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September 13, 2010

Doug Smith

Chief, TMDL & Basin Planning Unit

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd.

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

RE: County of El Dorado Department of Transportation Comments on Proposed Basin Plan
Amendment and Final Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Report

Dear Mr. Smith:

The County of El Dorado Department of Transportation (EDOT) appreciates the opportunity to review
and comment on the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board's (Lahontan) proposed Basin
Plan Amendment (BPA) and the Final Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Report. The
adoption of the BPA and the TMDL, along with the upcoming amendmenis to the next municipal
Nationa! Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, will bring about unprecedented
changes in the way that storm water is managed in the Tahoe Basin. Therefore, EDOT feels it is
imperative that Lahontan carefully consider all comments and feedback received from stakeholders
throughout the TMDL process prior to moving forward with adopting the BPA and Tahoe TMDL.

In general, EDOT is supportive of the majority of the proposed amendmenis including the new
approach of replacing numeric effluent limits with pollutant loads for the municipalities. However,
EDOT does have comments, questions, and proposed language adjustments that we offered at the
Public Hearing held on September 8, 2010, along with this formal comment submittal. Furthermore,
EDOT is still seeking comments from other County Departmentis and respecifully requests that all
timely subsequent comments be addressed prior to the November 8, 2010 Lahontan Board meeting.

As you know, one key EDOT concern involves implementing the new processes that will result from the
TMDL. Given the difficult economic times that EDOT currently faces, understanding the
implementation portion of the new regulations is critical in managing anticipated work loads so that
EDOT and other County Departments may plan accordingly in order to continue to remain in
compliance. Finally, because it was announced at the September 8, 2010 Board Meeting that the
proposed changes to the numeric effluent limits (Table 5.6-1, BPA) will not be adjusted because they
were not addressed in the environmental document, EDOT recommends that Lahontan re-circulate the
environmental document to include the changes, as originally proposed, so that the BPA can proceed
in its entirety, allowing numeric effluent limits to be replaced by pollutant loads for discharges to surface
waters and to infiltration systems.
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September 13, 2010

Doug Smith

Chief, TMDL & Basin Planning Unit

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd.

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

RE: County of El Dorado Department of Transportation Comments on Proposed Basin Plan
Amendment and Final Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load {TMDL) Report

Drear Mr. Smith:

The County of El Dorado Department of Transportation (EDOT) appreciates the opportunity to review
and comment on the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board's (Lahontan) proposed Basin
Plan Amendment (BPA) and the Final Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Report. The
adoption of the BPA and the TMDL, along with the upcoming amendments to the next municipal
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, will bring about unprecedented
changes in the way that storm water is managed in the Tahoe Basin. Therefore, EDOT feels it is
imperative that Lahontan carefully consider all comments and feedback received from stakeholders
throughout the TMDL process prior to moving forward with adopting the BPA and Tahoe TMDL.

In general, EDOT is supportive of the majority of the proposed amendments including the new
approach of replacing numeric effluent limits with poliutant loads for the municipalities. However,
EDOT does have comments, questions, and proposed language adjustments that we offered at the
Public Hearing held on September 8, 2010, along with this formal comment submittal. Furthermore,
EDOT is still seeking comments from other County Departments and respectfully requests that all
timely subsequent comments be addressed prior to the November 8, 2010 Lahontan Board meeting.

As you know, one key EDOT concern invalves implementing the new processes that will result from the
TMDL. Given the difficult economic times that EDOT currently faces, understanding the
implementation portion of the new regulations is critical in managing anticipated work loads so that
EDOT and other County Departments may plan accordingly in order to continug to ramain in
compliance. Finally, because it was announced at the September 8, 2010 Board Meeting that the

proposed changes to the numeric effluent limits (Table 5.6-1, BPA) will not be adjusted because they EIDo-1: Water Board staff anticipate bringing a separate set of Basin Plan

were not addressed in the envirenmental document, EDOT recemmends that Lahontan re-circulate the . . : .
environmental document to include the changes, as originally proposed, so that the BPA can proceed amendments to the Board for consideration in late 2011. Those amendments will
inits entirety, allowing numeric effluent limits to be replaced by pollutant loads for discharges to surlace likely revisit the numeric effluent limits for discharges to infiltration systems. For

waters and to infiltration systems. . . s . .
y municipalities subject to waste load allocations, the proposed amendment

_ emphasizes actions to meet pollutant load reductions required by the Lake Tahoe
SVGENCIESILAHONTANTMOUG I0MetteNEDOT_BPA-TMDL Comments 8-13-10 FINAL doc TMDL.




EDOT BPA & TMDL Comments
September 13, 2010
Page 2 of 2

EDOT is committed to continuing its role as a key player in helping to protect Lake Tahoe and will work
conscientiously within its resources to remain doing so. Again, we appreciate the opportunity to
participate in the TMDL process and we look forward to your responses to our comments and
questions. If you have any questions on this submittal please don’t hesitate to call me at 530-573-
7910.

ervising Civil Engineer
y of El Dorado Department of Transportation — Tahoe Engineering Unit

Enclosure

Pc: Norma Santiago, Supervisor, District V
Jim Ware, EDOT
Russ Nygaard, EDOT
Bob Slater, EDOT
Penny Stewart, CTC
Paul Nielsen, TRPA
Robert Erlich, City of South Lake
Bob Costa, Placer County
Leslie Case, Caltrans
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EDOT is committed to continuing its role as a key player in helping to protect Lake Tahoe and will work
conscientiously within its resocurces to remain doing so. Again, we appreciate the opporunity to
participate in the TMDL process and we look forward to your responses to our comments and
questions, If you have any questions on this submittal please don't hesitate to call me at 530-573-
70,

rvising Civil Engineer
of El Dorado Department of Transportation — Tahoe Engineering Unit

Enclosure

Pc: MNorma Santiago, Supervisor, District V
Jim Ware, EDOT
Russ Nygaard, EDOT
Bob Slater, EDOT
Penny Stewart, CTC
Paul Niglsen, TRPA
Robert Erfich, City of South Lake
Bob Costa, Placer County
Leslie Case, Caltrans
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TMDL/BPA County of El Dorado Comments

September 13, 2010

July 9, 2010 Basin Plan Amendment Notice

Cover Letter. Number 3 is missing.

Cover Letter. Number 5. — Based on recent developments regarding the current effluent
limits, it is County of El Dorado’s (County) understanding that the numeric effluent limits for
storm water discharges to infiltration systems will remain within the Basin Plan. If the
effluent limits remain, the County would like to clarify several issues: 1) Within the second
paragraph there is a staiement about the interactions of surface stormwater effluent to
ground water, “Phosphorus is generally associated with sediment and is unlikely to pass into
groundwater through the soil column.” Within the last paragraph there is the statement
regarding surface water to groundwater separation, “In the event there isn't sufficient
separation between infiltration systems and groundwater levels, the Basin Plan ensures
water quality protection by stating that when the separation between infiliration systems and
groundwater is less than five (5) feet, discharges may be required fo meet effluent limits for
discharges fo surface waters.” 1s the soil column equal to the five (5) foot separation limit
throughout the Tahoe Basin? Or will the discharger be allowed to infiltrate directly without
pre-treatment into ground water pursuant to the individual site and soil conditions which
might afford a reduced separation within the soil column?

Cover Letter. Section 7 states that “The Lake Tahoe TMDL provides these agencies the
flexibility to individually prioritize foad reduction actions and to consider a variety of design
storms for planning sub-watershed or catchment scale activities and project to colfectively
achieve the load reduction requirements.” Though this is discussed in the BPA, the use of
the PLRM is required for the pre-project baseline loads, while the 20 year, 1 hour design
storm is used for storm water treatment requiremenis. Please clarify this statement as it
relates to the TMDL requirements for municipalities versus non-municipalities with respect to
the BPA and current NPDES permit.

Page 8. 3" paragraph under the implementation plan discusses the tools developed by the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board to quantify, track and account for pollutant
loads associated with Urban Runoff. These tools include the PLRM (continuous simulation),
Road RAM, BMP RAM, and the LCCP accounting and tracking database.

a.) County has estimated that learning, populating, collecting, tracking and reporting
the information as proposed from the beta versions of the tools will require, at a
minimum, 2 full time positions, which are currently -unfunded. We understand
that Lahontan under the direction of the EPA are still refining the tools, therefore,
we would like to receive some assurances from Lahontan within the BPA
document that other assessment tools already developed by implementing
agencies can be used in-lieu of the tools being developed by Lahontan. For
instance, the County has contributed a significant investment in the development
of several BMP and Road tracking tools to collect the referenced information,
which provides the County with an equivalent or superior product containing
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TMDL/BPA County of El Dorado Comments

September 13, 2010

July 9, 2010 Basin Plan Amendment Notice

Cover Letter, Number 3 Is missing.

Cover Letter. Number 5. — Based on recent developments regarding the current effluent
limits, it is County of El Dorado’s (County) understanding that the numeric effluent limits for
storm water discharges to infiltration systems will remain within the Basin Plan. [f the
effluent limits remain, the County would like to clarify several issues: 1) Within the second
paragraph there is a statement about the interactions of surface stormwater effluent to
ground water, "Phosphorus is generally associated with sediment and is unlikely to pass into
groundwater through the soil colurmn.” Within the last paragraph there is the statement
regarding surface water to groundwater separafion, “In the evenf there fsn't sufficient
separation between infiltration systems and groundwaler levels, the Basin Plan ensures
water quality protection by stafing that when the separation between infiltration systems and
groundwater is less than five (5) feet, discharges may be required fo meet effluent limits for
discharges to surface waters.” Is the soil column equal to the five (5) fool separation limit
throughout the Tahoe Basin? Or will the discharger be allowed to infiltrate directly without
pre-treatment into ground water pursuant to the individual site and soil conditions which
might afford a reduced separation within the soil column?

Cover Letter. Section 7 states that “The Lake Tahoe TMDL provides these agencies the
flexibility to individually priorifize load reduction actions and to consider a variefy of design
storms for planning sub-watershed or catchment scale activities and profect to collectively
achieve the load reduction requirements.” Though this is discussed in the BPA, the use of
the PLRM is required for the pre-project baseline loads, while the 20 year, 1 hour design
storm is used for storm water trealment requirements. Please clarify this statement as it
relates to the TMDL reguirements for municipalities versus non-municipalities with respect to
the BPA and current NPDES permit.

Page 8. 3" paragraph under the implementation plan discusses the tools developed by the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board to quantify, track and account for pollutant
loads associated with Urban Runoff. These tools include the PLRAM (continuous simulation),
Road RAM, BMP RAM, and the LCCP accounting and tracking database.

a.) County has estimated that learning, populating, collecting, tracking and reporting
the information as proposed from the beta versions of the tools will require, at a
minimum, 2 full time positions, which are currently unfunded. Ve understand
that Lahontan under the direction of the EPA are still refining the tools, therefore,
we would like to receive some assurances from Lahontan within the BPA
document that other assessment tools already developed by implementing
agencies can be used in-lieu of the tools being developed by Lahontan.  For
instance, the County has contributed a significant investment in the development
of several BMP and Road tracking tools to callect the referenced information,
which provides the County with an equivalent or superior product containing

ElDo-2: The list was not missing any item, but the items were incorrectly
enumerated and the numbers have been corrected.

EIDo-3: The Basin Plan amendment does not change reference to 5-feet of
separation between the bottom of infiltration systems and highest anticipated

>— groundwater level. The Basin Plan states that dischargers may be required to meet
surface water effluent limits in areas where the distance between the bottom of
infiltration systems and anticipated high groundwater is less than 5 feet.

EIDo-4: The proposed Basin Plan amendment has been amended to clarify
stormwater treatment requirements. New Development, Redevelopment, and
Private Property BMP Stormwater Requirements require project proponents to
either (1) infiltrate the 20-year, 1-hour design storm or (2) meet numeric effluent
limits, or document that shared local government facilities can accommodate runoff
that cannot be infiltrated. The proposed language explicitly notes that municipalities
may chose to consider other design storms to maximize pollutant load reductions.

The anticipated revisions to the Municipal NPDES permit will reflect the Municipal
and Public Stormwater Treatment Requirements in the proposed Basin Plan
amendment. These requirements emphasize achieving required load reductions
rather than meeting concentration or volume based standards. The Pollutant Load
Reduction Model is the tool to quantify expected load reductions.

>_ Refer to Response EIDo-5




TMDL/BPA County Comments
September 13, 2010

Page 2

Questions:

Questions:

accurate information more efficiently and at a lower expense than the current
beta versions of the Lahontan BMP RAM and Road RAM tools. The County
does not expect to cease the current methods we have been developing and
investing Couniy funds in for many years; however we will be amenable to adapt
certain data fields to collect necessary information in order to comply with the
reporting requirements, which will not increase the level of effort above and
beyond the current County funding available.

As stated previously, the County requests .continued use of its own BMP and
Road Assessment database, making changes to the reporting output to match
the needs of Lahontan as well as TRPA commensurate with the Stormwater
Program Progress Measures for Fine Sediment, Phosphorous, and Nitrogen
without increasing the level of effort and costs above the current County NPDES
Stormwater program.

Therefore, will the BPA and subsequent associated NPDES permits require only
the Lahontan developed tracking tools as part of the requirements for use as part
of a compliance program? If so, then how does the Water Board intend to help
fund the continued development, calibration, training, maintenance, and
management to implement said tools above the current level of County
Stormwater Program funding within the current NPDES Permit?

The County understands that the PLRM was developed as a tool for project
alternative analysis (SWQIC PLR Document) and is proposed to be incorporated
into the TMDL as the preferred continuous simulation software. Although the
hydrology appears sound, issues have been raised as to the accuracy of the
meteorclogical information used (SNOtel) with respect to actual precip values in
the form of rain, inability to model small siorms (20 year, 1 hour convective type
of storms), difficulty or inability for model calibration, lack in identifying surface
water outfall distance (connectivity}, issues with RAM score incorporation, use of
Characteristic Runoff Concentrations (CRCs) and use of conveyance. As
written, the BPA will require a continuous simulation model for the development
of baseline loads and analysis. That said, it appears as if the PLRM (current
continuous simulation model being developed by Lahontan) will be required as
the preferred method to calculate the baseline loads and analysis.

Has Lahontan completed a sensitivity analysis on the PLRM as it relates to all
the required variable parameter data fields? Was this tocl created for the ease of
tracking for the Water Boards TMDL purposes? Has Lahontan completed an
economic analysis on the use of the PLRM in order to fully undersiand the
sizeable financial costs associated to the jurisdictions? Will the use of this model
be a requirement in the TMDL? Or will the decision on the modeling efforts to
provide the necessary data for compliance remain with each jurisdiction?

The County would recommend that each jurisdiction have the flexibility for
modeling stormwater in order to comply with the baseline load and load reduction
analysis requirements. The output analysis will still provide the main load
reduction data for each defined catchment or watershed pursuant to the crediting
program for Fine Sediment, Phosphorous, and Nitrogen, however, the means
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accurate information more efficiently and at a lower expense than the current
beta versions of the Lahontan BMP RAM and Road RAM tools. The County
does not expect to cease the current methods we have been developing and
investing County funds in for many years; however we will be amenakble to adapt
certain data fields to collect necessary Information in order to comply with the
reporting requirements, which will not increase the level of effort above and
beyond the current County funding available.

As stated previously, the County reguests continued use of its own BMP and
Road Assessment database, making changes to the reporting output to match
the needs of Lahontan as well as TRPA commensurate with the Stormwater
Program Progress Measures for Fine Sediment, Phosphorous, and Nitrogen
without increasing the level of effort and costs above the current County NPDES
Stormwater program.

Questions: Therefore, will the BPA and subsequent associated NPDES permits require only

the Lahontan developed tracking tools as part of the requirements for use as part
of & compliance program? If so, then how does the Water Board intend to help
fund the continued development, calibration, training, maintenance, and
management to implement said tools above the current level of County
Stormwater Program funding within the current NPDES Permit?

b.) The County understands that the PLRM was developed as a tool for project
alternative analysis (SWQIC PLR Decument) and is proposed to be incorporated
into the TMDL as the preferred continuous simulation software.  Although the
hydrology appears sound, issues have been raised as to the accuracy of the
meteorological information used (SNOtel) with respect to actual precip values in
the form of rain, inability to model small storms (20 year, 1 hour convective type
of storms), difficulty or inability for model calibration, lack in identifying surface
watar outfall distance (connectivity}, issues with RAM score incorporation, use of
Characteristic Runoff Concentrations (CRCs) and use of conveyance. As
written, the BPA will require a continuous simulation model for the devealopmant
of baseline loads and analysis. That said, it appears as if the PLRM (current
continuous simulation model being developed by Lahontan) will be required as
the preferred method to calculate the baseline loads and analysis.

Questions: Has Lahontan completed a sensilivity analysis on the PLRM as it relates to all

the required variable parameter data fields? Was this tocl created for the ease of
tracking for the Water Boards TMDL purposes? Has Lahontan completed an
economic analysis on the use of the PLAM in order to fully understand the
sizeable financial costs associated to the jurisdictions? Will the use of this model
be a requirement in the TMDL? Or will the decision on the modeling efforts to
provide the necessary data for compliance remain with each jurisdiction?

The County would recommend that each jurisdiction have the flexibility for
modeling stormwater in order to comply with the baseline load and load reduction
analysis requirements. The output analysis will still provide the main load
reduction data for each defined catchment or watershed pursuant to the crediting
program for Fine Sediment, Phosphorous, and Nitrogen, however, the means

Response

EIDo-5: The implementation tools referenced are not included in the Basin Plan
amendment, but Water Board staff anticipates including them in the updated
Municipal NPDES permit. The Lake Tahoe TMDL does not specifically require the
use of the Pollutant Load Reduction Model or the Best Management Practice and
Roadway Rapid Assessment Methodologies, since equivalent methods are also
acceptable. These implementation measures will be subject to review and comment
during the development of the updated Municipal NPDES permit

Note that the Pollutant Load Reduction Model and the Best Management Practice
and Roadway Rapid Assessment Methodologies have not been “developed” by the
Water Board. The California Tahoe Conservancy, the United States Army Corps of
Engineers, and the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection funded the
development of these tools as a service to the Lake Tahoe basin stormwater
community. These tools have been developed to facilitate better stormwater
management by implementers in the Lake Tahoe basin.

Water Board staff are committed to working with EI Dorado County and other
permittees to evaluate whether other load estimation and condition assessment
tools can be substituted.

The developed load reduction estimation and condition assessment tools are
uniquely appropriate for evaluating and tracking loading conditions in the urban
environment at Lake Tahoe. The onus will be on the discharger to demonstrate that
any substitute load estimation and condition assessment methods are as rigorous,
defensible, and repeatable as the Pollutant Load Reduction Model and the two
Rapid Assessment Methodologies. Furthermore, any substitute method must
provide consistent, comparable results to facilitate comparisons with other
implementing agencies’ load reduction progress and provide for reliable and
consistent load reduction compliance tracking.
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and methods used to complete this main dataset should remain with the
jurisdictions.

¢.) The RoadRAM is being offered as a means to quantify, identify risk / load,

characterize road condition and track data for TMDL compliance. The input
parameters include varying levels of information to characterize the road surface.
The Center for Water Protection (CWP) study (Law et al, 2008) is cited as the
main reference with CWP modeled data directly input into the PLRM. The
County is concerned that the CWP study did not measure a water quality benefit,
instead they simply modeled a benefit; and no other study completed to date,
that the County is aware of, has been able to measure a direct water quality
benefit from sweeping. Current modeling efforts within the PLRM assumes
various estimates for sweeping which is rated as one of the best BMP's for
pollutant load reduction benefits. This appears to be contrary to the current state
of knowledge on this topic and the County does not believe this is supported by
other studies nationwide. Sweeping is a tool needed for abrasive management
and construction site cleanup, but its use as a mobile water quality BMP, that will
be so heavily relied upon for load reduction crediting, has not been fully
demonstrated nor its benefits 1o water quality recognized.

The Road RAM protocols require the measurement of the characteristics of
varying road conditions and determines that dirtier roads have dirtier runoff and
cleaner roads have cleaner runoff. The logic here appears to be intuitive,
however, the County is concerned that there is still much to be understood on
this subject with respect to the direct relationship of changing road conditions
with an actual measured resultant water quality benefit. It appears that the
knowledge of this practice is not very well understood and its benefits are
uncertain to water quality especially within the Tahoe Basin during winter
months. Therefore, the County believes that the current beta version of the Road
RAM efficiencies related to sweeping are pre-mature and should be fully
evaluated for actual water quality benefits gained if this tool will be required
within the BPA and subsequent NPDES permit. The financial impacis associated
with the planning, data collection, management, sweeping and tracking is
extremely high.

This is one subject whereby the County would recommend caution with respect
to requiring a means and methods to achieve water quality compliance without
further analysis on the actual measured water quality benefits and the potential
implicated increased costs and level of effort to the regulated jurisdictions. As a
reference on this topic, the California Commission on State Mandates has held
that large portions of the San Diego County Large Municipal Stormwater Permit
exceeded the requirements of federal law and constituted unfunded state
mandates. According to the decision, some portions of the San Diego permit are
unfunded state mandates, meaning if the Legistature does not appropriate
funding for the programs, the counties and cities subject {0 the permit are not
required to implement them. These items include sweeping and sweeping
reporting. Therefore, the County believes that the BPA and related documents
should not specify how responsible parties will achieve needed reductions. The
current verbiage within the implementation plan, urban runoff section of the BPA
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c.

—

and methods used to complete this main dataset should remain with the
jurisdictions.

The RoadRAM is being offered as a means to quantify, identify risk / load,
characterize road condition and track data for TMDL compliance. The input
parameters include varying levels of information to characterize the road surface,
The Center for Water Protection (CWP) study (Law et al, 2008) is cited as the
main referance with CWP modeled data directly input into the PLRM. The
County is concemned that the CWP study did not measure a water quality benefit,
instead they simply modeled a benefit; and no other study completed to date,
that the County is aware of, has been able to measure a direct water quality
benefit from sweeping. Current modeling efforts within the PLRM assumes
various estimates for sweeping which is rated as one of the best BMP's for
poliutant load reduction benefits. This appears to be contrary to the current state
of knowledge on this topic and the County does not believe this is supported by
other studies nationwide. Sweeping is a tool needed for abrasive management
and construction site cleanup, but its use as a mobile water quality BMP, that will
be so heavily relied upon for load reduction crediting, has not been fully
demonstrated nor its benefits to water quality recognized.

The Road RAM protocols require the measurement of the characteristics of
varying road conditions and determines that dirtier roads have dirtier runoff and
cleaner roads have cleaner runoff. The logic here appears to be intuilive,
however, the County is concemed that there is still much to be understood on
this subject with respect to the direct relationship of changing road conditions
with an actual measured resultant water quality benefit. It appears that the
knowledge of this practice is not very well understood and ils benefits are
uncertain to water guality especially within the Tahos Basin during winter
maonths. Therefore, the County believes that the current beta version of the Road
RAM efficiencies related to sweeping are pre-mature and should be fully
evaluated for actual water quality benefits gained if this tool will be required
within the BPA and subsequent NFDES permit. The financial impacts associated
with the planning, data collection, management, sweeping and tracking is
extremely high.

This is one subject whereby the County would recommend caution with respect
to requiring a means and methods to achieve water quality compliance without
further analysis on the actual measured water quality benefits and the potential
implicated increased costs and level of effort to the regulated jurisdictions. As a
reference on this topic, the California Commission on State Mandates has held
that large portions of the San Diego County Large Municipal Stormwater Permit
exceeded the requirements of federal law and constituted unfunded state
mandates. According to the decision, some portions of the San Diego permit are
unfunded state mandates, meaning if the Legislature does not appropriate
funding for the programs, the counties and cities subject to the permit are not
required to implement them., These items include sweeping and sweeping
reporting. Therefore, the County believes that the BPA and related documents
should not specify how responsible parties will achieve needed reductions. The
current verbiage within the implementation plan, urban runoff section of the BPA

Response

EIDo-6: The Road Rapid Assessment Methodology (RAM) is not referenced in nor
proposed in the Basin Plan amendment. Considering urban roadways are a large
pollutant source, some method to evaluate whether operations and maintenance
practices are influencing roadway conditions seems warranted. The Road RAM
protocols are still in development and any evaluation of this tool is premature at this
time. The fundamental hypothesis of measuring load reduction from road condition,
supported by a targeted sampling program, is that runoff from “clean” roads is
cleaner than runoff from “dirty” roads. The RAM provides a simple and repeatable
way for field staff to evaluate the relative “cleanness” of a roadway segment as a
proxy for downstream water quality. El Dorado County and other stakeholders will
have the opportunity to comment on the proposed use of this and other
implementation tools during the development of the updated Municipal NPDES
stormwater permits.

EIDo-7: The proposed Basin Plan amendment and the anticipated updated
Municipal NPDES permit will set load reduction targets. Each permittee must
evaluate and implement appropriate measures to reduce pollutant loads. In
accordance with California Water Code Section 13360, the Water Board cannot
specify a method of compliance.

The Lake Clarity Crediting Program is not proposed as part of the Lake Tahoe
TMDL but is anticipated to be used through the Municipal Stormwater NPDES
Permit program. The Crediting Program is intended to provide municipal
jurisdictions and state highway departments a flexible framework to account for and
report the various pollutant reductions that each jurisdiction chooses to perform. As
long as the proposed action can demonstrably reduce the average annual load of
the pollutants of concern, such action will be acknowledged as a viable means of
compliance.
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states, “The Lake Clarity Crediting Program, which is intended to be
incorporated into the NPDES permits, 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.”

Inquiries:

Questions:

d.)

Inquiries:

Questions:

Albeit the language does not explicitly state an on the ground means and
methods for compliance, the proposed tools and methods being developed by
Lahontan and partner agencies, which will be incorporated into the subsequent
NPDES permits, will require extensive data input related to changing the
characteristics of the road (via sweeping) without full justification on actual load
reduction benefits, hence dictating a method to achieve the means of
compliance.

Please indicate how Lahontan will rectify the implicit language within the system
of tools whereby the data input related to road conditions will result in a direct
water quality benefit. Furthermore, please provide the data being used to
support the tool assumptions.

Does Lahontan believe that the characteristics of the road can be effectively
changed at a reasonable cost to resuli in a tangible water quality benefit? If so,
what documentation is there to support sweeper equipment type, frequency,
duration that will provide a direct measured water quality benefit?

The County understands that the tools have not been developed for tracking
stream channel erosion, atmospheric deposition and the forested uplands.
These areas have associated projects that receive a large majority of the funding
for environmental improvements (~85% of EIP budget). Most of them have
impacts (temporary and permanent) that are difficult o determine. Stream
restoration projects are being completed using some water quality funding that
have an unknown environment benefit with potential for negative impacts during
construction due to the large temporary disturbance required. The Forestry
activities being conducted require temporary roads, SEZ, and soil disturbance to
implement pursuant to the current Basin Plan, TRPA Regional Plan, and
Forestery Plan. Forest management agencies own beaches, harbors, lake front
properiy with associated impervious surfaces, recreational areas, marinas and
hundreds of miles of unpaved roads. County believes that a large amount of the
loading is occurring from these activities based on the TMDL Land Use models
yet no requirement is being made to hold these agencies and projects
accountable within the TMDL crediting and tracking framework.

Please explain and provide the justification of the loading numbers from a pure
nydrologic analysis for these non-NPDES Permit Land Owners (i.e. WS run-off
calculations).

Why are these activities not being evaluaied and tracked to a similar level as the
urban jurisdictions?

Page 9. The fourth paragraph briefly explains the basis of the original load calculations. To that
end, the Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load Technical Report refers to using Event Mean

Concentrations (EMC) to determine the loads coming from the existing land uses within the
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states, "The Lake Clarily Crediting Program, which is intended to be
incorporated into the NPDES permits, provides a system of fools and
methods fo allow urban jurisdictions fto link projects, programs, and
operafions and maintenance activities to estimated pollutant load reductions.”
Albeit the language does not explicitly state an on the ground means and
methods for compliance, the proposed tools and methods being developed by
Lahontan and partner agencies, which will be incorporated info the subsequent
NPDES permits, will require extensive data input related to changing the
characteristics of the road (via sweeping) without full justification on actual load
reduction benefits, hence dictating a method to achieve the means of
compliance.

Inquiries: Please indicate how Lahontan will rectify the implicit language within the system
of tools whereby the data input related to road conditions will result in a direct
water quality benefit Furthermore, please provide the data being used to
support the tool assumptions.

Questions: Does Lahontan believe that the characteristics of the road can be effectively
changed at a reasonable cost to result in a tangible water quality benefit? If so,
what documentation is there to support sweeper equipment type, frequency,
duration that will provide a direct measured water quality benefit?

Response

EIDo-8: The referenced “tools” are not part of the Basin Plan amendment and are
subject to review and comment during the development of the updated Municipal
NPDES Permit.

Water quality monitoring data collected as part of the Lake Tahoe TMDL
development effort and during development of the Road RAM has demonstrated a
relationship between roadway condition and anticipated downstream water quality.
Water Board staff have provided the Lake Tahoe TMDL stormwater data to El
Dorado County staff, and El Dorado County has been an active participant in the
Road RAM development process and has been privy to draft documents describing
the water quality data collected to support the relationship between road condition

—_—

d.) The County understands that the tools have not been developed for tracking
stream channel erosion, atmospheric deposition and the forested uplands.
These areas have associated projects that receive a large majority of the funding
for environmental improvements (~85% of EIP budget). Most of them have
impacts (temporary and permanent) that are difficult to determine. Stream
restoration projects are being completed using some water quality funding that
have an unknown environment benefit with potential for negative impacts during
construction due to the large temporary disturbance required. The Forestry
activities being conducted require temporary roads, SEZ, and soil disturbance 1o
implement pursuant to the eurrent Basin Plan, TRPA Regional Plan, and
Forestery Plan. Forest management agencies own beaches, harbors, lake front
property with associated impervious surfaces, recreational areas, marinas and
hundreds of miles of unpaved roads. County beliaves that a large amount of the
loading is occurring from these aclivities based on the TMDL Land Use models
yat no requirement is being made to hold these agencies and projects
accountable within the TMDL crediting and tracking framework.

Inquiries: Please explain and provide the justification of the loading numbers from a pure
hydrologic analysis for these non-NPDES Permit Land Owners (i.e. WS run-off
calculations).

Questions: Why are these activities not being evaluated and tracked to a similar level as the
urban jurisdictions?

Page 9. The fourth paragraph briefly explains the basis of the original load calculations. To that
end, the Lake Tahoe Total Maxim Daily Load Technica ort refars to using Event Mean
Concentrations (EMC) to determine the loads coming from the existing land uses within the

Kand water quality.

/ElDO-Q: No discussion of sweeper type or frequency is included in the proposed
Basin Plan amendment.

Water quality monitoring data and the experience of local stormwater managers
suggest that an active program to maintain “clean” streets through reduction in
abrasive application and aggressive abrasive recovery methods can effectively
influence downstream water quality.

Consequently, the Pollutant Load Reduction Model input parameters and load
reduction estimates account for roadway condition and maintenance practices.
Although these model elements need refinement, they provide a framework to test
hypotheses regarding the relationship between operations and maintenance

Kpractices and downstream water quality.
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states, “The Lake Clarity Crediting Program, which is intended to be
incorporated into the NPDES permits, 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.”

Inquiries:

Questions:

d.)

Inquiries:

Questions:

Albeit the language does not explicitly state an on the ground means and
methods for compliance, the proposed tools and methods being developed by
Lahontan and partner agencies, which will be incorporated into the subsequent
NPDES permits, will require extensive data input related to changing the
characteristics of the road (via sweeping) without full justification on actual load
reduction benefits, hence dictating a method to achieve the means of
compliance.

Please indicate how Lahontan will rectify the implicit language within the system
of tools whereby the data input related to road conditions will result in a direct
water quality benefit. Furthermore, please provide the data being used to
support the tool assumptions.

Does Lahontan believe that the characteristics of the road can be effectively
changed at a reasonable cost to resuli in a tangible water quality benefit? If so,
what documentation is there to support sweeper equipment type, frequency,
duration that will provide a direct measured water quality benefit?

The County understands that the tools have not been developed for tracking
stream channel erosion, atmospheric deposition and the forested uplands.
These areas have associated projects that receive a large majority of the funding
for environmental improvements (~85% of EIP budget). Most of them have
impacts (temporary and permanent) that are difficult o determine. Stream
restoration projects are being completed using some water quality funding that
have an unknown environment benefit with potential for negative impacts during
construction due to the large temporary disturbance required. The Forestry
activities being conducted require temporary roads, SEZ, and soil disturbance to
implement pursuant to the current Basin Plan, TRPA Regional Plan, and
Forestery Plan. Forest management agencies own beaches, harbors, lake front
properiy with associated impervious surfaces, recreational areas, marinas and
hundreds of miles of unpaved roads. County believes that a large amount of the
loading is occurring from these activities based on the TMDL Land Use models
yet no requirement is being made to hold these agencies and projects
accountable within the TMDL crediting and tracking framework.

Please explain and provide the justification of the loading numbers from a pure
nydrologic analysis for these non-NPDES Permit Land Owners (i.e. WS run-off
calculations).

Why are these activities not being evaluaied and tracked to a similar level as the
urban jurisdictions?

Page 9. The fourth paragraph briefly explains the basis of the original load calculations. To that
end, the Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load Technical Report refers to using Event Mean

Concentrations (EMC) to determine the loads coming from the existing land uses within the
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Inquiries:

states, "The Lake Clarily Crediting Program, which is intended to be
incorporated into the NPDES permits, provides a system of fools and
methods fo allow urban jurisdictions fto link projects, programs, and
operafions and maintenance activities to estimated pollutant load reductions.”
Albeit the language does not explicitly state an on the ground means and
methods for compliance, the proposed tools and methods being developed by
Lahontan and partner agencies, which will be incorporated info the subsequent
NPDES permits, will require extensive data input related to changing the
characteristics of the road (via sweeping) without full justification on actual load
reduction benefits, hence dictating a method to achieve the means of
compliance.

Please indicate how Lahontan will rectify the implicit language within the system
of tools whereby the data input related to road conditions will result in a direct
water quality benefit Furthermore, please provide the data being used to
support the tool assumptions.

Questions: Does Lahontan believe that the characteristics of the road can be effectively

Inquiries:

Questions: Why are these aclivities not being evaluated and tracked to a similar level as the_:/

changed at a reasonable cost to result in a tangible water quality benefit? If so,
what documentation is there to support sweeper equipment type, frequency,
duration that will provide a direct measured water quality benefit?

d.) The County understands that the tools have not been developed for tracking
stream channel erosion, atmospheric deposition and the forested uplands.
These areas have associated projects that receive a large majority of the funding
for environmental improvements (~85% of EIP budget). Most of them have
impacts (temporary and permanent) that are difficult to determine. Stream
restoration projects are being completed using some water quality funding that
have an unknown environment benefit with potential for negative impacts during
construction due to the large temporary disturbance required. The Forestry
activities being conducted require temporary roads, SEZ, and soil disturbance 1o
implement pursuant to the eurrent Basin Plan, TRPA Regional Plan, and
Forestery Plan. Forest management agencies own beaches, harbors, lake front
property with associated impervious surfaces, recreational areas, marinas and
hundreds of miles of unpaved roads. County beliaves that a large amount of the
loading is occurring from these aclivities based on the TMDL Land Use models
yat no requirement is being made to hold these agencies and projects
accountable within the TMDL crediting and tracking framework.

Please explain and provide the justification of the loading numbers from a pure

hydrologic analysis for these non-NPDES Permit Land Owners (i.e. WS run-off
calculations).

urban jurisdictions?

Page 9. The fourth paragraph briefly explains the basis of the original load calculations. To that

end, the

Lake Tahoe Total Maxim

Daily Load Technica refers to using Event Maan

Concentrations (EMC) to determine the loads coming from the existing land uses within the

Response

EIDo-10: The pollutant source analysis contained in the Lake Tahoe TMDL Report
and in the Lake Tahoe TMDL Technical Report describes the relative loading from
the major pollutant sources. The analysis indicates the vast majority of the fine
sediment particle load (more than 70%) reaching Lake Tahoe are coming from the
developed urban landscape. The three other major pollutant sources collectively
generate less than 50 percent of the fine sediment particle load generated by urban
upland runoff and less than a third of the basin-wide fine sediment particle load.

The Pollutant Reduction Opportunity Report and the Integrated Water Quality
Management Strategy Report describe the development of the proposed
implementation plan. Actions to reduce loads from the undeveloped uplands,
stream channel erosion, and atmospheric deposition are consistent with existing
programs and policies. Agencies responsible for forest management, stream
channel restoration, and air quality have established programs to implement
needed actions.

Because of the relative magnitude of the urban pollutant source and the relative
size of the load reduction opportunity within the urban uplands, the Water Board
has focused on load and load reduction accounting and tracking tools for the urban
pollutant source category. If/when similar tools are developed to quantifiably track
pollutant reductions within the other sources categories, the Lake Tahoe TMDL
Accounting and Tracking Tool can accommodate the relevant data.
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watersheds or catchments. The PLRM is now using Characteristic Runoff Concentrations
(CRC) as the way of estimating loads from the Land uses.

Questions: How does this reconcile with the credit system, since the initial loads were based
on EMC’s? Will the credits be adjusted to the use of CRC's?

Page 9. In the sixth paragraph you mention that the LCCP is intended to be incorporated into
the NPDES permit, including a system of tools and methods, etc.

Questions: Is Lahontan anticipating requiring the Local Jurisdictions to use the tools and
methods that were created for the TMDL (BMP RAM, Road RAM, PLRM, etc.}
into the new NPDES permit?

Page 10. In the first full paragraph, Lahontan states that “The Regional Board may require
forest management agencies to track and report load reduction...” This seems very loose
with limited consequence for non-compliance based on the large land ownership of these
agencies and potential high loads during big events.

Questions: How is Lahontan planning to track and account for load reductions achieved by
the forest management agencies?

Page 10. In the first sentence of the fourth paragraph, Lahontan states that “the majority of
fine sediment particle load from the atmospheric source is generated by the urban
roadways.” -

Inquiries: Please provide the citation for where this data came from.

Page 10 of the implementation plan and Section 9.1.2 of the Final TMDL includes a narrative for
the atmospheric deposition component. This indicates that 50% of the Nitrogen and 15% of the
total fine patticulate load to Lake Tahoe is generated from the urban area. This narrative
description assumes that by reducing the roadway dust and regulating jurisdictions NPDES
permits this atmospheric component can be met. The following are some issues and
associated questions raised as seen from the analysis assumpitions:

Table 5.18-3. Total Nitrogen Load Aliocations 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 (MTHT1) Load yts | yrs | yrs | yrs | vrs | yrs | yrs | vis | yrs | yrs | yis | yIs 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% [ 319% | 34% | 37% | 40% | 43% | 46% 50%
Atmosphere 218 §3% 0% | 0% | 1% | 1% % [ 1% [ 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 2% | 2% 2%
Stream Channel 2 1% 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% [ 0% | 0% | 0% [ D% | 0% | 0% 0%
Basin Wide
Total 345 100% 2% | 3% | 4% | 5% | 6% [ 6% | 7% [ 7% | 8% | 8% | 9% [ 5% 10%

a.) The total load reduction from the Forested Uplands is 18%, yet no reduction is
needed from this source category and the focus assumes the local jurisdictions
can reduce the load from the NPDES regulated portion.
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Comment

walersheds or catchments, The PLRM is now using Characteristic Runoff Concentrations
(CRC) as the way of estimating loads from the Land uses.

Questions:

How does this reconcile with the credit system, since the initial loads were based
on EMC’s? Will the credits be adjusted to the use of CRC's?

Page 9. In the sixth paragraph you mention that the LCCP is intended to be incorporated into
the NPDES permit, including a system of tools and methods, etc.

Questions:

Is Lahontan anticipating requiring the Local Jurisdictions to use the tools and
methods that were created for the TMDL (BMP RAM, Road RAM, PLRM, etc.)
into the new NPDES permit?

Page 10. In the first full paragraph, Lahontan states that “The Regional Board may require
forest management agencies to track and repont load reduction...” This seems very loose
with limited consequence for non-compliance based on the large land ownership of these
agencies and potential high loads during big events.

Questions:

How is Lahontan planning to track and account for load reductions achieved by
the forest management agencies?

Page 10. In the first sentence of the fourth paragraph, Lahontan states that “the majority of
fine sediment pariicle load from the atmospheric source is generated by the urban

roadways.”

Inquiries:

Please provide the citation for where this data came from.,

Page 10 of the implementation plan and Section 9.1.2 of the Final TMDL includes a narrative for
the atmospheric deposition component. This indicates that 50% of the Nitrogen and 15% of the
total fine particulats load to Lake Tahoe is generated from the urban area. This narrative
description assumes that by reducing the roadway dust and regulating jurisdictions NPDES
permits this atmospheric component can be met.
associated questions raised as seen from the analysis assumptions:

The following are some issues and

Tabde B 18:3. Total Nitrogen Load AHocations by Pellutant Source Category.

Response

EIDo-11: The differences between the terms “Event Mean Concentration” and
“Characteristic Runoff Concentration” are mostly semantic. An “Event Mean
Concentration” is defined as the mean concentration of a particular constituent over
the quick flow component of an event hydrograph. Thus a true “Event Mean
Concentration” is specific to a given storm event.

A “Characteristic Runoff Concentration” is a representative concentration for a
pollutant of concern in stormwater runoff from a specific urban land use and its
associated condition. These values can be combined with continuous runoff
hydrology to provide representative estimates of average annual pollutant loading
for specific land use conditions.

The Lake Tahoe Watershed Model (which used land-use based pollutant
concentrations loosely referred to as “Event Mean Concentrations”) was used to
estimate pollutant loading from all upland sources at a basin-wide scale. The
pollutant concentrations were adjusted on a sub-watershed basis to facilitate model
calibration and validation. The Pollutant Load Reduction Model, which is the
preferred estimation tool referenced in the Lake Clarity Crediting Program
Handbook, uses concentration values that are referred to as “Characteristic Runoff
Concentrations”. The values are user adjustable and the model changes the runoff
concentration values in response to management practice implementation.

Although modeling results will likely differ due to differences in model scale, there is
no “adjustment” needed to account for this difference in terminology. Load reduction
requirements are applied as a percent reduction from the jurisdiction-specific

Standard

Baseline Load z2ons Amainment
EX
BasinWide | Basin-
Nitroqen wite S | | 15 | 20| 25 | w | 35 | 40 | 45 | S0 | 855 | 60
Load (MTAm | Load yre | yrs | woe | yre | yws | s | wes [ yes | s | yrs | wws | wrs 5 yre
Forest Upland 62 18% o% | o% | ow | o% | 0% [ o% | o% | 0% | 0% | o% | ox | 0% %
Wrhan Wpkand ] 8% A% | 1% | 19% | 22% | 35% | 28% | 31% | 24% | 37% | 40% | 43% | 45% Sk
& 213 53% 0% | 0% | 1% | 1% | 1% [ 1% [ 1% | 1w | 4w [ 1% | omw | 3% Fx )
Strwam Chanms! 2 % 0% | 0% | o% | 0% | 0% [ o% [ow | os |o% [ om | ow | 0% %
Basin Wide
Tatal T 100% % | 3% | 4w | %% | 6% | B% | 7w | Tw | Awm | e% | ow | 5% 1%

a.) The total load reduction from the Forested Uplands is 18%, yet no reduction is
neaded from this source category and the focus assumes the kecal jurisdictions
can reduce the load from the NPDES regulated portion.

baseline load to be established using the Pollutant Load Reduction Model or
equivalent method. Jurisdiction-specific baseline estimates and the basin-wide
aseline estimates need not be compared.

/EI-D0-12: It is anticipated that Municipal NPDES permittees will use the best
available tools to estimate pollutant loads and assess roadway and treatment facility
condition.

The Pollutant Load Reduction Model and the two Rapid Assessment Methodologies
are uniquely suited to these tasks. Should El Dorado County or other entity identify
a tool of similar or greater capability that has been documented to provide
defensible and comparable results, the proposed Basin Plan amendment gives the
Water Board the ability to allow use of substitute load estimation and condition

assessment tools.
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watersheds or catchments. The PLRM is now using Characteristic Runoff Concentrations
(CRC) as the way of estimating loads from the Land uses.

Questions: How does this reconcile with the credit system, since the initial loads were based
on EMC’s? Will the credits be adjusted to the use of CRC's?

Page 9. In the sixth paragraph you mention that the LCCP is intended to be incorporated into
the NPDES permit, including a system of tools and methods, etc.

Questions: Is Lahontan anticipating requiring the Local Jurisdictions to use the tools and
methods that were created for the TMDL (BMP RAM, Road RAM, PLRM, etc.}
into the new NPDES permit?

Page 10. In the first full paragraph, Lahontan states that “The Regional Board may require
forest management agencies to track and report load reduction...” This seems very loose
with limited consequence for non-compliance based on the large land ownership of these
agencies and potential high loads during big events.

Questions: How is Lahontan planning to track and account for load reductions achieved by
the forest management agencies?

Page 10. In the first sentence of the fourth paragraph, Lahontan states that “the majority of
fine sediment particle load from the atmospheric source is generated by the urban
roadways.” -

Inquiries: Please provide the citation for where this data came from.

Page 10 of the implementation plan and Section 9.1.2 of the Final TMDL includes a narrative for
the atmospheric deposition component. This indicates that 50% of the Nitrogen and 15% of the
total fine patticulate load to Lake Tahoe is generated from the urban area. This narrative
description assumes that by reducing the roadway dust and regulating jurisdictions NPDES
permits this atmospheric component can be met. The following are some issues and
associated questions raised as seen from the analysis assumpitions:

Table 5.18-3. Total Nitrogen Load Aliocations 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 (MTHT1) Load yts | yrs | yrs | yrs | vrs | yrs | yrs | vis | yrs | yrs | yis | yIs 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% [ 319% | 34% | 37% | 40% | 43% | 46% 50%
Atmosphere 218 §3% 0% | 0% | 1% | 1% % [ 1% [ 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 2% | 2% 2%
Stream Channel 2 1% 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% [ 0% | 0% | 0% [ D% | 0% | 0% 0%
Basin Wide
Total 345 100% 2% | 3% | 4% | 5% | 6% [ 6% | 7% [ 7% | 8% | 8% | 9% [ 5% 10%

a.) The total load reduction from the Forested Uplands is 18%, yet no reduction is
needed from this source category and the focus assumes the local jurisdictions
can reduce the load from the NPDES regulated portion.
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walersheds or catchments, The PLRM is now using Characteristic Runoff Concentrations
(CRC) as the way of estimating loads from the Land uses.

Questions: How does this reconcile with the credit system, since the initial loads were based
on EMC’s? Will the credits be adjusted to the use of CRC's?

Page 9. In the sixth paragraph you mention that the LCCP is intended to be incorporated into
the NPDES permit, including a system of tools and methods, etc.

Questions: |Is Lahontan anticipating requiring the Local Jurisdictions to use the tools and
methods that were created for the TMDL (BMP RAM, Road RAM, PLRM, etc.)
into the new NPDES permit?

Page 10. In the first full paragraph, Lahontan states that “The Regional Board may require
forest management agencies to track and repont load reduction...” This seems very loose
with limited consequence for non-compliance based on the large land ownership of these
agencies and potential high loads during big events.

Questions: How is Lahontan planning to track and account for load reductions achieved by
the forest management agencies?

Page 10. In the first sentence of the fourth paragraph, Lahontan states that “the majority of
fine sediment pariicle load from the atmospheric source is generated by the urban
roadways.”

Inquiries: Please provide the citation for where this data came from. }

Page 10 of the implementation plan and Section 9.1.2 of the Final TMDL includes a narrative for
the atmospheric deposition component. This indicates that 50% of the Nitrogen and 15% of the
total fine particulats load to Lake Tahoe is generated from the urban area. This narrative
description assumes that by reducing the roadway dust and regulating jurisdictions NPDES
permits this atmospheric component can be met. The following are some Issues and
associated questions raised as seen from the analysis assumptions:

Tabde B 18:3. Total Nitrogen Load AHocations by Pellutant Source Category.

Standard
Baseline Load z2ons Amainment
ol
Basin-Wide Basin-
Hitroqren e 5 1w 1% 0 % kL] 35 £ 45 50 55 L1}
Load (MTAm} | Load yrs | yrs | wws | yrs | yrs | vrs [ wes | wis | wis [ yrs | ws | wrs 5 78
Forest Upland 74 18% 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | D% | 0% [ 0% | 0% | O% | 0% | 0% L5,
Wrham Wpland =] 18% B | 4% | 19% | 225 | 5% | 26% | 3% | 4% | 3T | 40% | 4% | 45% Sk
L3 8 §3% 0% | 0% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 7% | % %
Stream Chamnal Z k] 0% | 0% | 0% | O% | 0% | D% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% %
Exasin Wide
Tatal s 100% | 3% | 4% | %% | 6% | B% | Tw | TE | A% | &% | 9% | 5% 10%

a.) The total load reduction from the Forested Uplands is 18%, yet no reduction is
neaded from this source category and the focus assumes the kecal jurisdictions
can reduce the load from the NPDES regulated portion.

Reponse

EIDo-13: The proposed Basin Plan amendment has changed the word “may” to
“will” in the referenced sentence. The Water Board will require forest
implementation partners to annually report on forest management activities,
including fuels reduction work, restoration projects, and best management practice
retrofit efforts to ensure needed load reduction actions continue as anticipated.

EIDo-14: This sentence has been removed from the proposed Basin Plan
amendment. Page 36 of the Pollutant Reduction Opportunity Report describes
paved and unpaved roadways, as well as other disturbed surfaces as the primary
source of dust in the atmosphere.



TMDL/BPA County Comments
September 13, 2010

Page 6
Questions:

Questions:

C.)

Questions:

d.)

What is the reasoning behind the local jurisdictions being required o reduce 50%
of the load, while the forest watershed, which includes unpaved roads,
restoration sites, ski areas and recreational trails, other disturbed lands, off road
vehicles and logging operations, has 0%? Please supply the information and
data to suggest that 0% reduction in this source category is needed from the
forested uplands and what assumptions went into making this determination?

The atmospheric component is 63% of the total Nitrogen baseline load with a
required reduction of only 2%. The urban is 18% of the baseline load with a
required reduction of 50%. The assumption put into these numbers seems
skewed, especially based on the fact that there are no methods or options
specified to reduce the fine particulates on the road. In the peer review by
Patrick Brezonik, technical issue #5 questions whether watershed management
will be sufficient to meet atmospheric load reductions as stated in the TMDL on
pages 11-13. He also mentions that sweeping may help decrease atmospheric
loadings, but more analysis needs to be completed. The Lahontan response was
“Although the Woater Board cannot specify how responsible parties will
achieve needed load reductions from urban areas, greater street sweeping
frequency with efficient vacuum sweepers is expected.” This statement could
be construed as direction for a method to achieve the means of compliance
which has the potential to meet the California Commission on State Mandates
ruling as an “Unfunded Mandate”.

Are there other ways to change the road condition other than sweeping that the
Board believes can achieve this requirement from the urban category? Is this
technically or feasibly possible (please cite references)? What science is there to
support the claim that street sweeping will have a significant benefit to
atmospheric components resulting in a water quality benefit? Has Lahontan
considered the other ancillary impacts to air quality from increased sweeping (i.e.
added gas/diesel emissions, traffic control impacts on idling cars, added off-haul
for material etc...)?

The needed reduction for the urban category is 50%. Pg. 4.9-32, column 1,
paragraph 4 states that “69 percent of the Nitrogen deposition on Lake Tahoe
originates locally.”

By locally, does that mean that the majority is coming from the urban upland
source category or is it from a combination of all source categories? Can
Lahontan please clarify what source category the atmospheric source is coming
from and why the majority of the reduction can be accounted for by the urban
component?

The urban source category has 63 MT/yr and is being required to reach 50%
atiainment in 65 years for a total of 31.5 MT reduction or 9.1% of the Basin wide
total. The atmospheric has 218 MT/yr and is being required to reach 2%
attainment in 65 years for a total of 4.36 MT reduction, or 1.3% of the basin wide
total. The urban has 18% of the load and 9.1% of the total reduction, while the
atmospheric has 63% of the load and only 1.3% of the total reduction.
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b.) The atmospheric component is 63% of the total Nitrogen baseline load with a ;

Questions:

C.

Questions:

d.) The urban source category has 63 MTfHyr and is being required to reach 50%

—

: —
What is the reasoning behind the local jurisdictions being required to reduce 50%

of the lpad, while the forest watershed, which includes unpaved roads,
restoration sites, ski areas and recreational trails, other disturbed lands, off road
vehicles and logging operations, has 0%? Please supply the information and
data to suggest that 0% reduction in this source category is needed from the
forested uplands and what assumptions went into making this determination?

required reduction of only 2%. The urban is 18% of the baseline load with a
required reduction of 50%. The assumption put into these numbers seems
skewed, especially based on the fact that there are no methods or options
specified to reduce the fine particulates on the road. In the peer review by
Patrick Brezonik, technical issue #5 questions whather watershed management
will be sufficient to meet atmospheric load reductions as stated in the TMDL on
pages 11-13. He also mentions that sweeping may help decrease atmaspheric
loadings, but more analysis needs to be completed. The Lahontan response was
"Although the Water Board cannot specify how responsible parties will
achieve needed load reductions from urban areas, greater street sweeping
n’equency with efficient vacuum sweepers /s expacted.” This statement could
be construed as direction for a method to achieve the means of compliance
which has the potential to meet the California Commission on State Mandates
ruling as an "Unfunded Mandate”,

Are there other ways to change the read condition other than sweeping that the
Board believes can achieve this requirement from the urban category? Is this
technically or feasibly possible (please cite references)? What science is there to
support the claim that street sweeping will have a significant benefit to
atmaspheric components resulting in a water quality benefit? Has Lahontan
considered the other ancillary impacts to air quality from increased sweeping {i.e.
added gas/diesel emissions, traffic control impacts on idling cars, added oﬁ-haty
for material etc...)?

The needed reduction for the urban category is 50%. Pg. 4.9-32, column 1,
paragraph 4 states that “69 percent of the Nitrogen deposition on Lake Tahoe
originates locally.”

By locally, does that mean that the majority Is coming from the urban upland\
source category or is it from a combination of all source categories? Can
L.ahontan please clarity what source category the atmospheric source is coming
from and why the majority of the reduction can be accounted for by the urban
componeant?

attainment in 65 years for a total of 31.5 MT reduction or 9.1% of the Basin wide
total. The atmospheric has 218 MTiyr and is being regquired to reach 2%
attainment in 65 years for a total of 4.36 MT reduction, or 1.3% of the basin wide
total. The urban has 18% of the load and 9.1% of the total reduction, while the

atmospheric has 63% of the load and only 1.3% of the total reduction.

Response

EIDo-15: The Lake Tahoe TMDL implementation plan and associated load
allocations were developed by a collaborative stakeholder process that is
documented in the Pollutant Reduction Opportunity Report and the Integrated
Water Quality Management Strategy Report.

Because fine sediment particles are the primary driver of Lake Tahoe’s deep water
transparency, the implementation plan development effort focused on measures to
reduce fine sediment particles. The required total nitrogen and total phosphorus
reductions reflect the expected effectiveness of various measures to reduce fine
sediment particle, total nitrogen, and total phosphorus loads. Therefore, urban
upland management actions to meet needed fine sediment particle load reductions
are expected to accomplish the described total nitrogen reductions.

Measures to reduce fine sediment particle loads from forest uplands may have a
corresponding reduction in total nitrogen, but the opportunities for fine sediment
particle, total phosphorus, and total nitrogen load reduction are greater in the urban
setting.

EIDo-16: Same as Response EIDo-15, with this additional response:

The proposed Basin Plan amendment does not reference specific compliance
methods. Although the experience of local stormwater managers and water quality
monitoring indicate that enhanced roadway maintenance may be a cost-effective
way to reduce pollutant loads, the TMDL and the updated Municipal NPDES
permits will not specifically require street sweeping. Other methods to improve road
conditions may include changes in abrasive application rate or changes in abrasive
material type. The Water Board has not conducted any analysis of ancillary impacts
to air quality associated with street sweeping.

EIDo-17: The reference to “local” sources of atmospheric pollutants refers to the
fact that the bulk of the atmospheric pollutant load is generated within the Lake
Tahoe basin. The source analysis does not support any further differentiation of
atmospheric pollutant sources. Also see Response EIDo-15.

According to the SCIC Draft Load Reduction Matrix Analysis Report for Atmospheric
Deposition of Pollutants into Lake Tahoe (produced for the TMDL program and
dated May 2, 2007), the major sources of fugitive dust are resuspended road dust
from vehicles traveling on paved and unpaved roads and dust generated by
construction and demolition activities. (Response ElDo-17 continued on next page)
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Questions: Being that 63% of the total nitrogen is contributed from the atmospheric category

‘ (of which the sources at this point are locally unknown), why does the urban

category carry the burden in reducing loads that may be beyond their control,
while the forested upland is exempt from this reduction? Please describe what
information was used for these assumptions, provide data to support those
assumptions and describe how the forested uplands are not included in the load
reduction?

Page 11. In the Table, under the Schedule heading

Questions: Why would future SWMPs be required to be submitted six months prior to the
new NPDES permit coming out, when the Jurisdictions won't know what the new
permit would require? It seems to make more sense to require them to be
updated six months after the new NPDES permit is adopted.

Page 12. First paragraph references using the “Poffutant Load Reduction Methodology” with
no reference listed. The methods and results used to estimate the pollutant loads and the
estimated percent reduction needed of said pollutant loads are outlined in the Lake Tahoe Total
Maximum Daily Load Technical Report (February 2009). The load reductions that will come out
of the Pollutant Load Reduction Methodology are based on changing maintenance practices
and the characteristics of the roadways.

Inquiries: Please add the reports or documents that explain how the load reduction will be
achieved to the list of references.

Page 12. First paragraph references using a “continuous hydrologic simulation process” to
determine baseline pollutant loads. Since all baseline loads are to be reported as Mean Annual
Totals, the County requests this requirement be removed. In addition, as it is written, this would
only be required of the baseline loads calculation. It would be beneficial if the language was
updated to include requiring the use of the same method for calculation of baseline and post
project loads. Please note that the County, as part of its Pollutant Load Reduction Strategy,
estimated all pre-project loads as Mean Annual Loads without the use of a continuous
simulation model.

Questions: Please describe why, if the loads are to be reporied as mean annual, a
continuous hydrologic simulation process is proposed to be required to calculate
baseline loads?

Page 24 - Stormwater Treatment Requirements. Clarify the municipality requirements and
private parcel owner requirements. It seems it would be easier to understand if the
requirements were broken out in this section into separate paragraphs calling out the specific
requirements (i.e. Municipal Jurisdictions and State Highway Department Requirements
include: New development, re-development, and individual Best Management Practice
effort Requirements include: ...}




Comment

Response

EIDo-17 (continued from previous page): The estimates contained in the above-

TMDL/BPA County Comments A . N .
September 13, 2010 referenced report for the annual fugitive dust emission inventory for the Basin are
Page 7 as follows: unpaved roads 47.6 percent, paved roads 44.1 percent, building
Questions: Being that 63% of the total nitrogen is contributed from the atmospheric category construction 5.3 percent, paved road construction 2.5 percent and other 0.5
' gtewgic']cl;:ra S;imt?fma;nﬂff lzgmi:’eé:;z“;:{'m:wgt t“::W sgﬁ;i'r‘é‘;n'?i? percent. There was insufficient data to estimate background dust generation from

s the forested upland Is exempt o i TBcudlior’?. Plosiag dasnib wheal forested land not associated with unpaved roads.

information was used for these assumptions, provide data to support those

assumptions and describe how the forested uplands are not Included in the load EIDo-18: This text has been edited to replace “Storm Water Management Plan“ with

reduction? “Pollutant Load Reduction Plan.” The intent is for municipal jurisdictions and state

Page 11. Inthe Table, under the Schedule heading

Questions:  Why would future SWMPs be required to be submitted six months prior to the

new NPDES permit coming out, when the Jurisdictions won't know what the new
permit would require? It seems to make more sense to require them to be
updated six months after the new NPDES permit is adopted.

Page 12. First paragraph references using the “Pollutant Load Reduction Methodology” with
no reference listed. The methods and results used to estimate the pollutant loads and the
estimated percent reduction neaded of said pollutant loads are outlined in the Lake Tahoe Total
Maximum Daily Load Technical Report (February 2009). The load reductions that will come out
of the Pollutant Load Reduction Methodology are based on changing maintenance practices
and the characteristics of the roadways.

Ingquiries: Please add the reports or documents that explain how the load reduction will%
achieved to the list of references.

Page 12. First paragraph references using a “continuous hydrologic simulation process"tlm
determine baseline pollutant loads. Since all baseline loads are to be reported as Mean Annual
Totals, the County requests this requirement be removed. In addition, as it is written, this would
only be required of the baseling loads calculation. It would be beneficial if the language was
updated to include requiring the use of the same method for calculation of baseline and post
project loads. Please note that the County, as part of its Pollutant Load Reduction Strateqy,
estimated all pre-project loads as Mean Annual Loads without the use of a continuous
simulation madel.

Questions: Please deseribe why, If the loads are to be reported as mean annual, a
continuous hydrologic simulation process is proposed to be required to calculate

baseline loads?

Page 24 — Stormwater Treatment Requirements. Clarify the municipality requirements and
private parcel owner requirements. It seems it would be easier to understand if the
requirements were broken out in this section into separate paragraphs calling out the specific
requirements (i.e. Municipal Jurisdictions and State Highway Department Requirements
include: New development, re-development, and individual Best Management Practice
effort Requirements include: ...)

highway departments to conduct a planning-scale analysis to (1) estimate baseline
loading and (2) develop and describe an initial 5-year load reduction plan to meet
the load reduction requirements in the proposed Basin Plan amendment. The Water
Board can then adopt a permit that acknowledges the submitted baseline load
estimate and proposed load reduction plan and use the submitted information to
inform the establishment of annual load reduction requirements.

/-E|D0-19: Please refer to the existing referenced Pollutant Reduction Opportunity
Report and the Integrated Water Quality Management Strategy Report. These
analyses did not specify how the needed load reductions “will” be achieved, but
rather explored possible different measures the implementers “might” use to reduce
loads.

?ElDO-ZO: The Lake Tahoe TMDL established annual average load reduction
targets. Project and jurisdiction scale baseline and load reduction estimates,
consequently, need to provide consistent annual average load results to allow the
Water Board to assess compliance with load reduction requirements.

Continuous simulation tools provide the ability to address the variability in runoff
patterns with season, wet and dry years, differences in storm patterns, and other
hydrologic variables. The Pollutant Load Reduction Model was developed with the
input of stormwater managers to provide a continuous simulation tool to evaluate
pollutant load and load reduction opportunities in the Lake Tahoe basin. Municipal
jurisdictions in the Lake Tahoe area have already used this tool to conduct
jurisdiction-scale baseline load analysis, and we anticipate others will similarly use
this tool or an equivalent method. The proposed Basin Plan amendment has been
changed to state that the Water Board may accept alternative load estimation tools
provided such tools “demonstrably produce similar results” to the Pollutant Load

kReduction Model or other continuous hydraulic simulation methods.

EIDo-21: The proposed Basin Plan amendment has been edited to clarify
stormwater treatment requirements.
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July, 2010 Proposed Water Quality Control Plan Amendments, Total

Maximum Daily Load for Sediment and Nutrients in Lake Tahoe

1.) Section 6. 1% paragraph states that the numeric target is defined as 29.7 meters
average annual secchi depth. This should be re-written to clarify that the target is to
restore average annual clarity as measured from 1967-71. The average annual clarity
based on the data from the period of record is 24.2 meters.

2.) Section 8
a. Table 8-1 shows a comparison of the annual average secchi depth {Sahoo et al.

Questions:

Questions:

2009). This table only has information for a limited amount of time (5 years) and
does not include any recent data. The modeled vs. measured values are very
different ranging about 1.4 meters on average. This was also commented on as
part of the peer review analysis completed by Patrick Brezonik on July 25, 2009
as part of comment #3 and response PB-3. ‘

Why is there no comparison between recent data {2005-2009) to check the
validity and accuracy of this clarity model? Please include some updated
comparative analysis to support this model.

Table 8-2 shows the modeled vs. measured trend for years 2000-2020 with no
changes in current pollutant control efforis. The measured values are not
included in this graph for yeart’s post 2004. The model seems highly volatile in
that the projected numbers for 2006-2009 vary from 5-7 meters each year.
These are large variations and unlike anything ever seen in the historic secchi
record.

Is there reasoning why the modeled vs. measured values were only completed
on a 5 year dataset (2000-2005)? Has the model's utility been validated since
this initial comparison? If so, EDOT would like to request that information.

3.) Section 11.3.1.

a. Page 7, under “Performance and Compliance Assessment and Reporting” - the

first sentence states that "Urban municipalities will be required to participate in
the Lake Clarity Crediting Program, which provides a system of tools and
methods fo...... * The County does not recommend that each jurisdiction be
'required' to use all the tools created for this program (i.e. BMP RAM, Road RAM,
etc.) more of required to provide Lahontan and TRPA the Progress Measure
units each year within the annual Report for Fine Sediment, Phosphorous, and
Nitrogen. Please provide us a template of the data Lahontan will require from the
County so that the County can asses the level of effort and compatibility to our
own dataset for future reporting requirements.

Page 7, same section, third paragraph - Lahontan states that, “... shall use
either the PLRM or an equivalent method approved by the Water Board... to
estimate pollutant loading...” County prefers this language to language found



Comment Response

TMDL/BPA County Comments —
September 13, 2010 ElDo-22: Table 1-3 in the Lake Tahoe TMDL Technical Report lists the annual
Page 8 average Secchi depth measurements recorded from 1968 through 2008. Though

the deep water transparency standard lists the period of 1967-1971 as the basis to
compute the annual average value, Secchi depth measurements did not commence
until mid-1967 so an annual average for 1967 was not possible. Therefore, the
\average annual numeric target relied on 1968-1971 annual averages.

July, 2010 Proposed Water Quality Control Plan Amendments, Toial
Maximum Daily Load for Sediment and Nutrients in Lake Tahoe

1.) Section 6. 1% paragraph states that the numeric target is defined as 29.7 meters

average annual secchi depth. This should be re-written to clarify that the target is to / EIDo-23: Calibrating and validating the Lake Clarity Model for new data from years
l’;ﬂgf;";’;g: t:"f':';‘:'tﬁfr“gr%ﬁ 2}913‘;3"-;2’?;923'7" The average annual clarity 2005-2009 would require updated estimates for basin-wide fine sediment particle,
period ol record is 24.2 meters. phosphorus, and nitrogen loading from all pollutant sources. Updating the source
2.) Section 8 and linkage analyses with data from years 2005-2009 would be a time and resource
a. Table 8-1 shows a comparison of the annual average secchi depth (Sahoo et al. limited process and would also require a second review from independent peer
2008j.. This table only hns information for a Imited amount of fime (6 yearé) eid review. As part of an ongoing SNPLMA Round 8 Science Grant project titled
does not include any recent data. The modeled vs. measured values are very « . . , !
ditferent ranging about 1.4 meters on average. This was also commented on as Development of a water quality modeling toolbox to inform pollutant reduction
part of the peer review analysis completed by Patrick Brezonik on July 25, 2009 planning, implementation planning and adaptive management”, scientists are
as part of comment #3 and response PB-3. conducting additional modeling analysis for both the Lake Tahoe Watershed Model
Questions: Why Is there no comparison between recent data (2005-2008) to check the and the Lake Clarity Model through September 2009. The final report is expected in
Va"di‘[y and accuracy of this c'ari‘[y model? Please include some updated March 201 1, however the mOde|Ing work for the TMDL was Completed in 2004-
comparative analysis to support this model. 2005. The optical component of the Lake Clarity Model was peer reviewed and
b. Table 8-2 shows the modeled vs. measured trend for years 2000-2020 with no .?.Ublr:shedl IF? 20(:16’ the five ?X pe_rt ;ﬁv[ewers SeIetCted go p?er I’e\llle:’ltv_ tlhe Tl\/tlr?L topi
changes in current pollutant control efforts. The measured vaiues are not echnical Repo Were POS' 'V? In their comments, and a journal a '96‘,0” IS topic
included in this graph for year's post 2004. The model seems highly volatile in was recently published in the journal Water Resources Research, with its
that the projected numbers for 2006-2009 vary from 5-7 meters each year. methodology and results again supported by a third round of peer-review. This is

These are large variations and unlike anything ever seen in the historic secchi

e has been an extensive review process, and new validation results will be used

within the TMDL Management System in an adaptive fashion to make updates if
Questions: Is there reasoning why the modeled vs. measured values were only completed ;equired.

on a 5 year dataset (2000-2006)? Has the model’s utility been validated since
this initial comparison? If so, EDOT would like to request that information.

EIDo-24: Section 6.2 in the Lake Tahoe TMDL Technical Report describes the

3) Section 11.3.1. details of the Lake Clarity Model calibration and validation. In summary, that section

N TR o i r— " describes the data that was used in the validation, which included water

a. Page 7, under “Performance and Compliance Assessment and Reporting” - the H ;
first sentence states that "Urban municipalities will be required to participate in EerEpe(;latu{e,l\; hldorlo phyll a’t mgIOgtent’) phO?EhC;ru dS, S.ecfhlz%%%h’ Eta: d Oth?rsi.-rhe
the Lake Clarity Crediting Program, which provides a system of tools and a € Llarity Mode was.no a e 0 chl rate prlolr 0 Inthe eva.ua lon
methods to......" Tha County does not recommend that each jurisdiction be since there was no patrticle size distribution data available for the lake prior to 2000.
‘required’ to use al! the tools created for this program (i.e. BMP RAM, Road RAM, Without that data, it is not possible to establish existing conditions with any degree
3}5& e ;;arre?ut;t]r:?: Jl‘; g’ﬁ:ﬁ: A—:;g;tﬁf‘gr i?feTsFé'Z?n g:f't '; ’r?gs;"rﬁzrgtias‘;‘r:: of certainty and the model can only be calibrated and validated over a time period
Nitrogen. Please provide us a template of the data Lahontan will require from the where in-lake and loading data is available. As noted above in Response EIDo-23,
County so that the County can asses the level of effort and compatibility to our new research is in progress to validate the Lake Clarity Model for the period 2005-
own dataset for future reporting requirements. 2009. In the case of the Lake Clarity Model the five year period (2000-2004) is

T R s e Qon&dered extensive for water quality modeling and for decision-making.

efther the PLAM or an equivalent method approved by the Water Board... to
estimate polluiant loading...” County prefers this language to language found
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July, 2010 Proposed Water Quality Control Plan Amendments, Total

Maximum Daily Load for Sediment and Nutrients in Lake Tahoe

1.) Section 6. 1% paragraph states that the numeric target is defined as 29.7 meters
average annual secchi depth. This should be re-written to clarify that the target is to
restore average annual clarity as measured from 1967-71. The average annual clarity
based on the data from the period of record is 24.2 meters.

2.) Section 8
a. Table 8-1 shows a comparison of the annual average secchi depth {Sahoo et al.

Questions:

Questions:

2009). This table only has information for a limited amount of time (5 years) and
does not include any recent data. The modeled vs. measured values are very
different ranging about 1.4 meters on average. This was also commented on as
part of the peer review analysis completed by Patrick Brezonik on July 25, 2009
as part of comment #3 and response PB-3. ‘

Why is there no comparison between recent data {2005-2009) to check the
validity and accuracy of this clarity model? Please include some updated
comparative analysis to support this model.

Table 8-2 shows the modeled vs. measured trend for years 2000-2020 with no
changes in current pollutant control efforis. The measured values are not
included in this graph for yeart’s post 2004. The model seems highly volatile in
that the projected numbers for 2006-2009 vary from 5-7 meters each year.
These are large variations and unlike anything ever seen in the historic secchi
record.

Is there reasoning why the modeled vs. measured values were only completed
on a 5 year dataset (2000-2005)? Has the model's utility been validated since
this initial comparison? If so, EDOT would like to request that information.

3.) Section 11.3.1.

a. Page 7, under “Performance and Compliance Assessment and Reporting” - the

first sentence states that "Urban municipalities will be required to participate in
the Lake Clarity Crediting Program, which provides a system of tools and
methods fo...... * The County does not recommend that each jurisdiction be
'required' to use all the tools created for this program (i.e. BMP RAM, Road RAM,
etc.) more of required to provide Lahontan and TRPA the Progress Measure
units each year within the annual Report for Fine Sediment, Phosphorous, and
Nitrogen. Please provide us a template of the data Lahontan will require from the
County so that the County can asses the level of effort and compatibility to our
own dataset for future reporting requirements.

Page 7, same section, third paragraph - Lahontan states that, “... shall use
either the PLRM or an equivalent method approved by the Water Board... to
estimate pollutant loading...” County prefers this language to language found
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July, 2010 Proposed Water Quality Control Plan Amendments, Toial
Maximum Daily Load for Sediment and Nutrients in Lake Tahoe

1)

2)

Section 6. 1% paragraph states that the numeric target is defined as 29.7 meters
average annual secchi depth. This should be re-written to clarify that the target is to
restore average annual clarity as measured from 1967-71. The average annual clarity
based on the data from the period of record is 24.2 meters.

Section 8
a. Table 8-1 shows a comparison of the annual average secchi depth (Sahoo et al.
2009). This table only has information for a limited amount of time (5 years) and
does not include any recent data. The modeled vs. measured values are very
different ranging about 1.4 meters on average. This was also commented on as
part of the peer review analysis completed by Patrick Brezonik on July 25, 2009
as part of comment #3 and response PB-3,

Questions: Why is there no comparison between recent data (2005-2008) to check the

validity and accuracy of this clarity model? Please include some updated
comparative analysis to support this model.

b. Table 8-2 shows the modeled vs. measured trend for years 2000-2020 with no
changes in current pollutant control efforts. The measured vaiues are not
included in this graph for year's post 2004. The model seems highly volatile in
that the projected numbers for 2006-2009 vary from 5-7 meters each year.
These are large variations and unlike anything ever seen in the historic secchi
record.

Questions: Is there reasoning why the modeled vs. measured values were only completed

3)

on a 5 year dataset (2000-2006)? Has the model’s utility been validated since
this initial comparison? If so, EDOT would like to request that information.

Section 11.3.1.

—

a. Page 7, under “Performance and Compliance Assessment and Reporting” - the
first sentence states that "Urban municipalities will be required to participate in
the Lake Clarity Crediting Program, which provides a system of tools and
methods fo...... " The County does not recommend that each jurisdiction be
‘required’ to use all the tools created for this program (i.e. BMP RAM, Road RAM,
efc.) more of required to provide Lahontan and TRPA the Progress Measure
units each year within the annual Report for Fine Sediment, Phosphorous, and
Nitrogen. Please provide us a template of the data Lahontan will require from the
County so that the County can asses the level of effort and compatibility to our
own dataset for future reporting requirements.

b. Page 7, same section, third paragraph - Lahontan states that, “... shall use
efther the PLAM or an equivalent method approved by the Water Board... to
estimate polluiant loading...” County prefers this language to language found

—

Response

EIDo-25: As written, the proposed Basin Plan amendment references the
requirement for municipal jurisdictions and the California Department of
Transportation to participate in the Lake Clarity Crediting Program. The program
references available tools, but describes the process for considering alternative load
estimation and condition assessment methods. Specific monitoring and reporting
requirements will be developed as part of the Municipal NPDES permit update
process and are not part of the proposed Lake Tahoe TMDL.

EIDo-26: Same as Response EIDo-20.
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elsewhere in the TMDL Report and Basin Plan Amendment that requires the use
of a Continuous Simulation Model to calculate loads. There is substantial
scientific evidence that suggests that a continuous simulation model may not be
the best method to predict loads for the relatively small watersheds that EDOT
has.

Page 8, in Table 11-1, under Schedule - Lahontan states that the SWMP and
Baseline Loading Estimate must be complete no later than two (2) years after
TMDL approval. The asterisk states that TMDL approval is the date that the
USEPA approves the Lake Tahoe TMDL. From what EDOT understands,
USEPA approval could be up to two (2) years after Lahontan Board approval.
This could potentially put these products almost three years out from today. Is
this correct? )

4)) Section 11.3.2. In the first complete paragraph on this page - Lahontan states that “The

Water Board and NDEP will track forest implementation partner activities to
determine whether expected load reduction actions are being taken...."

Questions: How does the Water Board intend to do this to make it transparent to all other

parties that have specific targets? The County feels that the Forest
Management agencies have a large role to play in load reductions to Lake
Tahoe.

5.) Section 16.11 of the TMDL “Economic Considerations”

a.) The TMDL final report states “The Porter-Cologne Act direcls regulatory
agencies to pursue the highest water quality that is reasonable, and one of
the factors used to determine what is reasonable is economics. It is clear,
though, that economic factors cannot be used to justify a result that would be
inconsistent with the federal Clean Water Act or the Porter-Cologne Act. The
Water Board is obligated to restore and protect water quality and beneficial
uses.” Economic factors have to be taken into account when determining
consistency with Clean Water Act or the Porter-Cologne Act goals. County
staff believes that the restoration of Lake Tahoe is the obligation of all parties
invested in Tahoe including Federal, State and Local governments. Given
the reality of current funding, the anticipated cost of this program is projected
to be far beyond what the County can reasonably obtain funding for, so
inevitably the program will be constrained by funding allocations. The County
will continue to implement this program within its means and financial
constraints.

Questions: What level of non-compliance would be considered inconsistent with the

Clean Water Act or the Porter Cologne Act?

b.) All of the requirements in the amendmenis to the TMDL could be funding

constrained. The cost for this program has been estimated at about 1.5 billion in
the urban source category of which approximately 200 million would be needed
by the County in the next 15 years. The overall cost to meet standard attainment
is 6.5 billion over the next 65 years. Discussions with Water Board staff
regarding this have indicated that regardless of funding, these requirements will
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Page 9
elsewhere in the TMDL Report and Basin Plan Amendment that requires the use
of a Continuous Simulation Model to calculate loads. There is substantial
scientific evidence that suggesis that a continuous simulation model may not be
the best method to predict loads for the relatively small watersheds that EDOT
has.

Refer to Response EIDo-26

c. Page 8, in Table 11-1, under Schedule - Lahontan states that the SWMP and
Baseline Loading Estimate must be complete no later than two (2) years after

TMDL approval. The asterisk states that ‘TMDL approval is the date that the EIDo-27: The proposed language states that these actions shall be taken no later
USEPA approves the Lake Tahoe TMDL.' From what EDOT understands, than (emphasis added) two years after TMDL approval, which is the date that US
USEPA approval could be up to two (2) years after Lahontan Board approval. EPA he TMDL. H L likelv th he W Board E .
This cauld potentially put these products almost three years out from today. Is A approves the - However, it is more likely that the Water Board Executive
this correct? Officer will require the baseline load analysis and initial load reduction plans be

. ) . developed on a shorter schedule.
4} Section 11.3.2. In the first complete paragraph on this page - Lahontan states that “The

Water Board and NDEP will track forest implementation pariner activities to
determine whether expected load reduction actions are being laken...."

Questions: How does the Water Board intend to do this to make it transparent to all other EIDo-28: The Water Board has many tools to require po”utant load reduction
parties that have specific targets? The County feels that the Forest

Management agencies have a large role to play in load reductions to Lake actions and report on actions taken. Water Board orders are posted on the Water
Tahoe. Board website and all reports submitted are available to the public for review. The
Water Board is working to establish methods to post submitted reports on its
5.} Section 16.11 of the TMDL “Economic Considerations” website
a.) The TMDL final report states “The Poder-Co!ogne Act directs regu!atory ’
agencies to pursue the highest water quality that is reascnable, and one of . . . .
the factors used to determine what is reasonable is economics. It is clear, It is premature to speculate in the proposed Basin Plan amendment which method
though, that economic factors cannot be used fo justify a result that would be the Water Board might use to require reporting. Additionally, the adaptive
inconsistent with the federal Ciean Water Act or the Porter-Cologne Act. The management framework will allow the Water Board to evaluate progress toward

u"gﬁfi ng;ﬁ;ﬁ,ff’{ﬁ;ff; 'ﬁaf,?ﬁmbintzéfff’n‘iiﬁifguﬁ’aﬁﬂ'eﬁngeffﬁm mee.ting load reduction requirements and these assessments will be available to the
consistency with Clean Water Act or the Porter-Cologne Act goals. County public.

staft believes that the restoration of Lake Tahoe is the obligation of all parties

invested in Tahoe including Federal, State and Local governments. Given

the reality of current funding, the anticipated cost of this program is projected

to be far beyond what the County can reascnably obtain funding for, so

inevitably the program will be constrained by funding allocations. The County

will continue to implement this program within its means and financial

constraints.
r} EIDo-29: The question links two separate concepts. The Lake Tahoe TMDL must
be consistent with the Clean Water Act and the California Water Code (i.e. the
Porter Cologne Act). Compliance with load reduction requirements that will be

Questions: What level of non-compliance would be considered inconsistent with t
Clean Water Act or the Porter Cologne Act?

b.) Al oti ?Iedret#]ireme?lfs i& the amencrl‘lmel;;ts to ;I:_e TtM':I':"—t Cg'-llﬂt' 1'059 b‘_ﬂ_ndiflg specified in the updated Municipal NPDES stormwater permit is a different issue.
consirained. e cost for this program nas been estimated at about 1. iion in f . f . .
i Urban ssiurce catssory of-which spproximalaly 200, millior would b nesdad Thg Water Board has some dlscr_etlon to. conmdgr avallglple funding and.other
by the County in the next 15 years. The overall cost to meet standard aftainment variables when evaluating compliance with permit conditions and potential
is 6.5 billion over the next 65 years. Discussions with Water Board staff enforcement actions.

regarding this have indicated that regardless of funding, these requirements will
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remain the same for implementation and reporting. The Stormwater Financial
Strategy Report conducted by the County has suggested that approximately 1
million dollars per year will be needed to meet future NPDES requirements for
compliance alone. This estimate does not include project delivery or
maintenance activities under the TMDL. The current stormwater financial
strategy indicated that a property related fee is the best option for funding
currently unfunded portions of the NPDES program. At $63/year, the revenue
from the local taxpayer base could be $535,000 / year. To implement this fee the
taxpayer base would have to approve the item by 50%+1 vote. The future of
grant funds is currently uncertain and the implementation of a property related
fee is uncertain as well. Failure to comply with NPDES rules will resuit in
significant liability and potential penalties under federal and state laws. Local
taxpayers and rate payers will bear the cost of litigation, penalties and damages
associated with noncompliance.

Questions: [n order to avoid poténtial failure during the implementation phase of the TMDL,

c.)

Questions:

d.)

has Lahontan considered a phased implementation plan based upon available
funding?

Annual operation and maintenance costs were estimated in the TMDL final report
to be 6 million per year.

Please respond with the backup information to support this claim. Does this
include any infrastructure replacement? Does this include advanced sweeping
costs or increased BMP maintenance?

In TMDL appendix B, the peer review comment from William M. Lewis dated July
9, 2009; states “My overall concern about the implementation phase of source
control is its enormous cost. Given the financial realities of the current
economy, it might be good to have a companion document, of small size,
outlining the results that could be attained for expenditures of 50 percent or
25 percent of the proposed expenditure. Thus, in the event of financial
hardship, source control could proceed, and still be meaningful.” In the
response, the Water Board stated “The Water Board and NDEP estimate that
the resources necessary to achieve required load reductions from the urban
uplands will be roughly $100 Million per year for the next fifteen years. While
the Water Board and NDEP acknowledge the challenge of dedicating such
resources in the current economic climate, the magnitude of the commitment
is similar to the amount spent during the past ten years of erosion control,
stormwater treatment, and restoration efforts in the Tahoe Basin. The TMDL
Implementation Plan requires each implementer to assess its baseline load
and devise its own pollutant load reduction strategy to meet the load
reduction requirements. Therefore, each implementer can weigh cost as a
factor when choosing its load reduction actions for each year.” The County
does not believe that the Water Board adequately addressed the comment
offered by William M. Lewis. The fact that each implementer assesses iis own
baseline load and develops a pollutant load reduction strategy to meet
requirements does not mean the funding will align with the plan. Implementers
must inevitably weigh cost as a factor when choosing load reduction actions each
year. Also, the wurban uplands (those mainly responsible for TMDL
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remain the same for implementation and reporting. The Stormwater Financial
Strategy Report conducted by the County has suggested that approximately 1
million dollars per year will be needed to mest future NPDES requirements for
compliance alone. This estimate does not include project delivery or
maintenance activities under the TMDL. The current stormwater financial
strategy indicated that a property related fee is the best option for funding
currently unfunded portions of the NPDES program. At $63/year, the revenue
from the local taxpayer base could be $535,000 / year. To implement this fee the
taxpayer base would have to approve the item by 50%+1 vote. The future of
grant funds is currently uncertain and the implementation of a property related

fee is uncertain as well. Failure to comply with NPDES rules will result in EIDo-30: The Lake_Tahoe TMD_L alternati\_/es analysis includes a Qiscuss_ion of_
significant liability and potential penalties under federal and state laws. Local delayed or phased implementation. In reality, pollutant load reduction actions (i.e.
lenpyer and el payersiw | Denriher coatiotRugation, penelties and damsges TMDL implementation) have been underway for decades, and have already been a
associated with noncompliance. « " . . . L . P
_ phased” approach driven, in part, by available funding. Future funding will likely be
Questions: In order to avoid potential failure during the implementation phase of the TMDL, awarded based on demonstrated need. There is never a guarantee of future
:‘:lfdi'ljla'],‘-""m“ considered a phased implementation plan based upon available funding, and dischargers typically do not have funding mechanisms in place to
4 achieve new or modified requirements when first adopted in the Basin Plan or
¢.) Annual operation and maintenance costs were estimated in the TMDL final report permits. Instead, these requirements support the need to develop new funding
to be 6 million per year. mechanisms.
Questions: Please respond with the backup information to support this claim. Dees this . . . .
include any infrastructure replacement? Does this include advanced sweeping EIDo-31: Chapter 3 in the Pollutant Reduction Opportunity Report details how the
costs or increased BMP maintenance? Urban Source Category Group estimated annual operations and maintenance
83/ TMDL B6RdEE B, i Besr feilew commmant om WIN R M. Lwie atset dily costs. _The estimates mcludec_l mfrastructure replacement and _the use of ad\{anced
9, 2009; states “My overall concern about the implementation phase of source sweeping equipment along with increased treatment BMP maintenance, which are
conirol is its enormous cost. Given the financial realities of the current all options available to the County for complying with the load reduction
economy, it might be good fo have a companion document, of smalf size, requirements.

outlining the results that could be attained for expenditures of 50 percent or
25 percent of the proposed expenditure. Thus, in the event of financial
hardship, source control could proceed, and still be meaningful.” In the
response, the Water Board stated “The Water Board and NDEP estimate that
the resources necessary to achieve required load reductions from the urban
uplands will be roughly $100 Million per year for the next fifteen years. While
the Water Board and NDEP acknowledge the challenge of dedicating such
resources in the current economic climate, the magnitude of the commitment
is similar to the amount spent during the past ten years of erosion control,
stormwater treatment, and restoration efforts in the Tahoe Basin. The TMDL
Implementation Plan requires each implementer to assess its baseline load
and devise jts own poijutant load reduction strategy to meet the load
reduction requirements. Therefore, each implementer can weigh cost as a
factor when choosing its load reduction actions for each year.” The County
does not believe that the Water Board adequately addressed the comment
offered by William M. Lewis. The fact that each implementer assesses its own
baseline load and develops a pollutant load reduction strategy to meet
requirements does not mean the funding will align with the plan. Implementers
must inevitably weigh cost as a factor when choosing load reduction actions each
year.  Also, the urban uplands (those mainly responsible for TMDL
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implementation) have never seen funding levels anywhere near $100 million /
year from the EIP for Stormwater. At best the basin has received $20
million/year for Stormwater related EIP Projects. The current state of the
economy is not paraileling the current TMDL implementation economic reality.
Without financial contributions from partner agencies the program as proposed
simpiy cannot be met. The County is not capable of generating those kinds of
financial resources with its small taxpayer base.

Questions: Please state whether regulations will be lifted or the pollutant strategy extended

during difficult financial times? Please revisit the above referenced comment
by William M. Lewis and respond.

6.) Section 16.6.1.

a.

References:

Under Geology and Scils in the Environmental Checklist - Please explain why the
letter b) Resuit in substantial soif erosion or the loss of topsoil? box was checked
'‘No Impact'. It seems that given Lahontan logic used in the Checklist of checking
'Less Than Significant Impact' for several other boxes, even though you are
analyzing the impacts of implementing a Basin Plan Amendment, that the effect
of your BPA will cause significant project implementation, which will significantly
alter soils with a huge potential to cause erosion during excavation, trucking, etc.
Just because a project complies with a Permit, does not mean that it does not
have the ability to cause erosion.

Under Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Please explain what criteria was used for
your projected increase in greenhouse gas emissions caused by project
implementation as a result of the BPA that allowed you to determine that it was a
‘No Impact' result.

Law et al, Deriving Reliable Pollutant Removal Rates for Municipal Street Sweeping and Storm
Drain Cleanout Programs in the Chesapeake Bay Basin, Center for Water shed Protection,

2008.
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implementation) have never seen funding levels anywhere near $100 million /
year from the EIP for Stormwater. At best the basin has received $20
million/year for Stormwater related EIP Projects. The current state of the
economy is not paralleling the current TMDL implementation economic reality.
Without financial contributions from partner agencies the program as proposed
simply cannot be met. The County is not capable of generating those kinds of
financial resources with its small taxpayer base. EIDo-32: The Water Board may consider revisiting the Lake Tahoe TMDL
implementation schedule if financial constraints or other factors affect the ability to
Questions: Please state whether regulations will be lifted or the pollutant strategy ex‘fen% meet proposed load reduction requirements.
during difficult financial times? Please revisit the above referenced comment

by William M. Lewis and respond. . .
Y : pon /EID0-33: Reasonably foreseeable measures to comply with the provisions of the

6.y Section 16.6.1. TN proposed Basin Plan amendment are expected to include erosion control projects,
a. Under Geology and Soils in the Environmental Checklist - Please explain why the stormwater control projects, and revegetation projects, all of which are designed to
letter b) Result in substantial soll erosion or the loss of topsoll? box was checked reduce substantial soil erosion, not increase soil erosion. Because constructing

‘No Impact'. It seems that given Lahontan logic used in the Checklist of checking
'‘Less Than Significant Impact' for several other boxes, even though you are
analyzing the impacts of implementing a Basin Plan Amendment, that the effect >’

each project will automatically require implementation of appropriate best
management practices, and no reasonably foreseeable compliance measure was

of your BPA will cause significant project implementation, which will significantly determined to substantially increase soil erosion over the life of the TMDL

alter solls with a huge potential to cause erosion during excavation, trucking, etc. implementation plan, the proposed Basin Plan amendment was determined to have

Jusl because a project complies with a Permit, does not mean lhat it does not no impact on this resource. Even if the Water Board changed the checklist by

hiave the.ablily:tecCaiza arosion: checking the “less than significant” box rather than the “no impact” box, there

b. Under Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Please explain what criteria was used for W(_Jl_"dn,,t be any change t,O the implementa.tion. ,Of the_se projects because no

your projected increase in greenhouse gas emissions caused by project \mltlgatlon would be required because no significant impacts would occur.

implementation as a result of the BPA that allowed you to determine that it was a

‘No Impact' result. EIDo-34: The explanation following the Greenhouse Gas Emissions questions in
References: Section 16.6 of the Lake Tahoe TMDL Report describes the rationale for

Law et al, Deriving Reliable Pollutant Removal Rates fir Municipal Street Sweeping and Storm detgrmlnlng that the project is expected to reduce, not increase, greenhouse gas
Drain Cleanout Programs in the Chesapeake Bay Basin, Center for Water shed Protection, emissions.
2008.





