allocations for
atmospheric pollutant loads are independent of
forest and urban upland allocations, load reduction
actions taken to control surface runoff pollutants are
expected to achieve the required atmospheric fine
sediment particle and phosphorus load reductions.
Other than supporting research to confirm that
actions taken to reduce fine sediment particles in
runoff effectively reduce atmospheric pollutant
loads, the Regional Board does not expect to track
and account for atmospheric load reductions on a |
jurisdiction scale.
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The atmospheric deposition of total nitrogen must
be reduced by two percent over 65 years to achieve
the deep water transparency standard. Mobile
sources (vehicle emissions) are the main source of
the atmospheric nitrogen load. The Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency’s air quality and regional
transportation plans, which contain requirements to
reduce vehicle emissions and comply with health-
based air quality standards, are being relied on and
are expected to attain the needed two percent
nitrogen reduction within 65 years.

Future Needs: Research and monitoring efforts are
underway to improve scientific understanding of
pollutant loading and load reduction options.
Specific projects include an effort to better quantify
water quality benefits beyond reducing bed and
channel erosion associated with stream restoration,
a project to provide more quantitative information on
the effects of various forest management actions
and association mitigation measures, and ongoing
atmospheric deposition monitoring. These projects
and others will help determine whether more
specific load and load reduction estimation efforts
will be needed in the future to better quantify the
benefits of air quality, stream channel, and forest
management programs.

Schedule of TMDL Attainment, Data Review, and
Revision: The estimated timeframe to achieve the
TMDL required load reductions and meet the
numeric target and is 65 years. The Lake Clarity
Model showed that basin-wide loads of fine
sediment particles, nitrogen, and phosphorus must
be reduced by 65 percent, 10 percent, and 35
percent, respectively, to attain the numeric target of
97.4 feet average annual Secchi depth. Since the
greatest reductions must occur in fine sediment
particle loads, an implementation plan that
achieves, on average over the entire
implementation plan time frame, a one percent load
reduction of fine sediment particles per year is
reasonable. Though the first 20-year
implementation phase is expected to achieve
roughly one-half of the needed 65 percent total load
reduction in fine sediment particle load, this load
reduction would only improve the transparency by
about ten feet, which is about one-third of the
progress to the numeric target. Each successive 20-
year implementation phase is expected to achieve
roughly ten more feet of transparency improvement
towards the numeric target, adding up to about 65
years for complete implementation to achieve the
numeric target. The 65-year schedule also assumes
that the rate of achieving load reductions is
expected to decrease over time after the first 20-
year phase as load reduction opportunities become
increasingly scarce and likely more difficult to attain.

The TMDL attainment estimate considers the
temporal disparities between pollutant release,
sediment and nutrient delivery, and the time needed
for the target indicators to respond to decreased
source loading. Funding constraints may affect the
pace of certain implementation actions. The
Regional Board expects all implementing agencies
to pursue both self-funded and external funding
sources. Should funding and implementation
constraints impact the ability to meet load reduction
milestones the Regional Board will consider
amending the implementation and load reduction
schedules.

Progress toward meeting the targets will be
evaluated by the Regional Board in periodic
milestone reports. The implementation schedule for
the Lake Tahoe TMDL to make needed changes in
urban stormwater policy and implementation actions
is shown in Table 5.178-8.
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Table 5.178-8

LAKE TAHOE TMDL URBAN UPLAND IMPLEMENTATION/REPORTING SCHEDULE

Action

Schedule***

Responsible Party

Submit Pollutant Load Reduction Plans
or equivalent to Regional Board
describing how 5-year load reduction
requirements will be met

The first plan must be
submitted no later than two
years after TMDL
approval*. Future plans
must be submitted no less
than six months prior to the
expiration of the applicable
municipal NPDES
stormwater permit

Submit jurisdiction-specific 2004 baseline
load estimates for fine sediment
particles, phosphorus, and nitrogen to
the Regional Board for review/approval**

No later than two years
after TMDL approval*

Reduce and maintain pollutant loads of
fine sediment particles, total phosphorus,
and total nitrogen as specified in Tables
5.178-2,5.178-3, and 5.178-4

Achieve the percent
reduction specified no later
than each respective 5-year
milestone following TMDL
approval*

El Dorado County

Placer County

California Department of
Transportation

City of South Lake Tahoe

*TMDL approval is the date the USEPA approves the Lake Tahoe TMDL.

**The baseline load estimates must be calculated using either the Pollutant Load Reduction Model, or an
equivalent method acceptable to the Regional Board that uses a continuous hydrologic simulation process (or
other modeling method that demonstrably produces similar results), incorporates stormwater discharge
characteristics from established land uses, includes the effectiveness of stormwater treatment best
management practices, and accounts for the changes in roadway and stormwater treatment facility condition.

***These due dates are not imposed by virtue of the Basin Plan. The due dates will be established in Regional
Board orders consistent with the schedule noted herein.

2-287



2-288



The Regional Board will annually track actions
taken to reduce loads from the major pollutant
sources: urban uplands, forest uplands,
atmospheric deposition, and stream channel
erosion. If agencies responsible for implementing
programs to reduce pollutant loads from the
atmospheric, forest, and stream channel erosion
sources fail to take needed actions to reduce loads
from those three sources in accordance with the
load allocation schedule, then the Regional Board
will evaluate the need for more targeted regulatory
action.

Adaptive Management: The Regional Board is
committed to operating a TMDL Management
System throughout the implementation timeframe of
the TMDL. Through the Management System
process, the Regional Board may evaluate
information such as the relative accuracy of
baseline load estimates and the efficacy of load
reduction actions, and will compare the anticipated
transparency response to average annual Secchi
depth measurements. The Management System
framework will also support regular assessments of
relevant research and monitoring findings. Based on
Management System findings, the Regional Board
may consider reopening the TMDL to adjust load
reduction milestones  and/or the  TMDL
implementation approach if needed. Following the
first fifteen year implementation period of this
TMDL, the Regional Board will evaluate the status
and trend of the lake’s deep water transparency
relative to the load reductions achieved. The
Regional Board, in partnership with implementation,
funding, and regulatory stakeholders, anticipates
conducting this adaptive management process as
needed to ensure the deep water transparency
standard will be met by year 65.

The Regional Board evaluated the anticipated
changes in temperature and precipitation
associated with global climate change. An extensive
review of available literature and climate change
model results concluded that by the year 2050,
Lake Tahoe basin temperatures may increase by up
to two degrees Celsius and average annual
precipitation may decrease by approximately ten
percent. This shift may influence local stormwater
hydrology and stormwater dischargers may need to
adjust future stormwater practices to ensure
management measures are sufficient to meet the
load reduction requirements described in Tables
5.178-2,5.178-3, and 5.178-4.

Monitoring Plan: The Regional Board expects
funding, implementing, and regulatory agencies to
assist in developing a comprehensive TMDL
monitoring plan within the first two years following
TMDL adoption by USEPA. Once developed, the

monitoring program will assess progress of TMDL
implementation and provide a basis for reviewing,
evaluating, and revising TMDL implementation
actions as needed. The following sections describe
both ongoing and anticipated monitoring activities
for each of the major pollutant sources and tributary
and in-lake monitoring efforts.

Urban Upland
In 2007 the Tahoe Science Consortium began

planning a Lake Tahoe Regional Stormwater
Monitoring Program (RSWMP) to better understand
local urban runoff conditions, evaluate the impact of
erosion control and stormwater treatment efforts,
and coordinate and consolidate an urban
stormwater monitoring work. The RSWMP has been
organized in three phases. The first phase,
completed in 2008, focused on collaboratively
framing the elements of a comprehensive
stormwater monitoring program. The framework
includes relevant agency, implementer and science
considerations, an outline of the required elements
for a monitoring program, the design for structural
(administrative) elements, and goals and objectives
for a sustainable program. Identified monitoring
goals include (1) monitoring to quantify load
reduction progress at a subwatershed scale; (2)
data collection to support improvements in best
management practice design, operation, and
maintenance; and (3) efforts to identify and quantify
specific sources of urban stormwater pollutants to
refine load reduction model input parameters.

The second phase of RSWMP will build on the
conceptual framework by designing a specific
monitoring program that will include: a quality
assurance project plan; specific monitoring goals
and data quality objectives; monitoring design
specifications; detailed sampling and analysis plan;
stormwater database development, data
management and analysis details; organizational
structure of RSWMP; operational costs; funding
arrangements; agency roles and responsibilities;
and internal and external peer-review processes.

The last RSWMP phase will be the funding and
implementation of the actual stormwater monitoring
program. This phase includes selecting monitoring
sites and equipment, and developing the detailed
processes and protocols for reporting monitoring
results. Since the RSWMP will largely provide
information for the local municipal jurisdictions and
state transportation agencies to meet regulatory or
other monitoring needs, RSWMP participation or
implementation of an equivalent monitoring program
is expected to be a condition of NPDES municipal
stormwater permits.

Atmospheric Deposition
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UC Davis scientists regularly measure atmospheric
deposition of nitrogen (nitrate, ammonium and total
Kjeldahl nitrogen) and phosphorus (soluble reactive
phosphorus, total dissolved phosphorus and total
phosphorus). The atmospheric deposition
monitoring is expected to continue and several
research studies, focused on fine sediment
particles, are anticipated to be completed by 2011.
The results from these studies will fill knowledge
and data gaps in fine sediment particle deposition
on Lake Tahoe, including better estimates of
loading from atmospheric deposition. To assess
project effectiveness for reduction of fine sediment
particles by individual atmospheric source, targeted
air quality control monitoring should be conducted in
association with selected project implementation.

Forest Upland
The stream monitoring network will play a key role

in evaluating load reduction from these land-uses,
while management practice effectiveness will be
assessed on a project basis. Monitoring is needed
to ensure forest management actions, including
fuels reduction efforts, are evaluated at either the
project and/or sub-basin level to determine whether
the measures are reducing fine sediment particle
and nutrient loading.

Responsible parties will be required to document
and report previous year activities that may have
increased or reduced pollutant loads and describe
how the reported loading assessment was
determined. Forest management agencies will also
be required to annually submit plans for next year’'s
management activities that are expected to
influence fine sediment particle, total nitrogen, and
total phosphorus loading rates. The anticipated
activities are expected to include, but not be limited
to: fuel reduction projects, BMPs on unpaved roads
and trails, ski area revegetation, routine BMP
maintenance, and effective road decommissioning.

Stream Channel Erosion

Similar to the forest upland monitoring approach,
the relative impact of restoration activities will be
evaluated on a project basis. Responsible agencies
are encouraged to use permanent survey markers
and monitor changes in stream cross-sections in
relation to erosion or aggregation of sediment for
stream reaches of interest.

Research projects have been funded to assess the
benefits of stream restoration project components
that reconnect the stream to its natural floodplain in
reducing fine sediment particles and nutrients. The
Water Board anticipates that these efforts will
provide consistent protocols useful for quantifying
the load reductions from certain streams under

specified flow conditions.

Tributary Monitoring

Stream water quality monitoring and suspended
sediment load calculations are regularly done as
part of the Lake Tahoe Interagency Monitoring
Program (LTIMP). LTIMP is a cooperative program
including both state and federal partners and is
operationally managed by the United States
Geological Survey, UC Davis - Tahoe
Environmental Research Center, and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency. LTIMP was formed in
1978 and one of its primary objectives is to monitor
discharge, nutrient load, and sediment loads from
representative streams that flow into Lake Tahoe.
Cumulative flow from these monitored streams
comprises about 50 percent of the total discharge
from all tributaries. Each stream is monitored on 30
- 40 dates each year and sampling is largely based
on hydrologic events. Nitrogen and phosphorus
loading calculations are performed using the LTIMP
flow and nutrient concentration database. This data
is stored on the USGS website at
http://wdr.water.usgs.gov/.

Lake Monitoring:

Lake sampling is done routinely at two permanent
stations. At the Index Station (location of the Lake
Tahoe Profile or LTP), samples are collected
between 0 - 105 meters in the water column at 13
discrete depths. This station is the basis of the > 40
year continuous data set and monitoring is done on
a schedule of 25-30 times per year. The Mid-Lake
Station has been operational since 1980 and has
been valuable for comparison with the Index
Station. At this location, samples are taken down a
vertical profile to the bottom of the lake (0O - 450
meters) at 11 discrete depths on the order of once
per month. Sampling along the complete vertical
depth profile allows for the analysis of whole-lake
changes. In addition, the lake monitoring program
also includes phytoplankton and zooplankton
taxonomy and enumeration, algal growth bioassays
(using natural populations), and periphyton
(attached) algae. Much of this monitoring is
summarized in a report entitled, Tahoe: State of the
Lake Report published by UC Davis (UC Davis -
TERC 2009).
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Chapter 6 |
PLANS AND POLICIES

The State Water Resources Control Board (State
Board) has adopted a number of statewide or area-
specific water quality plans which complement the
Regional Boards' Basin Plans and which may
supersede previously adopted provisions of Basin
Plans to the extent that any inconsistencies occur;
the most stringent plan provisions take precedence.
Both the State Board and Regional Boards may
adopt policies, separate from the Basin Plans, which
provide detailed direction on the implementation of
certain plan provisions. A Regional Board plan,
policy, or guideline adopted to implement, interpret or
make specific the Basin Plan prior to October 14,
1994, is superseded by this revised plan unless it is
expressly mentioned in this plan. The following is a
summary of all important plans and policies affecting
the Lahontan Region Basin Plan. Citation of these
documents is not meant to imply incorporation-by-
reference. Copies of Regional and State Board
policies are included in Appendix B of this plan.

State Board Plans

Several of the State Board's plans concern types of
water bodies not found in the Lahontan Region, and
thus do not affect Regional Board activities. These
include: the Water Quality Control Plan for the San
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Belta—and
Suisun—Marsh—(August-1978December 2006, Res.
78-43)2006-0098, and—the Water Quality Control
Plan for Ocean Waters of California (amended
Mareh-1990September 2009, Res. 96-272009-0072)
and the Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed
Bays and Estuaries (Part 1 Sediment Quality, Res.
2008-0070. The following are summaries of plans
which are applicable to the Lahontan Region:

1. Thermal Plan

The Water Quality Control Plan for the Control of
Temperature in the Coastal and Interstate
Waters and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of
California was adopted by the State Board in
1972 and amended in September 1975 (Res.
75-89). It specifies water quality objectives,
effluent quality limits, and discharge prohibitions
related to thermal characteristics of interstate
waters and waste discharges. H-is—included—in
Appendix-B-—The portions of this plan applicable
to the Lahontan Region are those concerning
interstate waters.

. ) od |
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2. Nonpoint Source Management-Program Plan

In November—1988December 1999 (Res. 88-
42399-114), the State Board adopted a Nonpoint
Source ProgramManagement Plan pursuant to
Section 319 of the federal Clean Water Act. The
plan is composed of two volumes — Volume I:
Nonpoint  Source Program __ Strateqy _and
Implementation Plan for 1998-2013 and Volume
[I: California Management Measures for Polluted
Runoff. The plan identifies nonpoint source
control programs and milestones for their
accomplishment. It emphasizes cooperation with
local governments and other agencies to
promote the veluntary—implementation of Best
Management Practices and remedial projects.

6-1
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. California Rangeland Water Quality

Management Plan

The California Rangeland Water Quality
Management Plan (Rangeland Plan) was
developed by the Rangeland Management
Advisory Committee (RMAC), a statutory
committee which advises the California Board of
Forestry on rangeland resources. The
Rangeland Plan was accepted by the State
Board in 1995 (Res. No. 95-43). It summarizes
authorities and mandates for water quality and
watershed protection, and specifies a framework
for the voluntary and cooperative development of
ranch management strategies for water quality
protection under Tier | of the SWRCB's-State
Board’'s 1988 Nonpoint Source Management
Plan, which has been superseded by the 2000
Plan for California’s Nonpoint Source Pollution
Control Program and the 2004 Policy for the
Implementation and Enforcement of the
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program.
Certain provisions of the Rangeland Plan are no
longer applicable due to the new State Board’s
new Program and Policy. (See the Introduction
to Chapter 4 of this Basin Plan for an explanation

of the Nonpoint Source Plan.) FheRangeland
. I I )

Strateqgic Plan

After comprehensive formal strategic planning
efforts involving State and Regional Board staff
and external stakeholders, the State Board
adopted a Strategic Plan in 1995 and updated it
last in 2008 (Res. 2008-0063). The plan includes
goals, objectives, and performance measures to
guide ongoing decision-making and appropriate
allocation of scarce resources. The strateqgic

planning process is recognized as an ongoing
and inherent function of management.

State Board Policies

Again, certain State Board policies are not applicable
to the water bodies of the Lahontan Region. These

include:

the Water Quality Control Policy for

Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California (Res. 74-
43), and the Pollutant Policy Document for the San

Francisco

Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta

Estuary (Res. 90-67). The following are summaries
of important policies which-that are applicable to the
Lahontan Region:

1.

Statement of Policy with Respect to

Maintaining High Quality of Water in
California

The State Board adopted this policy in 1968
(Res. No. 68-16). The Policy restricts the
Regional Board and dischargers from reducing
the water quality of surface or ground waters
even though such a reduction in water gquality
might still allow the protection of the beneficial
uses associated with the water prior to the
quality reduction. The goal of the policy is to
maintain _high quality waters, and the Regional
Board must enforce it.

Changes in water quality are allowed only if the
Regional Board finds the change: (1) is
consistent with maximum benefit to the people
of the State, (2) does not unreasonably affect
present and anticipated beneficial uses, and (3)
does not result in water quality less than that
prescribed in_water quality control plans or
policies. USEPA regulations require each state
to _adopt an “antidegradation” policy and to
specify the minimum requirements for its
implementation. The federal view is that an
antidegradation policy is a critical component of
surface water quality standards. Policy 68-16
preceded the federal requlations and is more
complete in that it applies to both ground and
surface waters.

The State Policy for Water Quality Control

This policy declares the State Board's intent to
protect water quality through the
implementation of water resources
management programs and serves as the
general basis for subsequent water quality
control policies. It was adopted by the State
Board by motion on July 6, 1972. ltis-included

: ;
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State-Beard-Reselution-No—75-58-Water
Quality Control Policy on the Use and
Disposal of Inland Waters Used for
Powerplant Cooling

This policy was adopted by the State Board in
June 1975 (Res. No. 75-58). Its purpose is to
provide consistent principles and guidance for
supplementary waste discharge or other water
quality control actions for thermal powerplants
using inland waters for cooling. The Regional
Board is responsible for its enforcement. l-is

ineluded-in-Appendix-B-

4.
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State Board Reselution-No-77-1,-Palicy and
Action Plan for Water Reclamation in
California

This policy was adopted in January 1977_(Res.
No. 77-1). Among other things, it requires the
Regional Boards to conduct reclamation surveys
and specifies reclamation actions to be
implemented by the State and Regional Boards
and other agencies. The policy and action plan
are contained in the State Board report entitled
Policy and Action Plan for Water Reclamation in
California. Resolution—No.—77-1-is—included—in

Appendix B

State-Beard-Reselution-Ne-—87-22-Policy on
the Disposal of Shredder Waste

This State Board Resolution_ (No. 87-22),
adopted in March 1987, permits the disposal
into certain landfills of wastes, produced by the
mechanical destruction of car bodies, and old
appliances and similar castoffs, under specific
conditions designated and enforced by the

Regional Boards. {is-ireludedin-AppendixB-

State Board-Resolution-No-88-63-Sources of
Drinking Water Policy

This policy was adopted in May 1988 _(Res. No.
88-63). It specifies which ground and surface
waters are considered to be suitable or
potentially suitable for the beneficial use of
water supply (MUN). It allows the Regional
Board some discretion in making MUN

determinations. H-is-included-in-AppendixB-

Policy for Regulation of Discharges of

Municipal Solid Waste

This policy (Res. No. 93-62) directs the
Regional Water Boards to amend waste
discharge requirements for municipal solid
waste landfills to incorporate  pertinent
provisions of the federal “Subtitle D” regulations
under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA).

8. State-Board-Resolution-No-92-49,Policies

and Procedures for Investigation and
Cleanup and Abatement of Discharges Under
Water Code Section 13304 (as amended on
April 21, 1994 and October 2, 1996).

This reseldtion—policy (Res. Nos. 92-49 and
1996-0079) sets forth procedures to be followed
by all Regional Boards in preliminary site
assessment, including: soil and water
investigations,  proposal, selection, and
implementation of cleanup actions, and
monitoring to determine the effectiveness of
cleanup and abatement. lt—is—included—in
AppendixB—(See the Section 4.2 of Chapter 4
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on “Spills, Leaks, Complaint Investigations, and
Cleanup” for a more detailed summary of this
resolution.)

Policy for the Implementation of Toxics

10.

Standards for Inland Surface Waters,
Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California

(SIP)

This policy (Res. Nos. 2000-0015, 2000-0030,
and  2005-0019) contains _implementation
provisions for 126 priority toxic pollutant criteria
found within the National Toxics Rule, the
California Toxics Rule, and for priority pollutant
objectives in the Basin Plan. The SIP applies to
discharges of toxic pollutants and allows for a
standardized approach for permitting,
maintaining statewide consistency.

Policy for Implementation and Enforcement

11.

of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control
Program

This policy (Res. No. 2004-0030) explains how
the Water Code mandates and authorities will
be used to implement the State Board’s
Nonpoint Source Program Plan. The policy
also provides a bridge between the Program
Plan and the State Board’'s Water Quality
Enforcement Policy (see below).

Water Quality Control Policy for Developing

12.

California’s Clean Water Act Section 303(d)
List

This policy (Res. No. 2004-0063) describes the
process by which the Stat Board and Regional
Boards will comply with the listing requirements
of section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water
Act. The objective of this policy is to establish a
standardized approach for developing
California’s _section 303(d) list in order to
achieve the overall goal of achieving water
quality standards and maintaining beneficial
uses in all of California’s surface waters.

Water Quality Control Policy for Addressing

Impaired Waters: Regulatory Structure and
Options

This policy (Res. No. 2005-0050) and the
associated guidance document “A Process for
Addressing Impaired Waters in_California”_are
intended to ensure that the impaired waters of
the state are addressed in _a timely and
meaningful _manner. The policy identifies
various options for addressing impaired waters,
including adoption of Total Maximum Daily
Load, (TMDLs) and site-specific water quality
objectives, modifying beneficial use

13.

designations, and leveraging the actions of
other agencies or entities.

Policy for Compliance Schedules in National

14.

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Permits

The policy (Res. No. 2008-0025) provides
uniform _ provisions _authorizing _compliance
schedules in NPDES permits, including the
conditions under which a compliance schedule
may be granted.

Policy for Water Quality Control for

15.

Recycled Water

The policy (Res. No. 2009-0011, as amended
by Res. No. 2013-0003) provides direction to
the Regional Boards, proponents of recycled
water projects, and the public regarding the
appropriate criteria to _be used by the Water
Boards in_issuing permits for recycled water
projects. The policy describes permitting
criteria_that are intended to streamline the
permitting of the vast majority of recycled water
projects. The intent of this streamlined permit
process is to _expedite the implementation of
recycled water projects in _a manner_that
implements state and federal water quality laws
while allowing the Regional Boards to focus
their limited resources on projects that require
substantial requlatory review due to unique site-
specific_conditions.  The policy requires the
development of salt/nutrient management plans
to _address the sustainable use of recycled
water while protecting the groundwater basins.

Policy on Supplemental Environmental

Projects
Supplemental Environmental Projects (SEPS)

are projects that enhance the beneficial uses of
the waters of the State, that provide a benefit to
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16.

the public at large and that, at the time they are
included in the resolution of an administrative
civil liability action, are not otherwise required of
the discharger. The policy (Res. No. 2009-
0013) addresses the State Board’s interest in
monitoring the use of funds for SEPs that would
otherwise be paid into accounts for which it has
statutory _management _and _ disbursement

responsibilities.

Water Quality Enforcement Policy.

17.

This policy (Res. No. 2009-0083) directs that
enforcement actions throughout the state shall
be consistent, predictable, and fair. It provides
direction _on _types of violations that shall be
brought to the attention of Regional Board
members, on _escalation of enforcement
procedures from less formal to more formal
levels, on cooperation and coordination with
other agencies and referrals of violations to the
Attorney General, and on factors to be
considered in setting amounts for
Administrative  Civil _Liabilities (ACLs). The
policy supports the concept of supplemental
environmental projects (e.q., mitigation
measures) in_exchange for suspension of a
portion of an ACL or other monetary
assessment (see the Policy on Supplemental
Environmental Projects, below).

Water Quality Control Policy for Low-Threat

18.

Underground Storage Tank Case Closure
This policy (Res. No. 2012-0016) establishes
consistent statewide case closure criteria for
low-threat petroleum underground storage tank
(UST) sites. The policy seeks to increase UST
cleanup process efficiency to preserve limited
resources for mitigation of releases posing a
greater threat to human and environmental
health.

Water Quality Control Policy for Siting,

Design, Operation, and Maintenance of
Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems

This purpose of this policy (Res. No. 2012-
0032) is to allow the continued use of onsite
wastewater treatment (septic) systems (OWTS)
while protecting water quality and public health.
The policy establishes a statewide, risk-based,
tiered approach for the regulation and
management of OWTS installations and
replacements and sets the level of performance
and protection expected from OWTS. The
policy also conditionally waives the requirement
for owners of OWTS to apply for and receive
Waste Discharge Requirements in_order to
operate their systems when they meet the
conditions set forth in the policy.

Ch. 6, PLANS AND POLICIES

Regional Board Policies

The Lahontan Regional Board has adopted a large
number of policy statements over the years. The
following are summaries of all of the policies which
that are in effect as of the date of adoption of this
plan, and which the Regional Board will use to
implement this plan. A Regional Board plan, policy,
or guideline adopted to implement, interpret or make
specific the Basin Plan prior to October 14, 1994, is
superseded by this revised plan unless it is expressly
mentioned in this plan.

1.

Policies Delegating Authority (Resolutions 6-
90-72 and 6-91-927938)

Under Resolution 6-90-72, the Regional Board
delegated to the Executive Officer, under the
general direction and control of the Board, all of
the powers and duties of the Board under
Division 7 of the California Water Code except
those specified in Section 13223(a). (This
section lists powers and duties which-that may
not be delegated.) Resolution 6-90-72 also
reserves to the Regional Board the authority to
state policy and create procedure to be followed
by the Executive Officer. Resolution 6-91-038
938 delegates authority to the Executive Officer
to approve closure plans for waste
management units, with certain _exceptions.

Copies—of—both—Resolutions—are—included—in

2. Exemption Policies for Basin Plan

Prohibitions

Chapter 4 includes prohibitions against
discharges from septic systems, and from other
sources, which-that affect certain areas within

6-5
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the Lahontan Region. In some cases, detailed
sets of exemption criteria for prohibitions were
adopted as Basin Plan amendments, and are
now included in the body of this Basin Plan.
I ’ : | nolici
Fo—EooatEesios e ent o o o el
exemption crite Fa Beal & Orde F@ 81-7outines

. belivisi ) .
prohibition—area—Board Orders 6-70-48, 6-71-
17, and 6-74-139 describe sewage export
variances for the Lake Tahoe Basin. Copies—of
these B_eald 9 de_ls are eud_ e eHR .p_pend 8
Exemplion—ehieria—o ISPIEG I_e septie 55.Ste '

Exemption criteria for discharge prohibitions
related to Stream Environment Zones and 100-
year floodplains in the Lake Tahoe Basin, and
for the 100-year floodplain prohibitions in the
Truckee River and Little Truckee River
watersheds, are set forth in Chapters 4 and 5.
These criteria require specific findings

described in Chapters 4 and 5.; and-in-Regional

Board—Order—6-90-22—Fhese—chapters—and
Board-Order6-90-22- The Regional Board has
at various times delegated authority to the
Executive Officer to make exemption findings
for these  prohibitions under certain
circumstances. Beoard-Order82-4—is—used—in
ple bitions agla_nst_ dselnalﬁges FoH el.“
projeets——Ceopies—of—the—Board—Orders—are

i j j Because the Regional
Board may delegate or remove the authority of
the Executive Officer to grant waste discharge
prohibition _exemptions _at any time with
appropriate_public notice, generally, this Basin
Plan will not explicitly list delegations for
prohibition exemptions.

53. Interpretation of the High Water Line for
Eagle Lake, Susanville Hydrologic Unit
(Resolution 82-6)

This Basin Plan's minimum siting criteria for
septic tanks, sewer lines, leaching fields, and
seepage pits include minimum distances of
separation from lakes and reservoirs as
measured from the high water line (see Table
4.4-1). This Resolution defines the high water
line for Eagle Lake to be 5117.5 feet, a
definition used in prohibiting the discharge of
wastes from subsurface disposal systems on a
lot with an elevation of less than 5130 feet. A
copy of this Resolution is included in Appendix

B. (See Section 4.1 of this Basin Plan for waste
discharge prohibitions for Eagle Lake.)

64. Policy on Geothermal Development in the
Eagle Lake Basin, Lassen County
(Resolution 82-7)
This resolution states the policy of the Regional
Board to oppose any further consideration of
geothermal exploration or development in the
Eagle Lake Basin until it can be shown that
such activities can be conducted without any
risk of significant water quality degradation.
This resolution is included in Appendix B.

Water Quality Management
Plans Adopted by Other

Agencies

In the 1970s, funds were provided for water quality
management planning under Section 208 of the
federal Clean Water Act. A number of Section 208
Plans affecting the Lahontan Region were
completed. Other plans adopted by federal, state,
and local agencies may also affect the Regional
Board's activities. The following is a summary of
important plans:

1. U.S. Forest Service, Pacific Southwest

Region, Water Quality Management
Handbook for National Forest System Lands
in California-
This handbookplan was completed in 19792011
and is a chapter in the larger USFS Region 5
Forest Service Handbook. It identifies water
quality problems associated with silviculture
and other Forest Service land management
activities, and sets forth programmatic Best
Management Practices.
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2. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 208 Water

Quality Management Report-

This plan was completed in 1979. It identifies
BLM management activities which—that affect
water quality, water quality concerns of BLM's

Districts ~ within  California, and includes
recommendations for development of Best
Management Practices to correct existing
problems.

California Department of Transportation,
EoctMenooomontRrocteno e Conelos
Water-Pollution{Transportation
Activities)Best Management Practices
Manuals and Statewide Storm Water

Pollution Prevention Plan.

Caltrans reqularly  updates its Best
Management Practices Manual and its
Statewide Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan.  Thisese documentsplan summarizes
procedures  within  Caltrans's  planning,
construction, and operation and& maintenance
programs whieh—that can be used to control
water quality problems. Fhe-StateBeard-has
recognized——the—procedures——as——Best
Meomosomoereienes

Local Government Plans

Several local governments in the Region
completed  Section 208 water quality
management planning studies to identify

problems, followed by governing body action to
commit the local government to improve
effectiveness of its regulatory structure to
prevent similar problems in the future. These
studies include:

California City:
e Use of individual wastewater
systems and alternatives

disposal

City of Bishop:
e Surface flow management/urban runoff
e Erosion control and abatement

Inyo County:

e Use of individual wastewater
systems and alternatives

e Surface flow management/urban runoff

e Erosion control and abatement

disposal

Los Angeles County:

e Use of individual wastewater
systems and alternatives

e Surface flow management/urban runoff

e Erosion control and abatement

disposal

5.
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Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Water
Quality Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe
Region (208 Plan”).

In the 1970s, the bistate Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA) was designated the
208 planning agency for the “Lake Tahoe
Region,” which includes most of the Lake Tahoe
Hydrologic Unit and a small portion of the
Truckee River Hydrologic Unit. TRPA's “208
Plan,” which incorporated portions of the State
Board's Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality Plan,
was certified by the states of California and
Nevada and the USEPA in 1981. The 208 Plan
was substantially revised and recertified in 1989.
In 2012, the 208 Plan was again updated, along
with its implementing Code of Ordinances. It
identifies water quality problems which-that have
contributed to the degradation of Lake Tahoe
and sets forth a series of control measures

including land use restrictions, wetland
protection and restoration, use of a Best
Management Practices Handbook, and a

“Capital Improvements Program” of remedial
erosion and surface runoff control projects to be
implemented by state and local government
agencies. (See Chapter 5 for a summary of
important control measures from this plan.)

Other Plans

A number of other plans adopted by state,
federal, and local government agencies affect
the Regional Board's activities. These include
the solid waste management and hazardous
waste management plans adopted by counties,
and land and resource management plans
adopted by National Forests and BLM Districts.
Regional Board staff review and comment on
new and revised plans by other agencies as they
are proposed and attempt to maximize
coordination in implementation of water quality
related measures.

Interagency Agreements

The State and/or Regional Boards have entered into
Management Agency Agreements (MAAs) and

Memoranda of

Understanding (MOUs) or of

Agreement (MOAS) with a number of other agencies
to define procedures for implementation of the plans
summarized above, or to clarify each agency's
authority and responsibility in implementing water

quality  control
jurisdiction occur. Some of the more important

measures where overlaps of

MAAs, MOUs, and MOAs are with the following
agencies:

6-7
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| 1.

U.S. Forest Service

In February 1981 the State Board Executive
Director signed a MAA with the U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) which waives discharge
requirements for certain USFS nonpoint source
discharges provided that the Forest Service
implements State Board approved Best
Management Practices (BMPs) and procedures
and additional provisions of the MAA. The MAA
covers all USFS lands in California.
Implementation of BMPs, in conjunction with
monitoring and performance review
requirements approved by the State and
Regional Boards, is the primary method of
meeting the Basin Plan's water quality objectives
for the activities to which the BMPs apply. The
MAA does not include USFS point source
discharges and in no way limits the authority of
the Regional Board to carry out its legal
responsibilities for management or regulation of
water quality.

California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection
In February 1988, the State Board signed a MAA
with the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (€BFCALFIRE) and the
California Board of Forestry (BOF), for the
purpose of carrying out, pursuant to Section 208
of the federal Clean Water Act, the Water Quality
Management Plan For Timber Operations on
Nonfederal Lands (WQMP). As with the USFS
MAA, the EBF-CALFIRE agreement requires the
Department to implement certain BMPs to
protect water quality from timber harvest and
associated activities. Approval-of-the- MAA-as—a
MOk sommsononb b tho LISERA conulic 1n dhe
onal i rolinauichi . hori

However, the MAA obligates the Regional
Boards to ensure that harvest operations
incorporate BMPs and comply with applicable
water quality standards. Appendix F of the MAA
also calls for the preparation of a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) for the Regional

6-8

Boards, the State Board, and the-CBFCALFIRE
to prescribe interagency procedures for
implementing BMPs.__In 2003, the State and
Regional Boards and CALFIRE entered into an
MOU identifying procedures that will be used by
each agency in _carrying out their statutory
activities to prevent adverse effects on beneficial
uses of water from silvicultural activities on non-
federal lands in California_and to assist in
restoring beneficial uses of water in watersheds
where beneficial uses of water have been
determined to be impaired.

California Department of Conservation,
Division of Oil and Gas

In March 1988, the State Board amended a
February 1982 MOA with the State Department
of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas
(CDOG), to regulate discharges from oil, gas,
and geothermal fields. The agreement requires
CDOG to notify the Regional Boards of all hew
operators, all pollution problems associated with
operators, and proposed discharges. CDOG and
Regional Boards must also work together, within
certain time-lines, to review and prepare
discharge permits.



Department of Toxic Substances Control —
Hazardous Waste)

To expedite the cleanup of hazardous waste
sites and to eliminate duplication of effort, in
1990 the State Board entered into an MOU with
the State Department of Health Services (which
at that time contained the Toxic Substances
Control Program now called the Department of
Toxic Substances Control). The RWOCBs
Regional Boards will be the lead agency when
contamination is associated with inactive mines,
leaking underground storage tanks, agricultural
activities, surface impoundments, and non-
hazardous waste landfills. The MOU defines the
responsibilities of the lead agency for
coordinating and communicating cleanup
activities with support agencies. Lead agencies
must also notify support agencies before
enforcement and settlement activities are
implemented at hazardous waste sites.

Department of Toxic Substances Control —

Brownfields

To improve coordination regarding the oversight
of investigation and cleanup activities _at
“brownfield” sites, in 2005, a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) was entered between the
Department _of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC), the State Water Board, the Regional
Water Boards, and the California Environmental
Protection _Agency. Brownfields are ‘“real
property, the expansion, redevelopment, or
reuse of which _may be complicated by the
presence of potential presence of a hazardous
substance, pollutant, or contaminant.” The MOA
was developed to ensure effective and
expeditious cleanup of brownfield sites in_a
manner_that is _protective of public health and
safety and the environment.

6. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)

In 1994, the Regional Board entered into a MOU
with the TRPA in order to reduce regulatory
duplication in review and permitting of certain
types of projects in the California portion of the
Lake Tahoe watershed. The MOU was updated
in 2003. The MOU assigns primary responsibility
for permitting and enforcement for certain types
of projects to only one agency, but does not limit
the authority of either agency. It also provides for
reporting by each agency to the other on permits
issued under the MOU, and for ongoing

98.
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discussions on possible expansion of the scope
of the MOU.

. Local Governments

The Lahontan Regional Board has entered into
MOUs with local governments regarding the
following subjects:

¢ Implementation of regionwide septic system
criteria, including density limits. (The criteria
are set forth in Chapter 4.)_ Implementation
of the State Board's Onsite \Wastewater
Treatment System Policy will _result in
revision or_rescission of these MOUs, as
local agencies will either adopt Local Area
Management Plans or permit septic systems
per the criteria in the OWTS Policy.

e Closure, installation, repair, and soils
investigations associated with underground
tanks. Under these MOUs the Regional
Board agrees to waive waste discharge
requirements if the local government
implements Best Management Practices for
the activities listed above.

e On August 13, 1993 the Regional Board
adopted a Memorandum of Understanding
between the Regional Board, Inyo County,
and the Mesa Community Services District
regarding the implementation of the Mesa
Wastewater Management Plan. This plan
provides for the treatment of individual
sewage discharges necessary to comply
with Regional Board water quality objectives
at the Mustang Mesa/Alta Vista (Mesa)
Community in Inyo County. The plan was
necessary in order to allow the community to
develop its remaining lots which had been
encumbered since a Regional Board
prohibition was established in 1975. The
plan calls for the pretreatment of septic
effluent with intermittent sand filters and a
ground water monitoring and reporting
program.

Military Facilities (Federal Facilities Site
Remediation Agreements)

High priority hazardous waste sites scheduled
for cleanup under the federal “Superfund”
program are placed on the National Priority List
(NPL). The Superfund program provides funding
and guidelines for cleanup of NPL sites. In
California, a significant proportion of the NPL
sites are military installations. Federal facilities in
California, including military installations, which
are not on the NPL can sign into a state
compliance agreement called a Federal Facilities

6-9
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Site Remediation Agreement (FFSRA). A
FFSRA is a document which formalizes a
working agreement between the federal facility
and state agencies. It establishes a schedule for
site investigations and any necessary cleanup,
and it provides the enforcement mechanism in
cases where commitments are not met. More
information on water quality control measures for
military installations can be found in Section 4.12
of the Basin Plan.
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Executive Summary

Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan)
are proposed that will (1) clarify application of the state’s antidegradation policy by
removing reference to a nondegradation objective, (2) add mixing zone provisions, (3)
revise certain existing waste discharge prohibitions and/or exemptions to those
prohibitions, delete certain existing waste discharge prohibitions and applicable
exemptions, and add certain waste discharge prohibitions and exemptions, (4) amend
Chapter 5 for consistency with the updated Clean Water Act Section 208 Water Quality
Management Plan (208 Plan), and (5) correct grammatical and punctuation errors, and
address outdated policy references. Clarifying application of the antidegradation policy
in part by removing references to the nondegradation objective is needed to add clarity
for implementation. The Basin Plan lacks provisions to explicitly allow mixing zones,
and amendments are needed to allow the Lahontan Water Board to consider mixing
zones for certain discharges where effluent water quality is less than the receiving water
guality objectives. Amendments regarding prohibitions are needed to add clarity,
eliminate duplication, add flexibility to allow certain discharges, and simplify
enforcement actions. With the approval of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s
updated Clean Water Action Section 208 Plan in 2011, amendments are needed to
align Basin Plan Chapter 5 (Water Quality Standards and Control Measures for the
Lake Tahoe Basin) with the revised 208 Plan and the updated Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency Regional Plan.

The Basin Plan amendments related to removing the nondegradation objective, which is
duplicative of the state antidegradation policy, amending Chapter 5 of the Basin Plan for
consistency with the updated 208 Plan, and correcting grammatical and punctuation
errors are not subject to the California Environmental Quality Act because these
changes would not have a direct or indirect physical change on the environment.
Environmental analysis of the other proposed amendments indicates there will be less

March 2014
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than significant adverse environmental effects from adoption of the proposed
amendments and their implementation.

l. Introduction

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act authorizes the California Water Quality
Control Board, Lahontan Region (Lahontan Water Board) to adopt and amend a
regional water quality control plan (Basin Plan). The Lahontan Water Board is the lead
agency for the proposed amendments to the Basin Plan presented in this document.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) authorizes the Secretary for
Resources to certify the Lahontan Water Board’s water quality planning process as
being “functionally equivalent” to the requirements of CEQA for preparation of
environmental documentation, such as an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or
Negative Declaration (title 14, California Code of Regulations, section 15251,
subdivision (g)). In lieu of these documents, the Water Board is required to prepare a
Substitute Environmental Document (SED).

This SED and Staff Report describe the proposed amendment to the Basin Plan and
includes the following information to fulfill the environmental document preparation
requirements.

e Proposed Basin Plan Amendments.

e Environmental Checklist that identifies potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts and mitigation measures of the Basin Plan amendment as
required by California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 3777.

e CEQA findings pertaining to the proposed Basin Plan Amendment.

These documents are available on request from the Lahontan Water Board. They are
also available on the Internet at: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan.

Il. Proposed Action

The proposed action is the adoption of amendments to Lahontan Water Board’s Basin
Plan that would (1) change reference to the State Water Resources Control Board
(State Water Board) Resolution No. 68-16, “Statement of Policy with Respect to
Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California,” (Resolution 68-16) and federal
antidegradation policy/regulations from a water quality objective (“nondegradation
objective”) to a policy statement and implementation measure, (2) add Basin Plan
language explicitly allowing the Lahontan Water Board to authorize mixing zones, (3)
revise existing waste discharge prohibitions and/or exemptions to those prohibitions,
delete certain existing waste discharge prohibitions and applicable exemptions, and add
certain waste discharge prohibitions and exemptions, (4) amend Chapter 5 (Water
Quiality Standards and Control Measures for the Lake Tahoe Basin) for consistency with
the updated Clean Water Act Section 208 Water Quality Management Plan (208 Plan),

March 2014
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and (5) correct grammatical and punctuation errors and address outdated policy
references.

A. Removal of Nondegradation Objective and Replacement with Reference to
State Antidegradation Policy

In 1968, the State Water Board adopted a “Statement of Policy with Respect to
Maintaining High Quality Waters in California” with Resolution No. 68-16, also known as
the state antidegradation policy. The US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
has also adopted a federal antidegradation policy as part of its water quality standards
regulations (40 C.F.R. 131.12.). In 1987, the State Water Board determined that the
state policy incorporated the federal policy in cases where the federal policy is
applicable. The state antidegradation policy restricts degradation of waters where
existing water quality is higher than is necessary for protection of beneficial uses of the
water.

The current Basin Plan refers to the state antidegradation policy as the “nondegradation
objective.” Specifically, the introductory portion of Basin Plan Chapter 3

(Water Quality Objectives) describes a regionwide “nondegradation objective” that
directly references state and federal antidegradation policies. The concept of
“nondegradation” is not defined in Basin Plan or in state or federal water quality law.
The semantic inconsistency has resulted in confusion among Lahontan Water Board
staff and the public regarding application of the antidegradation policy and compliance
with narrative water quality objectives. While most narrative water quality objectives can
be readily translated into numeric values or other assessment criteria, the
“nondegradation objective” references a detailed policy rather than specific water quality
criteria, creating difficulty and inconsistency in determining whether a prohibition on
violating water quality objectives has been violated.

Basin Plan references to the “nondegradation objective” will be replaced with reference
to “Antidegradation Policy.” Reference to the “nondegradation objective” would also be
removed from the regionwide waste discharge prohibition on violating water quality
objectives, as the prohibition is redundant with a new regionwide waste discharge
prohibition that effectively prohibits the unauthorized discharge of any waste to waters
of the state. Because all proposed discharges to waters of the Lahontan Region
undergo assessment of consistency with the state (and if applicable, federal)
antidegradation policy as part of the Lahontan Water Board’s discharge permitting
process, there would be no impacts to water quality by removing the nondegradation
objective.

B. Addition of Authority to Allow Mixing Zones

A mixing zone is a limited volume of receiving water that is allocated for mixing with a
wastewater discharge where water quality criteria can be exceeded without causing
adverse effects to the overall water body. Within the defined mixing zone, water quality

March 2014
Basin Plan Amendments 4

2-308



objectives do not apply; however, mixing zones must not unreasonably affect the water
guality and beneficial uses of the water body.

The State Water Board’s “Implementation of Toxic Standards for Inland Surface Waters,
Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California Policy” (Res. No. 2005-0019) (referred to as
the “State Implementation Policy,” or “SIP”) established conditions for use of mixing
zones and dilution credits for toxic priority pollutants in discharges to waters of the
United States.

The Basin Plan currently lacks any reference to mixing zones and does not include
provisions to allow for mixing zones in a manner consistent with the State Water Board
policy. Lahontan Water Board staff propose adding language to the Basin Plan to allow
for mixing zones. Mixing zone language will acknowledge mixing zones allowed under
the State Water Board SIP and expand the use of mixing zones to waters and
constituents not covered by the State Water Board policy, such as groundwaters. Mixing
zone language in the proposed Basin Plan amendment will require meeting similar
conditions as those in the State Water Board SIP Policy. Mixing zone language will
require that the mixing zone must be as small as practicable and not (1) compromise
the integrity of the entire water body, (2) dominate the receiving water body or overlap
with a mixing zone from another discharge, (3) be at or near any drinking water intake,
() cause acutely toxic conditions to aquatic life passing through the mixing zone, (5)
restrict the passage of aquatic life, (6) adversely impact biologically sensitive or critical
habitats, including, but not limited to, habitat of species listed under federal or state
endangered species laws, (7) produce undesirable or nuisance aquatic life, (8) result in
floating debris, oil or scum, (9) produce objectionable color, odor, taste, or turbidity, (10)
cause objectionable bottom deposits, or (11) cause nuisance.

C. Changes to Waste Discharge Prohibitions and Associated Exemptions

Section 13243 of the Water Code gives Water Boards, in Basin Plans or waste
discharge requirements, authority to “specify certain conditions or areas where the
discharge of waste, or certain types of waste, will not be permitted.” Water Boards may
take enforcement action for violations of waste discharge prohibitions. Basin Plan
Chapter 4.1 (Waste Discharge Prohibitions) describes waste discharge prohibitions
adopted pursuant to Water Code Section 13243 for the Lahontan Region to protect
surface and ground water quality and to limit the discharge of certain types of waste into
the Region’s waters. The chapter includes region-wide prohibitions, prohibitions for
individual hydrologic units, and exemption criteria for specific prohibitions.

The proposed amendments will revise, rescind, and add certain waste discharge
prohibitions and associated exemption criteria. The amendments will remove duplicative
area-specific prohibitions, add a region-wide prohibition on unauthorized discharges,
and provide exemption criteria that would allow the Lahontan Water Board to
conditionally exempt discharges from nearly every prohibition. Prohibitions without
exemptions would be deleted, with limited exception for the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit
and for area-specific sewage waste discharge prohibitions. The amendments will also
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add language to automatically grant conditional exemptions to waste discharge
prohibitions for specified limited-threat discharges and clarify the application of
exemption criteria for floodplain prohibitions in the Truckee River watershed. Finally, the
amendments will consolidate waste discharge prohibitions for the Lake Tahoe Basin
related to the 100-year floodplain and Stream Environment Zone Protection and clarify
the application of prohibition exemption criteria.

The proposed amendments also modify the pesticide prohibition exemption criteria to
clarify the type of project that may qualify for an exemption and who may apply.

D. Chapter 5 - Water Quality Standards and Control Measures for the Lake Tahoe
Basin

The current Basin Plan includes an entire chapter on water quality control measures for
the Lake Tahoe Basin. The Chapter reflects the planning and political context of the late
1980s. The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) adopted its Regional Plan in
1987 and the following year (1988) prepared a bi-state Clean Water Action Section 208
Water Quality Management Plan (208 Plan). As part of the 1989 conditional approval of
the 1988 208 Plan, the State Water Board directed the Lahontan Water Board to
incorporate most provisions of the 208 Plan into the Basin Plan. Consequently, the
Basin Plan describes best management practices, land capability and coverage
requirements, and development restrictions that were part of the 1988 208 Plan. The
Basin Plan also includes numerous references to TRPA programs and policies that
were part of the 1988 208 Plan.

On December 12, 2012 the TRPA adopted a new Regional Plan and prepared an
updated 208 Plan to align with updated policies and other planning documents,
including the Lake Tahoe TMDL. The State Water Board approved the updated 208
Plan on May 7, 2013 (Resolution 2013-0014) and the USEPA approved it on June 19,
2013. With the adoption and approval of the updated TRPA Regional Plan and 208
Plan, the Basin Plan references to TRPA and 208 Plan policies are outdated.

The Lake Tahoe Basin chapter of the Basin Plan will be edited to reflect the current
TRPA Regional and 208 Plans and to remove reference to TRPA land use regulations
from the prohibitions and exemptions for floodplains and Stream Environment Zones
(SEZs). These edits will eliminate detailed discussions of land coverage policy (Chapter
5.4), remedial offset policy (Chapter 5.5), and development standards and restrictions
(Chapter 5.7 and 5.8). The edits will also remove the extensive references to the
previous 208 Plan and associated policies.

E. Grammar, Punctuation, and Outdated References Correction

The primary grammar corrections are to replace the word “which” with “that” in clauses
that clearly are restrictive. “Which” is normally used in nonrestrictive (or nonessential)
clauses, while “that” is used in restrictive (essential) clauses.
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The introductory portion of Chapter 4 needs to be updated to reference the State Water
Board’s “Policy for Compliance Schedules in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Permits” (Resolution No. 2008-0025). The Nonpoint Source Pollution portion of
the introduction needs to be updated to reference the “Policy for the Implementation and
Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program” (State Water Board
Resolution No. 2004-0030).

The wastewater treatment facilities discussion in Basin Plan Chapter 4.4 will be
changed from discussion of individual facilities to a summary of the types of wastewater
treatment facilities in the Lahontan Region. This modification will result in less need for
future Basin Plan updates due to facility changes, which occur relatively frequently.

Chapter 4.4 must also be amended to incorporate the State Water Board’s Onsite
Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS) Policy for septic systems and similar treatment
and disposal systems (approved by State Water Board Resolution No. 2012-0032). This
policy became effective statewide in May 2013, and will supersede the applicable parts
of the Lahontan Water Board’s current septic system siting criteria in May 2018.

Clarifications are needed in the discussion on forestry practices, conditions, and needs
contained in Chapter 4.9 — Resource Management and Restoration.

References to outdated plans and policies in “Chapter 6 — Plans and Policies” will be
deleted and new text added to summarize new and existing plans and policies that are
now in effect.

I1. Purpose of Proposed Amendments
The purposes of the amendments are:

(1) Clarify that the state and federal antidegradation policies are not water quality
objectives, but are policies for implementation of water quality objectives and other
water quality control measures;

(2) Provide the Lahontan Water Board the flexibility to allow mixing zones;

(3) Revise waste discharge prohibitions and associated exemption criteria to eliminate
duplication, add clarity, rescind unneeded prohibitions, and add prohibition
exemption criteria to provide flexibility to approve certain discharges and to simplify
enforcement procedures;

(4) Address inconsistencies between the Basin Plan and recently adopted policies in the
Lake Tahoe Basin; and

(5) Correct grammar, punctuation, and outdated policy references.

V. Considerations of Antidegradation When Removing a Water Quality
Objective

These amendments propose, in part, to remove reference to the “Nondegradation
Objective” and clarify language regarding the “Antidegradation Policy.” Although the
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Nondegradation Objective is not truly a water quality objective but a restatement of
State Water Board and federal policies, it could be argued that the Lahontan Water
Board is removing a water quality objective from the Basin Plan. According to the State
Water Board's Administrative Procedures Manual (Chapter 8, "Water Quality Planning"),
relaxation or removal of water quality objectives must conform to State Water Board
Resolution 68-16, including the continued protection of existing and potential beneficial
uses.

The federal regulations covering antidegradation must be addressed whenever a Water
Board proposes to relax a water quality objective. [40 CFR 131.12]. The federal
antidegradation regulations apply to waters of the United States (generally navigable
surface waters, their tributaries, and adjacent wetlands). Resolution 68-16, the State
antidegradation policy, applies to all waters of the state including surface waters, ground
waters, and wetlands. Both state and federal antidegradation policies provide for
protection of water quality that is better than that needed to protect all existing beneficial
uses.

The amendment language is virtually identical to the former water quality objective,
which referenced Resolution 68-16 and the federal antidegradation policy. The only
significant difference is that the section now references the Antidegradation Policy, as
opposed to using the term “Nondegradation Objective.” Because the antidegradation
policies remain in effect in the Basin Plan and will continue to protect water quality that
is better than needed to protect all existing beneficial uses, referring to these
requirements as a policy rather than as a “nondegradation objective” will not result in
degradation of water quality above that allowed under the antidegradation policies and
will continue to protect high quality water and existing and potential beneficial uses.

Removal of the “nondegradation objective” from the current waste discharge prohibition
that states,

“The discharge of waste which causes violation of any narrative water quality
objective contained in this Plan, including the Nondegradation Objective, is
prohibited,”

conforms to the antidegradation policies (1) because the “nondegradation objective” is
not truly a water quality objective but is a State Water Board policy that will remain in
place and (2) because a more clear method of prohibiting discharges that might
degrade water quality is being proposed through the new waste discharge prohibition on
unauthorized discharges.

V. Environmental Impact Evaluation

Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 3777, any standard, rule,
regulation, or plan proposed for board approval or adoption must be accompanied by
the following:
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e Environmental Checklist

e Written report containing a brief description of the proposed activity or project,
reasonable alternatives to the proposed activity, and mitigation measures to
minimize any significant adverse environmental impacts of the proposed activity.

As noted previously, several of the proposed Basin Plan amendments will not have any
impact on the environment. Changing the “Nondegradation Objective” to a reference to
the Antidegradation Policy will not result in any direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical effects on the environment. Similarly, neither amending Chapter 5 of the Basin
Plan for consistency with the updated 208 Plan nor fixing grammatical and punctuation
errors will have any direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical effects on the
environment. In addition, these changes have independent utility of the other changes
being made, and are not contingent upon any of the other Basin Plan amendments
being proposed. Because these changes will not have any physical impacts on the
environment, they are not subject to CEQA, and, therefore, do not need to be further
analyzed in this SED. (23 Cal Code Regs 8§ 3720(b) (regulations for preparing SED do
not apply to activities not subject to CEQA); Pub. Resources Code § 21065 (defining
“project” as activity that may cause either direct physical change in environment or
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in environment).)

The other proposed Basin Plan amendments will not result in any specific activity that
may impact the environment beyond the scope of what is currently provided for in the
existing Basin Plan. The Lahontan Water Board is required by CEQA to analyze
impacts and mitigation measures that are a reasonably foreseeable consequence of
adopting the Basin Plan amendments; here there are none that cannot be mitigated to
levels less than significant.

A. Economic Analysis

When proposing to adopt a rule or regulation requiring the installation of pollution
control equipment or a performance standard or treatment requirement, CEQA requires
Regional Water Boards to take into account a reasonable range of factors, including
economics (Public Resources Code, section 21159 [a][1]). The consideration of
economic factors is not required for much of this action. The proposed action includes
adoption of Basin Plan amendments that clarify state and federal antidegradation
policies; aligns the Basin Plan with adopted policies in the Lake Tahoe basin; and
corrects grammatical and punctuation errors and outdated policy and information
references in the Basin Plan. Those proposed amendments do not establish a new rule
requiring the installation of pollution control equipment, or a performance standard or
treatment requirement that necessitates a method of compliance. Establishing mixing
zone provisions and changing the waste discharge prohibition and exemption
regulations could be considered regulations requiring installation of pollution control
equipment or performance standards or treatment requirements; economic
considerations associated with these are discussed below.

Regarding the cost of complying with the proposed mixing zone provisions, one must
consider the current cost of complying with existing waste discharge regulations and
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how the mixing zone provisions change that. Currently (except for discharges regulated
under the mixing zone provisions of the State Implementation Policy for priority toxic
pollutants), discharges must meet the water quality objectives of the receiving water,
with no allowance provided for mixing or dilution. The proposed mixing zone provisions
would allow a discharge with effluent concentrations greater than the receiving water
guality objectives if the discharge and resulting mixing zone meet certain criteria that
are protective of water quality and beneficial uses. Therefore, the amount of treatment
required of a discharge could be reduced, but would not be increased, from that
currently required. That results in potential treatment cost savings. The magnitude of
reduced treatment and associated cost savings is specific to the concentration and
mass-loading of pollutants in the discharge, the receiving water hydrologic
characteristics, and the beneficial uses and sensitive receptors of the water body.

Regarding the cost of complying with the proposed waste discharge prohibition and
exemption changes, similar to mixing zones above, there may be cost savings but no
additional costs associated with compliance with the proposed regulations. The cost of
complying with the new prohibition on unauthorized discharges is the same as the
current situation: proposed dischargers submit a report of waste discharge seeking a
waste discharge requirements from the Water Board; fees for the waste discharge
requirements are based on the proposed discharge’s threat to water quality and
complexity; and the required level of treatment (and associated cost) is that needed to
comply with existing regulations and policies. The other proposed waste discharge
prohibition and exemption changes either (1) clarify and do not change the prohibition or
substantive conditions of the exemption or (2) provide exemptions for discharges that
previously had none. There is no economic impact associated with the first, and there
may be potential savings associated with the second, as discharges or threatened
discharges to water may be allowed if exemption conditions are met, where currently
the waste is not allowed to discharge to water and must be disposed of in a manner that
is almost always more costly. The proposed waste discharge prohibition exemption
criteria could have a positive economic effect by allowing a discharge associated with a
development project that would be prohibited under the current exemption criteria. The
magnitude of any such positive economic effect would be specific to the type of project
proposed.

B. Alternatives Analysis and Issues Dismissed From Further Evaluation

California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 3777 established the SED requirements
for adoption or approval of plans and policies. The requirements (section 3777 (b))
include an analysis of reasonable alternatives to the project and mitigation measures to
reduce any adverse environmental impacts. Section 3777(e) does, however, allow the
Lahontan Water Board to forgo the required alternatives analysis if “the board
determines that no fair argument exists that the project could result in any reasonably
foreseeable significant adverse environmental impacts”. In lieu of an alternatives
analysis, the SED must include a finding to that effect.
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The proposed Basin Plan amendments will not result in any foreseeable significant
adverse impacts and thus no alternatives analysis is necessary. In addition, many of the
proposed amendments involve changes that have either been previously analyzed by
other SEDs adopted by the Water Board or have no potential for any environmental
impact whatsoever.

The following sections discuss each of the proposed Basin Plan amendment categories,
and describe why the changes will have either no foreseeable significant adverse
impacts or no environmental impact at all. Those categories that will have no impact will
not be further discussed in the environmental checklist and associated analysis.

1. Nondegradation Objective

By referencing applicable state and federal policy, the current “objective” is confusing to
implement and potentially impossible to enforce. As such, the “objective” and the
associated prohibition and other references are equivalent to implementing the state
and federal antidegradation policies.

The proposed language that replaces the “nondegradation objective” with a clear
reference to state and federal antidegradation policies does not functionally alter the
water quality protections afforded by the Basin Plan and will not lessen any existing
policies or measures. Consistent with current practice and federal and state
anitdegradation requirements, any potential degradation of existing high-quality waters
will continue to be evaluated by the Lahontan Water Board, and the Lahontan Water
Board may set any appropriate level of acceptable degradation—including no
degradation—in compliance with antidegradation policy. Furthermore, the proposed
Basin Plan amendments include a new regionwide prohibition on any unauthorized
discharge of waste to waters of the state, providing additional protections. There are no
foreseeable direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical impacts on the
environment associated with removing the nondegradation objective; thus, the issue will
not be further discussed in the environmental checklist. (23 Cal Code Regs § 3720(b)
(regulations for preparing SED do not apply to activities not subject to CEQA); Pub.
Resources Code 8§ 21065 (defining “project” as activity that may cause either direct
physical change in environment or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in
environment).)

2. Mixing Zones

Allowing for mixing zones provides additional flexibility to the Lahontan Water Board’s
waste discharge regulations while maintaining its authority to deny or significantly limit a
mixing zone as necessary to protect beneficial uses or comply with other regulatory
requirements. In evaluating a proposed mixing zone, the Lahontan Water Board must
consider the quality of the discharge, hydraulics of the receiving water body, and the
overall discharge environment, including water chemistry, organism health, and
potential bioaccumulation, if applicable. Mixing zone language will require that the
mixing zone must be as small as practicable and not (1) compromise the integrity of the
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entire water body, (2) dominate the receiving water body or overlap with a mixing zone
from another discharge, (3) be at or near any drinking water intake, () cause acutely
toxic conditions to aquatic life passing through the mixing zone, (5) restrict the passage
of aquatic life, (6) adversely impact biologically sensitive or critical habitats, including,
but not limited to, habitat of species listed under federal or state endangered species
laws, (7) produce undesirable or nuisance aquatic life, (8) result in floating debris, oil or
scum, (9) produce objectionable color, odor, taste, or turbidity, (10) cause objectionable
bottom deposits, or (11) cause nuisance.

Given the stringent conditions specified for allowing mixing zones and that the Lahontan
Water Board’s must deny or significantly limit a mixing zone to protect beneficial uses or
comply with other regulatory requirements, there are no foreseeable significant adverse
environmental impacts associated with this change; thus, no alternatives have been
considered. The potential impacts associated with allowing mixing zones will be
discussed further in the environmental checklist.

3. Waste Discharge Prohibitions and Associated Exemptions

A number of amendments will address inconsistencies, redundancies, and lack of clarity
regarding Basin Plan waste discharge prohibitions and related prohibition exemption
criteria language. Certain prohibition changes will conditionally allow discharges where
they are currently prohibited, but none of these conditionally allowed discharges will
affect beneficial uses or result in exceedance of water quality objectives in the Basin
Plan.

Changes to the general waste discharge prohibitions in Basin Plan Sections 4.1 and 5.2
will reduce duplication, improve staff and public understanding of the prohibitions, and
enhance the clarity of established basin plan prohibitions. Clear, unambiguous
prohibitions and associated exemption criteria will reduce misinterpretation of the Basin
Plan and allow the Lahontan Water Board flexibility to determine when a given
discharge may or may not be allowed. By providing clear exemption criteria, the
Lahontan Water Board will provide for discharges under limited conditions that may be
necessary to allow activities that benefit the people of California and still protect water
guality and limit any potential environmental impacts.

Lahontan Water Board staff currently evaluate and process waste discharge prohibition
exemptions for some discharges that have little or no potential to adversely affect water
guality and beneficial uses. The work required to process these applications for
exemptions for limited threat discharges is not an efficient use of staff resources, as the
resulting water quality benefit is not commensurate with the effort. By granting
automatic conditional exemptions in the Basin Plan for certain limited threat discharges,
water quality will continue to be protected, but with less effort by Lahontan Water Board
staff. Enforcement could still be brought against any discharger that does not comply
with the conditions of the exemption, if circumstances warrant.
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Amendments are also proposed for prohibitions that limit discharges in the Truckee and
Little Truckee River watersheds. In the Truckee and Little Truckee River watersheds,
Lahontan Water Board staff and others have found there are potential projects that
could be designed and constructed in a manner that would result in improvement of
floodplain function and water quality, but are not currently allowed because they don't fit
any allowable exemption categories from the existing prohibitions or can’'t meet all
exemption criteria. The proposed changes will provide exemption criteria to allow these
types projects to go forward, and will include conditions that would ensure water quality
and floodplain beneficial use protection. The changes will provide criteria that provide
exemptions for floodplain projects that maintain or improve floodplain function, rather
than just focusing on the floodplain area and volume and will remove the criteria
requiring that a project’s sole purpose be to restore floodplain or address existing
erosion or pollution sources. These changes will allow projects that provide
improvements to floodplains in the Truckee and Little Truckee watersheds that are
currently unable to go forward because of narrow prohibition exemption criteria.

The proposed amendments also modify the pesticide prohibition exemption criteria to
clarify the type of projects and project proponents that may qualify for an exemption.
The proposed language adds to the definition of projects that are “otherwise proposed
to serve the public interest,” projects that protect drinking water supplies, water
distribution systems, and flood control channels. The language also clarifies that aquatic
pesticide application projects that are neither emergencies nor time-sensitive may be
performed by certain entities that are neither state nor federal agencies. The proposed
changes do not alter (increase) the potential effects of exempted discharges; they only
clarify the types of projects that may be approved under the exemption and who may
apply. The potential adverse environmental effects of the discharge of aquatic
pesticides were previously evaluated in an SED certified by the Lahontan Water Board
on December 7, 2011 that accompanied the original pesticide prohibition Basin Plan
amendment and the issue will not be further discussed in the environmental checklist for
this Basin Plan amendment.

There are no foreseeable significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the
Basin Plan waste discharge prohibitions and exemption criteria changes described
above. The potential impacts associated with various prohibitions and exemption criteria
will be discussed further in the environmental checklist.

4. Chapter 5 - Water Quality Standards and Control Measures for the Lake Tahoe
Basin

With the adoption and approval of the updated TRPA Regional Plan and 208 Plan, the
Basin Plan references to TRPA and 208 Plan policies are outdated. Some existing
waste discharge prohibitions and exemption criteria for the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit
are based on the outdated policies and land use requirements and which are outside of
the Lahontan Water Board’s jurisdiction over water quality. Similar to Chapter 4, the
waste discharge prohibitions and associated exemption criteria related to various types
of disturbance are confusing and inconsistent. Amendments to align the Basin Plan
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with current TRPA and 208 Plan policies will not alter established quality protection
standards for the Lake Tahoe Basin. The edits will align the Basin Plan with the most
up-to-date plans and policies and will also clarify the application of waste discharge
prohibitions and associated exemption criteria.

The potential environmental impacts associated with the 208 Plan policy change were
assessed in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by TRPA as part of its
Regional Plan Update process. The State Water Board relied on the TRPA
environmental analysis when it certified the TRPA 208 Plan May 7, 2013 (State Water
Board Resolution 2013-0014). The Water Board notified the public of its intent to rely on
the TRPA’s environmental analysis and filed a Notice of Determination certifying the
TRPA EIS on March 22, 2013. The development and land coverage in the Lake Tahoe
Basin will continue to be regulated by the TRPA and local land use agencies. There are
no foreseeable direct or reasonably foreseeably indirect physical environmental effects
associated with these changes and the issue will not be further discussed in the
environmental checklist. (23 Cal Code Regs § 3720(b) (regulations for preparing SED
do not apply to activities not subject to CEQA); Pub. Resources Code § 21065 (defining
“project” as activity which may cause either direct physical change in environment or
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in environment).)

5. Grammar, Punctuation, and Outdated References Corrections

The proposed corrections do not functionally change any portion of the Basin Plan.
There are no foreseeable significant adverse environmental impacts associated with
these changes and the issue will not be further discussed in the environmental
checklist. (23 Cal Code Regs § 3720(b) (regulations for preparing SED do not apply to
activities not subject to CEQA); Pub. Resources Code § 21065 (defining “project” as
activity that may cause either direct physical change in environment or reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical change in environment).)
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Environmental Checklist

I. Background

Project Title:

Contact Person:

Basin Plan Amendments Revising the Nondegradation
Objective and Waste Discharge Prohibitions

Chuck Curtis

Project Description: Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan
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Region (Basin Plan) that will (1) clarify application of the state’s
antidegradation policy by removing reference to a
nondegradation objective, (2) add mixing zone provisions, (3)
revise certain existing waste discharge prohibitions and/or
exemptions to those prohibitions, delete certain existing waste
discharge prohibitions and applicable exemptions, and add
certain waste discharge prohibitions and exemptions, (4) amend
Chapter 5 for consistency with the updated Clean Water Act
Section 208 Water Quality Management Plan (208 Plan), and
(5) correct grammatical and punctuation errors, and address
outdated policy references.

Because changes to the nondegradation objective language,
the amendment to Chapter 5 to reflect the current 208 Plan, and
the grammatical, punctuation, and policy reference corrections
have no direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect effect on the
environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA and will not be
further assessed in the following checklist. (23 Cal Code Regs §
3720(b) (regulations for preparing SED do not apply to activities
not subject to CEQA); Pub. Resources Code § 21065 (defining
“project” as activity that may cause either direct physical change
in environment or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical
change in environment).)

The mixing zone provisions require that the mixing zone be as
small as practicable and not (1) compromise the integrity of the
entire water body, (2) dominate the receiving water body or
overlap with a mixing zone from another discharge, (3) be at or
near any drinking water intake, (4) cause acutely toxic
conditions to aquatic life passing through the mixing zone, (5)
restrict the passage of aquatic life, (6) adversely impact
biologically sensitive or critical habitats, including, but not limited
to, habitat of species listed under federal or state endangered
species laws, (7) produce undesirable or nuisance aquatic life,
(8) result in floating debris, oil or scum, (9) produce
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objectionable color, odor, taste, or turbidity, (10) cause
objectionable bottom deposits, or (11) cause nuisance. These
project elements provide assurance that any proposed mixing
zone will not have adverse environmental impacts.

The waste discharge prohibition changes and associated
exemption criteria edits include provisions to protect water
guality and prevent adverse environmental impacts while at the
same time providing the board flexibility to allow discharges as
part of projects that provide important benefits. For exemptions
to regionwide prohibitions for emergency projects, exemption
criteria require that (1) there are no feasible alternatives that
would comply with prohibitions; (2) applicable best management
practices and mitigation measures are incorporated to minimize
potential impacts; (3) any temporary lowering of water quality is
consistent with the State Water Board antidegradation policy.
CEQA Guidelines identify emergency projects as exempt from
the requirements of CEQA. (14 Cal Code Regs § 15269.)

For limited threat discharge exemptions, criteria require (1) the
discharge must not adversely affect receiving water beneficial
uses; (2) the discharge must comply with applicable water
quality objectives; and (3) best practical treatment or control be
implemented to avoid conditions of pollution or nuisance. In
addition, these exemptions are limited to certain types of
discharges that by their nature have less potential threat to
water quality, and such discharges must also meet any
discharge-specific conditions identified in Table 4.1-1 of the
Basin Plan.

When considering whether to allow exemptions for restoration
work, criteria require the project (1) will eliminate, reduce or
mitigate existing sources of erosion, water pollution, or
beneficial uses impairment; (2) have no feasible alternatives
that would comply with prohibitions; and (3) incorporates all
applicable and practicable control and mitigation measures to
minimize potential impacts to the minimum necessary for the
project.

Similar or more restrictive exemption criteria must be met before
the Water Board will consider allowing exemptions to area-
specific waste discharge prohibitions. These exemption criteria
provide assurance that adverse environmental impacts will be
avoided.
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[I. Environmental Impacts

The environmental factors checked below could be potentially affected by this project.
See the checklist on the following pages for more details.

O Aesthetics O Agriculture and Forestry Resources O Air Quality
Biological Resources O Cultural Resources Geology/Soils
O Greenhouse Gas O Hazards & Hazardous Materials Hydrology/Water Quality
Emissions
O Land Use/Planning O Mineral Resources O Noise
O Population/Housing O Public Services O Recreation
O Transportation/Traffic O Utilities/Service Systems O Mandatory Findings of
Significance
Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? O O O

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not O O O
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality O O O
of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would O O O

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

a-d) The project will not affect scenic vistas, as no viewsheds will be impeded. No
scenic resources will be damaged.

The project includes modifying waste discharge prohibitions and associated
exemptions. Exemptions to waste discharge prohibitions could allow temporary creation
of unsightly turbid water, but these exemptions are already allowed in many areas.
Project elements include exemption criteria requiring water quality and beneficial uses
be protected (including the REC-2, Non-contact Water Recreation use, which includes
aesthetic enjoyment).

The project includes provisions to allow waste discharge mixing zones; conditions for
allowing a mixing zone include not producing objectionable color or turbidity. No light
sources or reflective structures will be constructed as a result of this project.

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental impacts, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of
conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
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effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the
project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps O O O
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping & Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural uses?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a O O O
Williamson Act contract?

c¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest O O |
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g))
or timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526)?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to O O O

non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of O O O
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

a-e) Adoption of this action will not result in the loss of farmland or forest lands or the

conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use. The
project will not affect existing zoning for agriculture or forest land or timberland.

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

3. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

d) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of O O |
people?

OO0 0
O 000
OO0 0
M X X K

a-e) Adoption of this action will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any air
guality plan, violate any air quality standard, expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations in air, will not result in cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant in air for which the project region is in non-attainment under federal
or state standards, and will not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
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number of persons, as the potential discharge of waste to water in compliance with the
Basin Plan requirements will not result in an increase of aerial emissions.

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through O O O
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the DFG or
USFWS?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or O O O
other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the DFG or
USFWS?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally-protected O O O
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the federal Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native O | O
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting O O O
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat O O O

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

a-d) Exemptions to Basin Plan waste discharge prohibitions could allow temporary
impacts to biological resources. The existing Basin Plan already provides for
exemptions to many waste discharge prohibitions and the amendment changes do not
substantively increase the potential for additional construction projects or other activities
beyond the scope of what is already provided for in existing regulation. Furthermore,
prohibition exemption criteria require the implementation of applicable best
management practices and other measures to minimize potential adverse impacts to
water quality and beneficial uses, including wildlife habitat. Finally, before any
prohibition exemption can be provided, the Lahontan Water Board or other lead agency
must certify a project-level environmental analysis conducted to assess the potential
impact on biological and other environmental resources.

The project includes provisions to allow waste discharge mixing zones under certain
conditions. Within a mixing zone, biological resources may be adversely affected;
however the conditions for allowing a mixing zone include making the mixing zone as
small as practicable, and other mixing zone conditions described in the project
description effectively protect the biological resources of the water body. Those
conditions require that a mixing zone shall not:

e compromise the integrity of the entire water body;
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e cause acutely toxic conditions to aquatic life passing through the mixing zone;

e restrict the passage of aquatic life;

e adversely impact biologically sensitive or critical habitats, including, but not
limited to, habitat of species listed under federal or State endangered species
laws;

e produce undesirable or nuisance aquatic life;

e dominate the receiving water body or overlap a mixing zone from different
outfalls.

In considering allowing a mixing zone, the Lahontan Water Board or other lead agency
must certify a project-level environmental analysis that will assess the potential impact
on biological and other environmental resources associated with any mixing zone
approval. In accordance with CEQA, identified project-level mitigation measures must
be a condition of any project approval.

These project elements effectively reduce the potential impacts to biological resources
to less than significant levels.

e) The project will not conflict with local policies or ordinance protecting wildlife
resources.

f) The proposed amendments are not in conflict with any Habitat Conservation Plan in
the Lahontan Region. The Lahontan Region contains several Habitat Conservation
Plans (HCPs) as determined by reviewing the USFWS Ecosystem Conservation Online
System’s Regional Summary Report on March 9, 2011. The HCPs address the
following species: desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) threatened, and the
southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), endangered. The proposed
amendments do not conflict with HCPs covering these animals. A review of the recovery
plans for the desert tortoise and southwestern willow flycatcher indicates that the
proposed amendments are not in conflict with the HCPs in the Lahontan Region.

Less Than
Significant With

Potentially Mitigation Less Than No
|ssues (and Supporting Information SOUI’CGS): Significant Incorporated Significant Impact
Impact Impact
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a O O |
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an O O O
archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological O O O
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside O O O

of formal cemeteries?

a-d) The proposed project will not adversely affect any archeological sites or historic
resources.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

6. GEOLOGY and SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse O O O X
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated in the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines & Geology Special Publication 42.
if) Strong seismic ground shaking? O O O
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? O O O
iv) Landslides? O O O
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? O O O
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that O O |
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soils, as defined in Table 18-1-B of O O O

the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks
to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of O O O
septic tanks or alternate wastewater disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

a,c) The project will have no effect on people or structures associated with earthquakes,
ground shaking, ground surface failure, liquefaction, or landslides.

b) This project includes modifying waste discharge prohibitions and associated
exemptions. Exemption criteria associated with soil disturbance require the
implementation of erosion control measures to limit potential effects to less than
significant levels.

d,e) The project could allow discharge of waste to expansive soils, but existing septic
siting criteria prevent septic or similar wastewater disposal systems on soils incapable
of supporting the use of septic tanks or alternate wastewater disposal systems. The
potential effect from discharges to expansive soils would have a less than significant
effect.

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the O O O
environment?
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an
. S X
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of - - -
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greenhouse gases?

a) The Basin Plan amendment is not expected to increase the amount of construction
or result in any additional greenhouse gas emissions beyond what is currently allowed

by the existing Basin Plan.

b) The proposed amendments and their implementation would not conflict with

greenhouse gas emission plans, policies or regulations.

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

8. HAZARDS and HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within % mile of
an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
865962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard
to the public or to the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or a public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

O

O

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

O

O

Less Than
Significant
Impact

O

O

No
Impact

a-c) The proposed amendments to the pesticide prohibition exemptions do not alter (or
increase) the potential adverse environmental effects from the use of aquatic pesticides
(hazardous materials) that were previously evaluated in a Substitute Environmental
Document that was certified by the Lahontan Regional Board on December 7, 2011.

The other prohibitions and exemptions and their implementation do not permit
hazardous waste discharges and are not associated with hazardous materials.

d) The project is not located on a hazardous materials site and will not result in a

significant hazard to the public or the environment.
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e,f) The project does not directly propose any action at or near public or private airports
or landing strips and cannot be reasonably expected to impact airport land use plans or
result in a safety hazard for people working within the vicinity of such facilities.

g,h) The project will not affect any emergency response or emergency evacuation
plans, nor will it expose people or structures to wildland fire risks.

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 5‘32:;;03”1 ln“c"g;ggtrg’tg ’ S‘aﬂgfgm Im“;gct
9. HYDROLOGY and WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge | | O
requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere O O |

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or O O |
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or O O O
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on-
or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the O O
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which O
would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? O O O

oo

oo

XX O
]

O

O 0O
O X
X O

a) The project will amend Basin Plan waste discharge prohibitions and associated
exemption criteria and in some cases add new prohibition exemption language where
such options did not previously exist. The project will also add provisions to allow the
Lahontan Water Board to conditionally allow mixing zones. The mixing zone provisions
could allow temporary or localized water quality standard violations. The prohibition
exemption language and the mixing zone provision language include specific criteria
described in the project description that limit the applicability of exemptions and mixing
zones. Those conditions require that a mixing zone shall not:

e compromise the integrity of the entire water body;

e cause acutely toxic conditions to aquatic life passing through the mixing zone;

e restrict the passage of aquatic life;
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e adversely impact biologically sensitive or critical habitats, including, but not
limited to, habitat of species listed under federal or State endangered species
laws;

e produce undesirable or nuisance aquatic life;

e dominate the receiving water body or overlap a mixing zone from different
outfalls.

Prohibition exemption criteria require the implementation of best management practices
and the consideration of reasonable alternatives to mitigate potential impacts to less
than significant levels.

b-e) The project will not impact groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater
replenishment, nor will the project directly affect existing drainage patterns in a manner
that would influence erosion rates. Similarly, these Basin Plan amendments will not
create or contribute runoff that will affect the capacity of storm water drainage
infrastructure or add sources of polluted runoff.

f) The project will provide the Lahontan Water Board the flexibility to allow waste
discharges in areas where such discharges were previously prohibited. The project will
also allow the Lahontan Water Board to consider mixing zones in specific instances.

Without appropriate limitations, these changes could potentially degrade water quality.
The project does, however, include detailed limitations on mixing zone application and
provides specific criteria for granting waste discharge prohibitions. Those conditions
require that a mixing zone shall not:

e compromise the integrity of the entire water body;

e cause acutely toxic conditions to aquatic life passing through the mixing zone;

e restrict the passage of aquatic life;

e adversely impact biologically sensitive or critical habitats, including, but not
limited to, habitat of species listed under federal or State endangered species
laws;

e produce undesirable or nuisance aquatic life;

e dominate the receiving water body or overlap a mixing zone from different
outfalls.

These project elements, detailed in the project description, ensure that the potential
water quality impacts will be less than significant.

g, h) The project amends the Basin Plan 100-year floodplain prohibition exemption
criteria in the Truckee and Little Truckee River watersheds to allow projects to be
constructed in the 100-year floodplain in some instances. The proposed amendments
require that any exempted project not reduce or adversely affect the existing floodplain
function, effectively limiting the potential for adding significant structures to be constructed
in the 100-year floodplain. In addition, a project-specific CEQA analysis must be
conducted for any potential project that would include adding structures to the floodplain
and the associated impacts would be fully assessed at that time. These criteria serve to
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limit the potential impact associated with placing structures within the 100-year floodplain
of the Truckee and Little Truckee Rivers to less than significant levels.

i, J) The project will not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding, nor will it increase the risk of inundation by flood, seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow.

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): S'ﬁ;‘ggcat”‘ m"c"(')‘;gg}g’['; g S'&‘ggftm Im“")‘;ct

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? O O O

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or O O O
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or O O O
natural community conservation plan?

a, b) The proposed Basin Plan amendments will not physically divide a community. The
action proposes to alter Lahontan Water Board regulations, but will not otherwise
conflict with any regulations of any agencies with overlapping jurisdiction to the
Lahontan Water Board.

¢) The Lahontan Region contains parts of the El Dorado County and Placer County.
Both the El Dorado County Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and the
Placer County Natural Community Conservation Plan apply to areas of these counties
on the west slope of the Sierra, outside of the Lahontan Region. The Lahontan Region
contains several Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) as determined by reviewing the
USFWS Ecosystem Conservation Online System’s Regional Summary Report on March
9, 2011. The HCPs address the following species: desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii)
threatened, and the southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus),
endangered. The proposed amendments do not conflict with HCPs covering these
animals. A review of the recovery plans for the desert tortoise and southwestern willow
flycatcher indicates that the proposed amendments are not in conflict with the HCPs in
the Lahontan Region.

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Sig]‘giaccat”‘ |n'\c/|::32::tg 5 Siﬁm"gfgm Im“;‘;m

11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource O O O
that would be of future value to the region and the residents
of the State?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral O O |
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan, or other land use plan?
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a, b) The Basin Plan amendments will not directly impact mineral resources of the

region, nor any mineral resource recovery sites.

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

12. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing in or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing in or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

O 0 O

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

O

O 0 o

Less Than
Significant
Impact

O

O 0O O

Impact

X

X K K

3

X

a, b) Any new construction allowed by the proposed Basin Plan amendments will need
to evaluate potential noise impacts on a site-specific basis and will need to comply with

local, state, and regional noise control regulations.

c) Additional project implementation that may occur due to the proposed Basin Plan
amendments will not result in permanent increases in ambient noise levels.

d) Additional project implementation that may occur due to the proposed Basin Plan

amendments is not expected to result in a substantial increase in noise levels.

e) The proposed Basin Plan amendments will not contribute to or increase noise

associated with air traffic or airstrips.

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area either directly
(e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(e.g., through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
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c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the O
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

O

O

a-c) No element of this project will result in an increased population, induce population
growth, nor will the project displace existing housing or residents.

Potentially

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Sig]‘giaccat”‘

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service rations, response

times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

a) Fire protection? O
b) Police protection? O
c) Schools? O
d) Parks? O
e) Other public facilities? O

O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O

X & X X

a-e) The proposed Basin Plan amendments will not directly affect any public services.

Potentially
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Si&g‘g‘;}m
15. RECREATION. Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks O

or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or O
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

a, b) The Project will not increase the use of recreation facilities nor require the

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

O

O

Less Than
Significant
Impact

O

O

Impact

expansion of recreational facilities to meet an increase in recreation demand resulting

from the project.

Potentially

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 5‘32:;;03”1

16. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC. Would the project:
a) Exceed the capacity of the existing circulation system, based O
on an applicable measure of effectiveness (as designated in
a general plan policy, ordinance, etc.), taking into account all
relevant components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
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b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, O O O
including, but not limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other standards established by
the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an O O O
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., O O O
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

O O O
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting O O O
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

a-f) The project will not result in a burden to transportation infrastructure, impede
emergency access, change air traffic patterns, conflict with any transportation plans or

policies that support alternative transportation.

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact
17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable O O O
Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or O O O

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts?
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water O O O
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project O O O
from existing entitlements and resources, or are hew or
expanded entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment O O O
provider that serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to O O O
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations O O O

related to solid waste?

3

X

X

B

a-g) The project is not expected to exceed existing wastewater treatment requirements,
require the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, or cause
changes consumptive water use patterns. The proposed amendments are not expected
to result in projects that would require new or expanded storm water drainage facilities,
nor will they impact the permitted capacity of any landfill or influence compliance with

solid waste statutes and regulations.

Less Than

Potentially Significant With Less Than
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): S'ﬁﬂgﬁm |nhc/|g:g§tr§tgd Sﬂ]glaccim
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of O O O
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, O O O
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of potential future projects)

c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause O O O
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly
or indirectly?

a) By offering exemptions to waste discharge prohibitions where none currently exist
and by allowing for the establishment of mixing zones, the project could potentially
degrade the quality of surface and ground waters in the Lahontan Region. The project
does, however, include stringent requirements and criteria associated with all waste
discharge prohibition exemptions and mixing zones that are part of this project to
ensure that any potential impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. The
proposed Basin Plan amendments are not expected to reduce fish and wildlife habitat,
threaten plant or animal communities, or impact the range of endangered plant and
animal species.

b, c) There are no impacts associated with the project that may be considered
cumulatively considerable, nor are there any anticipated direct or indirect impacts on
human beings. The proposed Basin Plan amendments to not explicitly authorize any
particular project or action, but rather adjust existing regulations to provide for greater
clarity and efficiency. Any specific project that the Lahontan Water Board considers
approving under the amended Basin Plan will need to conduct site-specific
environmental analysis to assess the impact on various resources, including cumulative
impacts.
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Prepared By:

Robert Larsen Date
Senior Environmental Scientist

Reviewed by:

Chuck Curtis Date
Supervising Water Resource Control Engineer

Authority: Public Resources Code Sections 21083, 21084, 21084.1, and 21087.

Reference: Public Resources Code Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21082.1, 21083, 21083.1 through 21083.3,
21083.6 through 21083.9, 21084.1, 21093, 21094, 21151; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3d 296 (1988);
Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, 222 Cal. App. 3d 1337 (1990).
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March 11, 2014

Chuck Curtis

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd

South Lake Tahoe, California 96150

(530) 542-5400

RE:  Comments on Proposed Lahontan Region Basin Plan Amendments
Dear Mr. Curtis:

At the request of Squaw Valley Ski Holdings, LLC, Balance Hydrologics, Inc. reviewed the Lahontan Regional
Basin Plan Amendments® proposed by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (‘Lahontan’) and
provided comments to you in a letter dated May 30, 2013. We understand that Lahontan will now consider
certifying an environmental document and adopting the amendments,? and is accepting written comments on the
proposed amendments and Staff Report/Substitute Environmental Review Document.

Overall, the proposed amendments appear to be consistent with the initial comments provided on the draft
proposed amendments. We commend the Regional Board for reducing obstacles to ecosystem restoration,
rehabilitation, and land development projects that will result in no impact, or a net benefit, to floodplain functions,
values, and other resources impacted by legacy land uses and prior disturbance.

Additionally, we wish to reiterate an earlier comment related to how the 100-year floodplain is defined. We
recommend that a geomorphic basis be used to establish the appropriate areas for floodplain protection, rather
than a simplified approach based on current topographic conditions or flood-risk mapping provided by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Geological Survey, and/or FEMA.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Basin Plan amendments on behalf of Squaw Valley Ski
Holdings, LLC.

Sincerely,

BALANCE HYDROLOGICS, Inc.

b = S

David Shaw, P.G.
Principal Hydrologist / Geologist

! The proposed amendments were summarized in a January 19, 2013 memo issued by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Regional Board) and provided for download at the Lahontan website
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/index.shtml. Downloaded on May 14, 2013

2 The revised amendments are summarized in a March 2014 Staff Report/Substitute Environmental Document and provided for download at
the Lahontan website: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb6/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/index.shtml#draftbpa. Downloaded on
March 10, 2014.
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1220 Sweetwater Road Cave Rock Water System

A Tahoe Water TWSA Members:

Association 775-832-1212 Glenbrook Water Company

Incline Village GID
Kingsbury GID

Lakeside Park Association
North Tahoe PUD

Round Hill GID

Skyland Water Company
South Tahoe PUD

Tahoe City PUD

Zephyr Water Utility

_-'g % s““nllers Incline Village, Nevada, 89451 Edgewood Water Company

Protect the Source

March 11, 2014
RE: Public Comment / LRWQCB Basin Plan Amendment
Dear Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board,

The Lake Tahoe watershed has benefited from a long history of source water protection,
allowing local water purveyors to provide exceptionally high quality drinking water to their
customers with minimal treatment. Several Tahoe water providers maintain a rarely granted
status for a drinking water suppliers within a watershed open to multiple uses; an exemption to
the requirements for filtration from the US EPA.

The Tahoe Water Suppliers Association (TWSA) consists of public water suppliers in the Lake
Tahoe Basin whose source of drinking water is Lake Tahoe. The majority of our members pull
water directly from Lake Tahoe to service their customers. There are 160,000 public water
systems in the United States. Only sixty systems in the entire nation hold filtration exemption
status with the US EPA defining special water treatment requirements. Six of those sixty are
Tahoe Water Supplier Association members, taking surface water from Lake Tahoe.

It is unusual for the US EPA to grant filtration exemption status to a drinking water provider
located in a watershed open to multiple uses, such as Tahoe. These six filtration exemptions
attest to the extremely high water quality of Lake Tahoe. The TWSA has established an
aggressive source water protection education program which includes the popular “I Drink
Tahoe Tap” campaign; educating the public on the excellent tap water provided to our
communities.

The language revisions now being considered by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control
Board for final approval potentially allowing for the direct introduction of herbicides into an
open water application at Lake Tahoe are of paramount concern to the TWSA membership.
Municipal water supply treatment processes are not designed to, nor are they effective at,
removing chemical contaminants.
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The TWSA has been a supporting member of the efforts of the Lake Tahoe Aquatic Invasive
Species Working Group. In the past, we have provided staff resources to support water quality
monitoring needs during the Asian Clam Projects in Marla Bay. We regularly attend meetings
and work sessions. While acknowledging the challenge that lies ahead in successful
management of Aquatic Invasive Species at Lake Tahoe, the water providers cannot support
the direct introduction of any chemical agent into Lake Tahoe as a management tool.

Lake Tahoe is a Tier 3, Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW). This is the highest
designation of a non-degraded water body in the nation. Lake Tahoe is not simply a California
water body; these are federally owned waters, Tahoe is a national treasure.

The Tahoe Water Suppliers Association and the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Safe Drinking Water are currently funding a refined Risk Assessment and Lake
Current Modeling Project, which will assist in analyzing the potential transport disbursement of
lake born contaminants.

While this project will assist in understanding how contaminants travel in the lake, the greater
question is - should chemical methods be used before all non-chemical methods have been
thoroughly exhausted?

It is acknowledged that the Tahoe Keys Homeowners Association is developing an Aquatic
Weeds Management Plan which will include an herbicide application project. How is Tahoe, as
a Tier Il ONRW, going to be differentiated from other water bodies and afforded the highest
level of protection of any water body in the nation if herbicides can be used to eradicate weeds
in an open water situation?

Will the LRWQCB require the Tahoe Keys Marina to be completely isolated from Lake Tahoe
itself as mitigation for project approval; including rerouting the Upper Truckee River around the
marina and requiring non-permeable barricades at the marina openings to Lake Tahoe?

Will the LRWQCB require ongoing fertilizer management and monitoring to ensure the turf
areas and storm runoff from the Tahoe Keys are providing no bio-nutrients to the marina
waters BEFORE approving a chemical project? These mitigations will certainly drive up costs.
However, invasive species can be managed in non-chemical manners which are being rejected
as too costly. Cost analysis of non-chemical versus chemical methods must include mitigation
measures to prevent migration of the chemical doses to open water.

2-339



As final consideration, two questions — What is the value of the 99.9% pure water in Lake
Tahoe, one of the last, non-chemically contaminated bodies of water in the world?

Chemicals may dilute, but they do not disappear. Any application of chemicals into Lake Tahoe
will never leave the lake. Is this the legacy that we will leave in Lake Tahoe? The customer
confidence we have built in “Tahoe Tap” cannot be replaced once chemicals are introduced into
Lake Tahoe. Lake Tahoe’s Tier 3, Outstanding National Resource Water designation demands
these questions be answered.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the TWSA Board,

A. Gregory Reed
General Manager of Round Hill General Improvement District
Board Chairman of the Tahoe Water Suppliers Association
agreed@rhgid.org
(775) 588-2571

2-340


mailto:agreed@rhgid.org

Victor Valley Wastewater Reclamation Authority
A Joint Powers Authority and Public Agency of the State of California
Administrative Offices
15776 Main Street, Suite 3, Hesperia, CA 92345
Telephone: (760) 948-9849
Fax: (760) 948-9897
e-mail: maili@vvwra.com

March 14, 2014

Mr. Chuck Curtis

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd.

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
ccurtis(@waterboards.ca.gov

Subject: Proposed Amendments for the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region

Dear Mr. Curtis,

We have reviewed the Proposed Amendments for the Water Quality Control Plan for the
Lahontan Region that were posted by the Lahontan Regional Board on January 14, 2014 and
would like to offer the following comments regarding Solar Biosolids Dewatering Beds found in
Chapter 4.4, Municipal and Domestic Wastewater Treatment, Disposal and Reclamation (p.4.4-
5). In this section it is stated that,

‘Percolation of this water in solar drying beds may be contributing to the salt and nutrient
loading in the receiving groundwater basin. Large facilities with solar dewatering are
urged to change to mechanical dewatering to avoid unnecessary loading of salts and
nutrients to groundwater.’

VVWRA currently uses solar drying beds and we have evaluated the relative impacts from
drying bed seepage compared to other more significant discharges to groundwater. It was
determined that the mean permeability for 7 drying beds tested at our facility was 6.6 x 10
cm/sec. At that rate it would take several months for any leachate to reach groundwater based on
a depth to groundwater of 50 feet below the beds. The maximum seepage rate was 12.4 cm/day
(1.44 x 10™ cm/sec). For comparison, the percolation rate for the South Percolation Ponds was
measured at 2.5-2.7 feet/day. This percolation rate is 6 times faster than the maximum seepage
rate from the drying beds.

VVWRA estimated that the seepage volume is approximately 62,000 gal/day based on
application rates to the drying beds in 2011 and 2012 and accounting for evaporation. This value
is 61 times smaller than the average flow rate to the percolation ponds over the same time period
of approximately 3.8 MGD (i.e., 3,800,000/62,000 = 61.3).
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Page Two
March 14,2014

The point of this evaluation is that impacts from solar drying beds are likely to be insignificant
compared to other discharges to groundwater from a typical municipal treatment facility. In
addition, Section 13360 of the California Water Code states that the Water Boards cannot specify
the manner of treatment necessary to achieve compliance with waste discharge requirements.
Finally, other environmental impacts should be considered and the energy requirements
associated with solar drying beds are likely to far less than the use of mechanical dewatering.

Therefore, in keeping with the proposed revision on p. 4.4 -2 that ‘treatment processes should be
tailored to ensure that local ground-waters are not unreasonably degraded’, VVWRA requests
that the section on Solar Dewatering Beds be modified to delete the sentence urging large
facilities ‘change to mechanical dewatering’ and to add language regarding consideration of the
relative impacts to groundwater from this source and other adverse environmental impacts that
may occur as a result of mechanical dewatering.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Please, feel free to contact me should
you have additional questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

o

Logan Olds
General Manager
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ENCLOSURE 5
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Response to Comments — March 20, 2014

Proposed Amendments to the

Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan)

David Shaw (Balance Hydrologics, Inc.)
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Comments

Responses

Balance PO Box 177 - Trsckas- CA 96160
Berkgey - Santa Gz - Truckes

HYd.ro]OgiC’S’ InCp{: balancaydio.com « email: oiTicegipal ancehydro.com

March 11, 2014

Chnck Curis

Lzhontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd

South Lake Tahoe, California 96150

(330) 342-5400

RE: Comment: on Proposed Lahontan Region Bazin Plan Amendments
Diear Mr. Curtis:

At the request of Squaw Valley Ski Holdings, 11.C. Balance Hydrologies, Inc. reviewed the Lahontan Regional
Basin Flan Amendments' proposed by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (‘Lahontan’) and
provided comments fo you mn a letter dated May 30, 2013, We mderstand that Lahontan wnll now consider
certifying an emvironmental document and adopting the amendments,? and is accepting written comments on the

Ohverall, the proposed amendments appear to be consistent wath the mhial comments provided on the draft

d dments. We o d the Femonal Board for reducing obstacles fo ecosystem restoration,
rdiahd:hhm,md]midm‘d:pmlmqeﬁ&ﬂmﬂrwuhmmmﬁmamhmzﬁtmﬂmdﬂmm,
vahes, and other resources impacted by legacy land wses and pror distobance.

Additionally. we wish to reterate an earhier comment related to how the 100-year floodplain 1= defined  We
recommend that a geomophic basis be used to establish the appropriate areas for floodplam protechion, rather
than 2 simplified approach based on current topographic condihions or flood-nsk mapping provided by the TS,
Army Corps of Engineers, 1S, Geological Survey, and'or FEMA

Thank you for the opportumity to conmment on the Basm Plan amendments on behalf of Squaw Valley Ska
Holdings, LIC.

BALANCE HYDROLOGICS, Inc.
e b
et
David Shaw, P.G.

e K

' The summmarized in a Jamary 19, 2013 memo izzued by the Lahontan Remonal Water Cunlity Control Board
Gmmmﬁrm at the Lahoem website

hasin findex shiml. Downoaded on May 14, 2013

mﬁedmmhzlsnmmm!tmn\kthlﬂ“&zﬁmﬁﬂmw B TDoomrert and pr for dowmload at
tha Lahontan hut B es'mrosra=basin_planyinden: shimisdn i Downloaded on
March 10, 2014

DS R1: Comment noted; no response required.

DS R2: Waste discharge prohibitions apply, in part, to
the “100-year floodplain” of the Truckee River, Little
Truckee River, Lake Tahoe, and their tributaries. The
100-year floodplain is that area expected to be covered
by water from a flood having a one percent chance of
being equaled or exceeded in any given year. This is
the base flood used as a national standard by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and
other federal agencies. Water Board staff recognize
that some areas in the 100-year floodplain have been
developed and no longer support all the floodplain
functions of a natural floodplain. Nonetheless,
restricting the applicability of floodplain waste discharge
prohibitions to areas exhibiting the natural geomorphic
characteristics of a floodplain would serve to allow
discharges that would further disrupt and reduce the
floodplain functions, including reducing the capacity to
route flood flows. The proposed waste discharge
prohibition exemption criteria provide opportunities to
improve and change existing floodplain function by
allowing a change in floodplain area or volume if overall
floodplain function is maintained or improved. This may
allow changes in the floodplain topography or location
such that currently developed areas are effectively
removed from the 100-year floodplain.
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Response to Comments — March 20, 2014

Proposed Amendments to the

Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan)

Tahoe Water Suppliers Association
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Responses

A Tahoe Water
= Suppliers
y Association

Frotect the Soumse

1220 Sweetwater Road
Incline Village, Nevada, 53451
¥75-832-1212

TWS5& Members:

Tawe Kock Weter dysten
Edpewcnd Water Compéarny
Glenbrook VWater Campary
Incdine Village SI0
KIngsbury G ¢

Lekesida fark Assnvialion

Morth Tahge: PUD

Ruured Hill GI

Sgyland Water Comzany

Savth Tahoe PUD

Tahas Gk PUD

Taptvyr Water Uy
March 11, 2014

RE: Pubille Comment / LRWGQCE Basin Plan Amendment
[ear Lahgntan Reglanal warer Quallty Control Board,

The Lake Tahose watershed has benefited from a leng history of source water pratectlan,
allewing local water purseyars to provide exce ptionally high quallty drinking water to their
custamers with minlmal treatment, Several Tahoe watar providers malntain a rarely granted
status for a drinking water suppliers within a watershed open to tultlple uses; an exemption to
the requirements far Filtratien fron the WS EFA.

The Tahae Water Suppliers Association {TWSA) conslsts of public weter supplizrs in the Lake
Tahae Basin whose source ot drinking water is Lake Tahoe, The majority of our members pull
water directly fram Laka Tahoe to service thefr castomers. There are 160,000 public water
systers in the United States. Only sTety systems inthe entire nation hald filtratlon exemprion
status with the US EPA definlng snaclial water rreatmert requirements. Six of those slaty are
Tahae Water Supplier Associatian members, taking surface water from Lake Tahes.

It is unusual for the WS EPA to grant filtration exemption status ta a drinking water provider
located in a watarshed open to multiple uses, such as Tahoe. These six fllratlon exemptigns
attest ta the extremely high waler quality of Lake Tahoe, The TW3A has astablished an
AEEressive sBUTCE water protectioh educatlon program which includes $he papular *1 Drink
Tahoa Tap® campaign; educating the publle on the excellent tap water provided ta adr
communities,

The language revisiahs now being considered by the Lahontan Regienal Water Quality Control
Board for final appravsl patentlally allowng For the direct intrgduction ol herbicides Into an
epen water application at Lake Tahoe are of paramaount concern to the TWSA membership.
Munlcipal water supply treatment processes are not designed to, nor are they effective at,
remowving chemlcal cortaminants,

TWSA R1:. The proposed amendments do not directly
allow the introduction of herbicides to Lake Tahoe. The
Water Board adopted amendments in 2011 that
prohibited herbicide (pesticide) discharges and provided
exemption criteria that could in limited cases allow
herbicides to be discharged to surface waters. The
amendments proposed here slightly modify what entities
may be considered for an exemption.
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The TWSA has been a supporting member of the effarts af the Lake Tahoe Aquatlc Invasie
Species Working Group. In the past, we have provided staff resources to suppart water quality
mmuonltaring reeds during the asiash Clam Projects in Marla Bay, We repalady attend meetings
and work sesslons. While acknowledging the challenge that dles ahead in successful
managemeht of Aguatlc Invasive Species at Lake Tahae, the water providers cannet support
the direct intraduction of any chemical agent inte Lake Tahoe as a management tool,

Lake Tahoe is @ Tier 3, Cutstanding Natlanal Resource Water (ORAW). This s the highast
deslgnation of a nen-degraded water body In the natlon, Lake Tahoe is nor simply a Californla
watar body; these are federally owned waters, Tahoe 1< a national treasure.

The Tahge Water supplists Association and the Nevada Division of Environreantal Protection
Bureau of Safe Brinking Water are cumently funding a refined Risk Assessmenland Lake
Curient Modefing Praject, which. will aselst Ih aalyzing the potential bransport disbursement of
lake born contaminants,

While this project wil assist in pnderstanding how cortaminants travel in the lake, the greate
guestion is - should cherm'cal methods be used before 3!l non-chemical rwthods have been

thotoughly exhausted 7

1t i3 ackmowledged that the Tahos Keys Hameowners Assoclation is develoging an Aquatic
Weeds Managernant Plan which will include an herblede application project. How is Tahar, as
a Tier HI QNAW, golng ta ba differentlated from other water bodies and alforded the highest
level of protection of amy water body in the nation if herticides can be used to cradicate weed:
I an open water situation?

Will the: LRWCICH reqguire the Tahoe Keys Maring to be cotnplietely isalatad from Lake Tahos
itsef as mitigatian for praject approval; ingluding rerouting the Woper Truckee River around th
marina and requiring non-perrmesble barricades ar the marina epenings to Lake Tahoe?

Wil the LAWOCE require orgoing fertllzer management snd monitasing to ensure the turf

areas and stormn runcff from the Takoe Keys ove providing no bio-out-ients ba the marlina

waters BEFORE approwing a chemical project? These mitlgations. will certainty drive up oosts.
However, invasive specles can be managed in non-chermical manhers which are being rejected

a5 tog costly. Cost analysls of mon-chemical versus chemical methods must include mitigation
measures b prevent migratlan of the chemical doses to apen water.

TWSA R2: Amendments adopted in 2011 allowed the
use of pesticides in surface waters under certain
conditions. The amendments proposed here do not
expand that potential use other than to clarify what
entities and under what circumstances they may apply
for an exemption.

TWSA R3: The criteria for an exemption to the
pesticide discharge prohibition were specified in the
December 2011 amendments and can be accessed at
http://lwww.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water _issues
[programs/basin_plan/dec2011bpa/enc4 basin plan |
ang_attach2.pdf. These criteria include
demonstration that non-chemical measures were
evaluated and found inappropriate/ineffective to
achieve project goals. Alternatives to pesticide use
must be evaluated and implemented when feasible.

TWSA R4: Lake Tahoe, as an Outstanding National
Resource Water (ORNW), is afforded to highest
protection in accordance with state and federal
antidegradation policies. No permanent or long-term
reduction in water quality is allowed. The existing
pesticide prohibition and exemption criteria provide
that protection. The amendments proposed here do
not change that level of protection.

TWSA R5: See the 2011 exemption criteria. Controls
for each project will be based on the specifics of the
proposed project.

TWSA R6: Where fertilizer application is identified as
a cause of an adverse effect on beneficial uses of

water or where in violation of a prohibition, the Water
Board may bring action to stop the discharge. (cont.)
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A< fanal consideration, 1we questions — What |s the value of the 99.3% pure water [ Lake
Tahae, une of the last, non-chemically contaminated bodles of water in the world?

Chemicals may dilute, but they do not disappear. Any appllcation of chemicals intw Lake 1ahoe
will never lzave the lake. Is this the [egacy that we will leave In Lake Tahoe? The customer
confldence we have buflt in “Tahoe Tap* cannot be replaced ence chemlcals are introdyced into
take Tahoe, Lake Tohoe's Tier 3, CGutstanding Natlonal Reseurce Water deslgnation demands
thete quastions be answersd.

Respectfuily sukmitbed on behalf of the TW3A Beard,

A, Gregory Reed
Genaral Manager of Round Hill General Improwveinent District
Roard Chalrman of the Tahoe Water Suppliers Assoclatlan
agreed zid.arg
[775) 588-2571

TWSA R6 (cont.): The Water Board regulates fertilizer
application at large turf facilities such as golf courses.
The Water Board supports education of homeowners
regarding fertilizer use and supports the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency’s efforts to phase out
phosphorus-containing fertilizers in the Lake Tahoe
Basin (see http://www.trpa.org/wp-

content/uploads/14 AppxCR-

1 FertilizerWhitePaper FINAL.pdf).

TWSA R7. Maintaining the high quality of Lake
Tahoe’s water is a fundamental part of the Water
Board’s protection program, including its waste
discharge prohibitions. The Water Board may allow
pesticide use in surface waters only to protect public
health, public safety, or ecological integrity. The Water
Board recognizes that pesticide applications may
degrade water quality, but control measures built into
the exemption criteria will limit the temporal and spatial
extent of any impacts to water quality. Such a use may
include use to protect a water intake structure used by
one of the association’s members.
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Response to Comments — March 20, 2014

Proposed Amendments to the

Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan)

Victor Valley Wastewater Reclamation Authority
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Victer Valley Wastewater Reclamation Authority
A S Porevrs Authority mne' Falilic dgpeaeer: ol Seve of Colrbazia
Suhmiisieave Offtoes
15776 biain Btroel, Suite 3, Hewperin, CA 92345
Taslefwnme: {740} 1450840
Limx: {0} U4B-9897

v-remil. maiiineeara eom

VVWRA

Manch 14, 2014

Mr. Chuck Curis

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Contral Buerd
2301 Lake Tuhoe Blvd.

Eiuth Lake Tahog, CA BO1SD
ceurtisiftvaterbom s sy pov

Syibject Propesed Ameadments for e Wler Quality Coulrol Plas for tae Lahootan Regicn
Dear bdr. Cuskiy,

We have tevigwed he Proposed Amendmenes for the Water Quality Comtzul Plan for the
Luphwntan Region that were posted by the Lihonlar Repiondl Board on Taneay 14, 2014 and
wrondd like to offer the followings comments regarding Selar Biosolids Dewatering Beds found i
Chupler 4.4, Municipal and Domestic Yasicwatsr Treatment, Dispoxal and Reclamaticn (p4.4-
5. I this section it is siated that,

“Percotation of this waler in solar drying beds mey he conlribuliag, to the salt snd nutrient
Ioading in the reeeiving growadwaler basin, Lavge facilitics with soler dewatzringg are
urged 1o change to inechanical dewstering 1o evoid unnecensary Toading of salts and
slrieats to grovndwater,’
—
VVWRA cunently uses solar drying beds and we have evaiusted e celalive iupacts from
Arying bed sespege compared to other mure spmificant dissiarees o gorndwater. Tooweos
determined that the mean permeability fo 7 drying beds tostsd at our fecility was 6.6 x 10
ey, bl Uit cate i wonld take several moretha for uny leachats b eacl peonndwater baszd an
a depth 0 Eroundwuter ul 50 feet below the beds. The maximum scepags tate wos 12,4 anilay
(144 x {07 eyfsec). For companson, the pereolatinn rale (or the South Percolation Ponds was
mezsred at 2,5-2.7 feotiday. This pereolation nube is 5 timgs faster than the masimum ssepage
ke from the doying bads,

VVWERA astimatod thae the seepege volwne is approximatzly 62,000 gal/day based wun
application vates to Lhe drying beds in 2011 and 2012 and aceounting for evaporalion. This value

i5 &1 rimes smatler than the avorage fos rele in the peruclation pands ovor the same time peried
of approgamnately 3.8 MGD (Le, 3 800,000562,000 =41.3). »

VVWRA R1: Water Board staff agree that relative
impacts to groundwater should be evaluated. Direct
comparison of percolation rates from sludge drying

beds, which have high-strength waste, to percolation
ponds, which contain low-strength treated waste, is not

appropriate, as the nature of the waste and the
potential effect on groundwater quality are much
different.
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Pags Two
Mareh 14, 2004

The paint o1 this evalwation is thai mmpects from sular deving beds are likely to be insignificanl
comnparcd tn athor dischargs bo gromdwater fiom 2 ppieal wenicipal treatment fcility. In
pddition, Seclivn (3360 of the Califorsla Water Code states that the Wates Doards caniot specify
thee tnanmer of treamnent noecyzany e schisve compliance with waste discharee requirenels.
Fimally. afhor envimnmental impects should be considered ond the energy neguirentents
srancintedd with salar deying hads nre likely tn for lem thun the use of mechameal dewatering.

Therefire, in koeping with the peoposed revision on p. .4 -2 that *(reatment processes should be
tuilored fo ensuce thar Jocal pround-waters am ant unreasensbly depraded’, YVWRA requests
it the scotion on Solar Dewatering Deds be modified to delcs the sentence urgng large
facilities “change (o mechanicol dewatering’ and to arld |anguage repucding consideration of the
relative impacts to groundwater fram this sauree and other adverse envirommensal fmpacts thay
nay ooeur As a ropult af mechanivel dewilenng,

Thank you 1o the opporhimity iy provide these comments. Flease, fecl frec to comzet me should
you have additional quésliony ur G0CEnE,

Sincerely,
) e 2.

Lopag CHds
{encral Manager

VVWRA R2: The potential significance of solar
drying beds impacts on groundwater must be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. VVWRA's solar
drying beds have a compacted lining that reduces
percolation. Not all solar drying beds have liners to
reduce or eliminate percolation of contaminants to
groundwater. The proposed language does not
specify the manner of compliance with Water Board
orders or regulations; it is advisory. Environmental
impacts resulting from implementation of Water
Boards requirements are evaluated at the time those

VVWRA R3: The proposed language has been
modified to urge solar drying beds be lined or
biosolids be mechanically dewatered.
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