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Attachment A 
Technical Comments on Total Maximum Daily Loads for Indicator Bacteria, 

Baby Beach in Dana Point Harbor and Shelter Island Shoreline Park in San Diego Bay 
Draft Technical Report, February 22, 2008 

 
 
1. Executive Summary, Page 1, Third Paragraph: The TMDLs established in this 

technical report relate to water quality objectives for REC-1 and REC-2 beneficial 
uses not shellfish harvesting.  As noted in the third paragraph, SHELL beneficial 
use will be addressed in a separate TMDL and/or standards action.  To prevent 
confusion to the reader, references to shellfish harvesting beneficial uses should 
be removed from the document. 

 
2. Section 1 Introduction, Page 5, Second Paragraph:  The document states, "The 

bacteria loads from the watershed were used as inputs into a second model used 
to calculate the assimilative capacity of receiving waters at the impaired BB and 
SISP shorelines".  This text should be revised to reflect that the bacteria loads 
were modeled based upon land use area and that the actual bacteria loads from 
the MS4 systems are not known. 

 
3. Section 1.1 Technical Approach, Page 7, Fifth Paragraph:  The document states, 

"For these TMDLs, the receiving waters are the impaired shoreline segments of 
BB and SISP, and the watersheds are the areas of the watershed that drain 
directly to those receiving waters."  This does not match with text in other parts of 
the document which define the watershed area for Baby Beach as 522.6 acres or 
the entire watershed for Dana Point Harbor and not just the watershed area to 
the impaired shoreline segment of Baby Beach. 

 
4. Section 2.1 Project Area Description, Page 11, Second Paragraph:  The 

document states, "Impairment of these shorelines is likely due to local sources of 
bacteria such as human, domestic animals and urban runoff.” This statement 
does not appear to be correct based upon 2003 studies and conflicts with the text 
in Section 5.1.1 Natural Sources, Page 26, Third Paragraph, which states that for 
both wet and dry weather fecal bacteria deposited from waterfowl may be the 
primary source or a relatively significant source of impacts to the shorelines. 

 
5. Section 2.1 Project Area Description, Page 11, Fourth Paragraph:  The 522.6 

acre watershed described in Table 2-1 includes drainages for all of Dana Point 
Harbor.  This is an incorrect depiction of the drainages to the Baby Beach 
shoreline.   A review of grading and development plans (Dana Point Headlands 
Project Hydrology Exhibit, Stantec Consultants, Inc. 2/15/2007, Ocean Institute 
BMP Evaluation Site Plan, RDMD 11/26/2002, Dana Point Harbor Parking Lot 
No. 2 Grading and Paving Plan, Koebig & Koebig, Inc. September 1971), for the 
area surrounding Baby Beach defines a drainage area of only 43.4 acres (see 
Attachment B).  In addition, harbor water quality monitoring data and circulation 
studies indicate that bacteria impairment is confined to the Baby Beach shoreline 
and that limited circulation exists between the waters near to Baby Beach and 
the waters further in the harbor channel.  The Baby Beach bacteria TMDLs were 
developed based upon modeling results driven by watershed size and land use.  
The use of a watershed area representative of the actual inputs that drain to the 
segment of impaired shoreline is imperative to accurate model TMDL 
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development.  The watershed area used in the model should be revised to reflect 
the actual drainage area to Baby Beach and the TMDLs should be revised 
accordingly. 

 
6. Section 2.3 Impairment Overview, Page 15, Second Paragraph:  The document 

states, "For this project, the most recent water quality data available at the time 
of the model development in 2004 were used to develop the models."  Based 
upon the data sources listed in Appendix D only Baby Beach water quality data 
from 11/1996-10/2002 was used.  Therefore, water quality data from 10/2002 to 
2004 was not used and neither was the extensive data collected as part of the 
June 2003 State of Beach Report which included a data mining study, circulation 
study, and special bacterialogical studies conducted at Baby Beach. The 
document should be revised to reflect what data was actually used for modeling.  
This comment also applies to document text in Section 4.1.1, Page 20, First 
Paragraph. 

 
7. Section 3, Numeric Target Selection, Page 17:  Similar to the Bacteria Impaired 

Waters – Project I Beaches and Creeks TMDL, this section of the document 
should be revised to include reference to the pending Reference System & 
Antidegradation Approach (RSAA) and Natural Sources Exclusion Approach 
(NSEA) Basin Plan Amendment (BPA) and explain its implications to the Baby 
Beach and Shelter Island Shoreline Park TMDLs.  In particular, the NSEA seems 
appropriate to the situation at Baby Beach were studies point toward birds, 
sediment resuspension, and other natural sources as the likely source of 
impairment.  

 
8. Section 4.1.2 Waterbody Characteristics, Page 20, Third Paragraph:  The 

hydrology component of the model developed as part of the Bacteria TMDL 
Project I and now utilized as part of the San Diego Bay and Dana Point Harbor 
TMDLs involved a calibration using thirteen USGS gages throughout the San 
Diego Region for wet weather and a combination of gage data from a tributary to 
San Juan Creek and instantaneous flow measurements from stations in Aliso 
Creek and Mission Bay drainages for dry weather. The use of these data sources 
is inappropriate for determining loading and TMDLs for Baby Beach for the 
following reasons:  

 
a) The thirteen USGS gage stations are located along much larger drainages 
(13,632 - 462,720 acres) that have different hydrology than the small storm drain 
system at Baby Beach (43.4 acres).  Factors such as ground water input within a 
creek and longer wet weather sustained flows are not components of a small, 
concrete lined, underground MS4 system like the one found at Baby Beach.  In 
addition, many of the USGS gage stations used have upstream reservoirs and 
lakes that may regulate or partially regulate flow. This adds another layer of 
uncertainly to using this data to simulate flows in a small MS4 system. 
 
b) The instantaneous flow data used from the Aliso Creek Watershed was only 
"estimated" flow.  Caution should be taken in using this data because the 
methods used to determine flow (e.g. the floating leaf method) have inherent 
error. The fact that these flow approximations were used to develop a regional 
model and that these models were used to develop TMDLs is a concern. 
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To address these two issues a better description of the limitations of the flow 
data used to develop these models should be presented in the document.  In 
addition, some recent flow data is available from the diversion system BMP in 
place for the Dana Point Headlands area which drains to the west end of Baby 
Beach.  This data could be used to calibrate model derived dry weather flows to 
those actually observed within the Baby Beach drainage area. 

 
9. Section 4.1.2 Waterbody Characteristics, Page 21, First Paragraph: More 

information should be provided regarding the resolution and the date of the 
bathymetry data used for Baby Beach.  The USGS DRG 7.5 min quadrangle map 
for Dana Point provides some limited data on depth curves and depth sounding 
locations for coastal areas, but dates back to 1975 and does not provide detailed 
bathymetry.  The use of this data to create an accurate receiving water model for 
Dana Point Harbor does not seem appropriate.  In addition, dredging is regularly 
performed in the harbor every 5-7 years to maintain navigable depths and widths 
making it uncertain whether the data used reflects the conditions during the time 
period of the water quality modeling data used.  More accurate Dana Point 
Harbor bathymetry data is and has been available from the County and should 
be used to update the receiving water model. 

 
10. Section 5 Source Analysis, Page 25, Second Paragraph, Last Line: Remove 

extra "s" after approaches. 
 
11. Section 5.1 Nonpoint Sources, Page 25, Fourth Paragraph: Homeless 

encampments are not believed to be a source of impairment to Baby Beach by 
either the County or City of Dana Point.  Additional justification and information 
should be provided to support the statement that encampments from homeless 
persons is a potential nonpoint source of bacteria at Baby Beach or the 
document should be revised removing homeless encampments as a potential 
source. 

 
12. Section 5.1.1 Natural Sources, Page 26, Fourth Paragraph:  This section of the 

document does not identify wrack line or sediment regrowth as potential nonpoint 
sources of bacteria.  As noted later in the document, (Section 10.7.2, Page 77, 
Paragraph 2) studies have found that bacteria multiply in the wrack line on the 
beach during low tide and this can cause exceedances during high tide when the 
wrack is inundated.  The June 2003 State of the Beach Report for Baby Beach 
and continued studies by the Orange County Health Care Agency have also 
identified bacteria resuspension and regrowth in sediments as an important 
potential source of bacterial contamination at Baby Beach. Descriptions of both 
these natural sources should be added to this section of the document.   

 
13. Section 5.1.2 Encampments (Homeless Persons), Page 26, Fifth Paragraph: See 

comment #11. 
 
14. Section 5.2.3 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (Urban Runoff), Pages 

27 & 28, Last Paragraph:  Please clarify if the “direct linkage” that has been 
established between human illness and recreating near the outfalls of urban 
stormwater conveyance systems is applicable to the Baby Beach situation where 
there are no sewage inputs or whether the said study was conducted in areas 
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where sewage inputs were quantified and therefore is not applicable to this area.  
The reference provided for this are issued permits not scientific studies.   

  
15. Section 6.1.1.2 Source Contributions, Page 31, Fourth Paragraph:  Correct 

typographical error "poosible". 
 
16. Section 7.2.3 Dry Weather Load Calculations, Page 43, Second Paragraph:  The 

analysis of dry weather load calculations does not take into account that the west 
end and east end storm drains to Baby Beach were plugged with inflatable seals 
during the dry season from 1997-2002.  The TMDL model utilized Baby Beach 
water quality data from 11/1996-10/2002 for calibration.  This data was collected 
during the period the plugs were in place, therefore, its use for the calibration of 
watershed MS4 systems loading into Baby Beach is flawed.  Dry weather load 
calculations should be adjusted to reflect site conditions (no MS4 inputs) during 
the modeling data period.  

 
17. Section 7.2.5 Calculation of Existing Dry Weather Bacteria Loads and TMDLs, 

Page 45, Second Paragraph:  If modeling indicates that watershed bacteria 
levels were too low to result in the observed bacteria levels and Baby Beach 
storm drains were plugged during the model utilized data period (Comment #16), 
then it would seem uncertain that the required MS4 wasteload reductions would 
result in meeting the assimilative capacities or WQOs at Baby Beach.  As noted 
in Comment #16, the dry weather model should be adjusted to reflect the site 
conditions at the time of the water quality monitoring data used and the required 
dry weather load reductions should be revised accordingly.    

 
18. Section 8.2 Load Allocations, Page 49, Third Paragraph:  Better spatial 

information is available for the coverage of MS4s in the Baby Beach drainage 
area.  Attachment B depicts the Baby Beach drainage area and MS4 
subdrainages within it based upon a review of area grading and development 
plans. As noted in Comment #5, the watershed area used in the model should be 
revised to reflect the actual drainage area to Baby Beach.  A redistribution of 
WLAs assigned to MS4s should be calculated to account for natural areas not 
included within coverage of an MS4. 

 
19. Section 9.4 Persons Responsible for Controllable Nonpoint Source Discharges, 

Page 60, Second Paragraph:  See comment #11 regarding encampments of 
homeless persons. 

 
20. Section 10.3.1 Point Source Discharges, Page 63, Table 10-1: San Diego Water 

Board Order No. R-9-2008-0001 has not been adopted.  The citation should be 
revised to reflect the current NPDES permit No. R-9-2002-0001. 

 
21. Section 10.4.1 Compliance Schedule, Page 65, Second Paragraph: For over ten 

years the OC Public Works Department (formally RDMD) and the Orange County 
Health Care Agency have conducted numerous studies and implemented a 
variety BMPs in an effort to reduce bacteria levels at Baby Beach.  These efforts 
have included seasonal plugs in storm drains, increased street sweeping efforts, 
the installation of bird netting under the pier, public education efforts against bird-
feeding at the beach, artificial circulation of Baby Beach harbor area water, a dry 
weather flow diversion structure on the west end of the beach, catch basin filter 
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treatment systems, and the disposal of bird fecal droppings from the exposed 
intertidal areas of the beach.  The document should be revised to describe 
implemented BMPs and to change text indicating that a dry weather flow 
diversion structure is at the west end storm drain not the east end. 

 
22. Section 10.6 Specific Implementation Objectives, Page 75, Third Paragraph.  

See comment #20. 
 
23. Appendix B, Comment13, Page B-14:  We believe that Professor Holden's 

comment that, "the miniscule amounts to be removed from the watershed will 
likely do little to protect public health" defines an underlying problem with the 
developed TMDLs.  Considering that during dry weather the Baby Beach storm 
drains were plugged during the period of data used for modeling it is difficult to 
give any validity to the dry weather MS4 TMDLs or the actual assimilative 
capacity of Dana Point Harbor.  The Regional Board's response to professor 
Holden's comment should be revised to reflect the MS4 conditions during the 
period of modeling. 

 
24. Appendix B, Overarching Questions, Page B-14:  Professor Holden makes a 

significant comment that, "the development of TMDLs and the implementation of 
them against a backdrop of great uncertainty regarding their effectiveness to 
protect human health represents an unwise expenditure of public funds."  
Although there may currently be limited data evaluating the human health risks 
associated with bacteria from waterfowl (continuing epidemiological studies this 
summer at Doheny Beach may shed light on this), there is considerable data 
regarding the source of bacteria at Baby Beach which can improve the 
developed TMDLs to more correctly reflect site conditions.  As noted previously, 
the Baby Beach storm drains were plugged during the period of data used for 
modeling.  Therefore, we believe that this creates great uncertainty as to 
developed TMDL and whether it will do anything to protect public health beyond 
current ongoing efforts.   

 
25. Appendix B, Overarching Questions, Page B-26, Comment:  Professor Barber 

makes a significant comment that, "there are many data gaps that required 
assumptions that will eventually need to be proven in order to justify the expected 
costs associated with the implementation plan."  A "lack of data" is used 
repeatedly throughout the document as a reason for model assumptions.  As 
noted previously, additional monitoring and study data which could improve these 
TMDL models is and has been available at Baby Beach.  Considering the 
unknown implementation costs of these TMDLs and the fact that current data has 
not been used to improve the modeling, her comment clearly points to the need 
to update the modeling.  

 
26. Appendix F, Section F.3.3.2.2, Lateral boundary conditions, Page F-40, Fourth 

Paragraph:  The document states, "Contributions from subwatersheds 2101 and 
2102 were included as lateral boundary conditions for DPH."  This seems to 
contradict other information in the document (Table 2-1 and Figure J-3) that 
describe and depict the Baby Beach watersheds as being 522.6 acres and 
subwatersheds 2101, 2102, 2103, and 2104.  If only subwatersheds 2101 and 
2102 were used for modeling loading, this would include approximately 195.7 
acres.  This is still over four times larger than the 43.4 acres shown on area 
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grading and development plans as draining directly to Baby Beach (see 
Comment #5). 

 
27. Appendix J, Figure J-3, Dana Point Harbor – Baby Beach Watersheds, Page J-3:  

The map area highlighted as being "impaired waterbody" extends beyond the 
east end of Baby Beach and around into the west basin of the harbor.  This is an 
incorrect depiction of the impaired area of the harbor.  The map should be 
revised to reflect impaired area being confined to Baby Beach. 
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Attachment B
Baby Beach Drainage Area Map

Data Sources: Dana Point Headlands Project Hydrology Exhibit, Stantec Consultants, Inc. 2/15/2007, Ocean Institute BMP Evaluation Site Plan, RDMD 11/26/2002,
Dana Point Harbor Parking Lot No. 2 Grading and Paving Plan, Koebig & Koebig, Inc. September 1971

Aerial Source: Eagle Aerial 2007
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