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LTSLT-1: The deep water transparency standard applies solely to Lake 
Tahoe and is not an effluent requirement for agencies and dischargers to 
comply with. Rather, the Water Board requires dischargers to meet, as part 
of their municipal stormwater permits, performance objectives related to their 
discharges. The TMDL is a science-based planning and regulatory document 
that provides pollutant source estimation, an analysis linking the pollutant 
source amounts to the response in the waterbody, and an implementation 
plan so the waterbody will over time attain the Basin Plan deep water 
transparency standard. 
 
 
 
 
LTSLT-2: This comment implies that strict compliance with the current 
standards would result in significant improvement in water quality. However, 
this position ignores TMDL science that demonstrates the overriding effect of 
fine sediment particles on deep water transparency. Current standards do 
not directly address reduction in the discharge of fine sediment. This has 
been known for a number of years. Devoting resources to enforcing 
standards that will not result in significant improvement in deep water 
transparency, as suggested by the comment, is counter to the goal of 
improving deep water transparency. This proposed Basin Plan Amendment  
(BPA) puts forth a scientifically defensible standard that will result in the 
reduction of the pollutant that has the greatest effect on deep water 
transparency. 
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LTSLT-3: Same as Response LTSLT-1, with this addition: The proposed 
TMDL sets forth a plan that requires attaining increasing load reductions 
over time without any provisions for delaying the attainment of the needed 
load reductions. The TMDL does not grant �lifetime extensions to comply 
with water quality standards�. Nothing in the Clean Water Act (CWA) 
prohibits a 65-year phased implementation plan; see Response LTSLT-28. 
 
LTSLT-4: The Lake Tahoe TMDL Technical Report contained detailed 
information, in section 4.6 Pollutant Loading Summary & Confidence Levels, 
about the knowledge and data gaps for the source analysis and provides an 
assessment of the relative confidence in the source estimates. The Lake 
Tahoe TMDL Report, Lake Tahoe TMDL Technical Report, Pollutant 
Reduction Opportunity Report, and Integrated Water Quality Management 
Strategy Report, were subjected to independent peer review by five 
scientists and each reviewer agreed with the source analysis estimation. 
    Any activity, such as new development, re-development, or other land 
disturbing management actions, has the potential to increase localized (i.e. 
on a parcel scale) pollutant loading. To ensure that future growth does not 
increase pollutant loads, the jurisdictions must reduce pollutant loads from 
the established baseline condition for that jurisdiction. This means that load 
reductions must be net reductions from a jurisdiction�s 2004 baseline 
conditions, and does not allow for increased loads caused by changes in 
land use, transportation modes and uses, and stormwater treatment. A 
municipality must annually demonstrate on a catchment (i.e. sub-watershed) 
basis that no increased loading in fine sediment particle, total nitrogen, and 
total phosphorus will result from any land disturbing activity permitted in the 
catchment. Efforts to eliminate the increased loads from these land 
disturbing activities will not be counted towards the annual load reduction 
requirements. Text has been added to the proposed BPA in the Future 
Growth Potential section to describe this requirement. 
    The Lake Tahoe TMDL source analysis was based on estimations of the 
pollutant loading as of 2004. Chapter 16, Environmental Checklist and 
Analysis, in the Lake Tahoe TMDL Report, contains explanations on how the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed BPA were determined to be 
less than significant. Because no data has been submitted to support such a 
position, it is only speculative to conclude that the proposed BPA will result in 
an increase in fine sediment particles due to an increase in vehicle miles 
traveled that resulted from the �Regional Board�s acquiescence in the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency�s current efforts to expand development in the 
basin.� Public Resources Code section 21159 states that the Regional Board 
is not required to engage in speculation or conjecture or to conduct a project-
level environmental analysis. 
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LTSLT-5: See Responses LTSLT-4, with this addition: The TMDL addressed 
future growth but did not include an allocation for potential effects from global 
warming. The possible effects from climate change were discussed in the 
TMDL but there is no requirement to include an estimate of potential future 
loading from climate change in the source analysis nor in the load 
allocations. Though climate change may occur, the effects on pollutant 
loading to the lake are speculative and are proposed to be dealt with in the 
adaptive management portion of the TMDL. 
 
LTSLT-6: The Water Board has not ignored future growth potential in the 
load allocations. Rather, future growth potential is addressed by the load 
reduction requirements directly addressing the urban source category. 
Because urban loads must be reduced from the 2004 baseline by each 
municipal jurisdiction to meet a net load reduction requirement, any effects of 
future growth must be fully addressed, and will result in jurisdictions to 
increase its overall pollutant load reduction. Each municipal jurisdiction is 
responsible for reducing the loads within its jurisdictions and that includes 
accounting for the effects from existing and future development, therefore a 
separate allocation for new development or future growth is not needed. 
 
Text from the Lake Tahoe TMDL Report has been added to the TMDL 
portion of the BPA, in the Future Growth Potential section, to further explain 
the evaluation of future growth. The future growth potential analysis was 
based on Halsing (2006), which evaluated the maximum growth potential in 
the absence of meeting TMDL load allocation requirements. Halsing (2006) 
evaluated the future growth based on a projection of the worst-case 
coverage scenario under the current regulations and not under the proposed 
load reduction requirements. 
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LTSLT-7: The Lake Tahoe TMDL does not propose to regulate loads from 
each new development project. Instead, the TMDL proposes overall load 
reduction requirements from a 2004 baseline for each urban jurisdiction to 
meet. It will be the requirement of each jurisdiction to demonstrate how 
activities within its jurisdiction, such as new development projects, are 
resulting in increased reductions from that 2004 baseline and are part of the 
jurisdictions� overall load reduction plan. The future growth analysis 
determined that the worst-case scenario would increase loads by up to two 
percent in the absence of load reduction requirements. Each new 
development or redevelopment project has the potential to affect stormwater 
runoff so each jurisdiction must manage the development projects within its 
jurisdiction to ensure that those projects do not negatively impact the 
jurisdiction�s ability to meet overall net load reduction requirements. 
 
To ensure that future growth does not increase pollutant loads, the City of 
South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County, and Placer County must reduce fine 
sediment particle, total nitrogen, and total phosphorus loads as described in 
Tables 5.18-2, 5.18-3, and 5.18-4 from the established baseline condition. 
Load reductions will be analyzed on a catchment basis. Catchments are sub-
watershed areas where a municipality anticipates reducing loads or where 
any land disturbing management actions, such as new development or re-
development, has the potential to increase localized pollutant loading. In 
addition to meeting the annual load reductions set forth in Tables 5.18-2, 
5.18-3, and 5.18-4 on a jurisdiction-wide basis, each municipality must 
annually demonstrate on a catchment-wide basis that no increased loading 
in fine sediment particle, total nitrogen, and total phosphorus will result from 
any land disturbing activity permitted in the catchment. Efforts to eliminate 
the increased loads from these land disturbing activities will not be counted 
towards the annual load reduction requirements. Therefore, even though 
new development may result in increased impervious surfaces and 
potentially increased loading, there cannot be an increase in loading from the 
catchment in which the new development will occur.  This may mean that the 
unicipality requires of that new development infiltration or treatment of 
stormwater and/or that stormwater is treated or infiltrated from other areas 
within the catchment so that there is an overall reduction in loads from the 
catchment. 
 
The load estimates from future growth were compared to load reduction 
requirements to provide a relative sense of the magnitude of the estimate 
and does not conclude that development projects can be ignored. As 
explained above in this response and in Response LTSLT-6, the proposed 
BPA did not ignore future growth. 
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LTSLT-8: Same as Responses LTSLT-6 and LTSLT-7 with this addition: The 
proposed BPA did not use the Margin of Safety (MOS) to account for or 
ignore potential effects from future growth. 
 
LTSLT-9: The future growth analysis relied on the work completed by 
Halsing (2006), which was conducted using land-use layers and basin-wide 
parcel information as inputs to a geographic information system (GIS) 
analysis. The GIS analysis used actual parcel boundaries and did not rely on 
assuming an average parcel size across the basin. 
 
LTSLT-10: Same as Responses LTSLT-4 and LTSLT-16 
 
 
 
 
 
LTSLT-11: Same as Response LTSLT-9. 
 
 
 
 
LTSLT-12: Same as Response LTSLT-8, with this addition: 40 CFR 130.7 
requires that a TMDL include a MOS which takes into account any lack of 
knowledge concerning the relationship between effluent limitations and water 
quality. The MOS is documented in Chapter 14 of the Lake Tahoe TMDL 
Report and in the proposed TMDL portion of the BPA. The MOS was 
established to address the uncertainty in the scientific studies that were used 
to develop the load estimates, load capacity, linkage analysis, and load 
allocations. The MOS does not address speculative events in the future that 
may or may not happen, even if a scientific study concludes that the future 
event could occur. The adaptive management is the portion of the 
implementation plan that sets forth a process to address future events. The 
adaptive management process is completely different and separate from the 
MOS. 
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LTSLT-13: The Lake Tahoe TMDL did not claim that Bailey�s 1974 Map is a 
static document. The future growth analysis used the land capability maps 
that were in effect as of the 2004 baseline evaluation and did not speculate 
as to how those land capability maps may or may not change in the future. 
The Lake Tahoe Watershed Model used the 2006 updated soil survey maps 
from the NRCS as input to the loading analysis, so the most recent 
information on soil characteristics was used in developing the baseline load 
estimation for the forest and urban sources. The Bailey Map provided a 
gross estimate of the capability of the various soil types to accept certain 
amounts of impervious coverage. The Bailey maps were not used to 
establish an absolute maximum total coverage for the entire basin; the Bailey 
maps were used as a guide for parcel-level evaluation during the GIS 
analysis. The TRPA Code of Ordinances, section 20.2.D (not 22.2.D), 
provides a process for challenging the gross mapping accuracy shown in the 
Bailey map to the individual parcel. A successful land capability challenge 
determines the actual soil type on the parcel and assigns a maximum 
allowable coverage but does not create additional coverage beyond what 
was provided for under the Bailey Land Capability system; the parcel level 
mapping is a refinement of the accuracy of Bailey�s map. The Bailey maps 
were made at a large, basin-wide scale that is not comparable to a parcel 
level analysis of actual soil type present on the parcel, so when land 
capability is scientifically determined through a site-specific challenge, it is 
expected that the overall Bailey maps would change to reflect the refinement 
in mapping. See also Responses LTSLT-4, LTSLT-6, and LTSLT-7. 
 
 
 
LTSLT-14: The estimated two percent loading increase from future growth 
was not arbitrary since it was based on actual parcel data and land-use 
information and the analysis was not based on a speculation of how TRPA 
may or may not change its land-use ordinances in the future. The load 
reduction requirements that are proposed for each municipal jurisdiction 
compel that jurisdiction to manage the net loads from its jurisdiction. It is 
speculative to conclude that future development projects will definitively 
increase vehicles to the shore of Lake Tahoe that will cause a corresponding 
increase in additional pollutants discharged to Lake Tahoe. See also 
Responses LTSLT-4, LTSLT-6, LTSLT-7, and LTSLT-16. 
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LTSLT-15: Same as Response LTSLT-6, with this addition: 40 CRF 
122.44(d)(1)(vii) does not state that NPDES permits must implement TMDL 
allocations. Rather, 40 CRF 122.44 (d)(1)(vii) states that the NPDES permits 
are consistent with the assumptions and requirements of any available 
wasteload allocation. See also response LTSLT-7. 
 
 
 
LTSLT-16: According to Zhu and Kuhns et al. (2009), vehicle miles traveled 
was not listed as a principle factor influencing generation of road dust 
emissions into the atmosphere. Since the principle factors were vehicle 
speed, road condition, road grade, proximity to other high emitting roads, 
and season, a projected change in the number of vehicle miles traveled was 
not directly linked with a projected increase in fine sediment load generated. 
However, urban areas contain the largest amount of pollutant-generating 
roads in the basin, primarily due to the high density and road size. Zhu and 
Kuhns et al. (2009) suggest using high efficiency sweepers and performing 
consistent road maintenance as the primary focus for load reduction actions 
within the urban uplands. The entity managing the road condition and road 
characteristics is the appropriate entity responsible for directly addressing 
the principle factors influencing the fugitive dust emission into the 
atmosphere. Also see Response LTSLT-4. 
 
LTSLT-17: See Responses LTSLT-4, LTSLT-6, LTSLT-7, LTSLT-14, and 
LTSLT-16, with this addition: It is speculative to conclude that TRPA�s 
proposed preferred alternative, which has not been adopted, will increase 
the fine sediment particle load to the lake. The comment fails to 
acknowledge that the TRPA Compact requires the TRPA to achieve 
Thresholds and to not permit activities which would adversely affect 
achieving Thresholds. If the proposed BPA is adopted it would set a 
benchmark by which the TRPA Regional Plan would be evaluated. The 
commenter should hold TRPA accountable to its Compact rather than 
request the Water Board to change its proposed BPA to account for potential 
TRPA actions that are inconsistent with Compact requirements.  
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LTSLT-18: The Lake Tahoe TMDL analysis of the atmospheric deposition 
included brake wear as a mobile source, which included all vehicle types 
(heavy duty and light duty). The atmospheric source estimate relied largely 
on CARB (2006) which defined road dust as a combination of traction control 
material, brake and tire wear, vegetative debris, deposited exhaust, and 
track out soil from unpaved roads. 
 
 
LTSLT-19: Factors such as proximity to lake, winds, and transportable 
fraction were addressed as part of the analysis to determine the effect of 
potential pollutant reduction opportunities from the atmospheric deposition 
source, as detailed in Chapter 2 of the Pollutant Reduction Opportunity 
Report. Information from the Pollutant Reduction Opportunity Report was 
used to develop the load allocation schedule. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 














































































