. of the Department of Water

“STATE ' OF CALIFORNIA |
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

In the Matter of the Petitions

Resources For Review of Orders .
No,K 72-124, 72-125, 72-126 and’
72-174, of the Callfornia
Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Central Valley Region

Order No. WQ 73-30
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BY THE BOARD
. On November 19, 1971 the Callfornia Reglonal Water Qual-
ity Control Board Central Valley Region (Reglonal Board) adopted

waste dlscharge requlrements for Contra Costa County Sanitation

District No. 19 (Order No., 72-124), the Community of Hood

(Order No. 72—125), and Dixon_Dryeri(Order No. 72-126). On
December 17, l§7lﬁ the Department of Water Resources (DWR)
petitioned-the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board)
for review of these waste discharge reduirements.

On February 25, 1972, the Regional Board adopted

"~

waste discharge.requirements for the City of Tracy (Order .
No. 72-174). ' On March 23, 1972, DWR petitioned the State Board
for review of these waste discharge requirements. |

The petitions of DWR involve substantial and complicated

issues of fact and law. An understanding of these issues and of our

" decision will require extended discussion of the Sacramento-~ -

San Joaquin Delta (Delta) and water quality control policies and

plans related thereto.

I, THE DELTA AND SALINITY-PROBLEMS
The Delta (Figure 1) 'and its water-quality problens,

particularly its salinity problems, have been a controversial
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subject for many years. Excess salinity, i.e., unsatisfactory
mineralization in the waters of the.Delta, is primarily a result
of the combinéd effects of evaporatibn, saltwater inéursion from
San Francisco Bay, and numerous consumptive water uses and waste
discharges throuéhout the Delta water system.

Saline conditions in the Delta are heavily influenced

by tidally induced saltwater incursion from San Francisco Bay. .

The extent of saltwater incursion is directly related to the net
outflow of freshwater from the Delta. At certain timés of the year,
saltwater incursion and therefore salinity in the Delta, is

affected by any factor which reduces freshwater flows in the Delta,

' including diversion of freshwater flows, impoundment thereof, and

flood flow regulation. .
Saline conditions in the Delta are also heavily in-

fluenced by agricultural water use. Apprékimately tﬁo-thirds of

applied irrigation water in the Delta is consumptivély used in the

evapotranspiration process. Irrigation tailwater bearing accumu-

lated salts is'generally discharged back into Delta waterways,

either through percolation or drainage systems. The return

‘waters frequently contain dissolved agricultural, chemical,.

and organic matter, such as fertilizers, pesticides, and plant
debris. This process of agricultural diversion, application,. and
return is the major man-caused contributor to excessive mineraliza-

tionvproblems in Delta tributaries and in the southern and eastern

portion of the Delta. To some extent, water losses: occurring as
a result of agricultural use also affect the magnitude of saltwater
incursion, as will any consumptive use resulting in reduction of

freshwater flows.

PN
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Industrial and municipal water uses and resultant weste

discharges also'affect salinity of Delta waters. The degree of.

such effeét-depends on the circumstances surrounding the perticular_
use involved. The place and manner of use, the nature, quantity,

congtituents and location of any.resultant discharge, and other
N

factors bear upon the actual impact Wthh a specific mun1c1pal or
industrial use or.dlscharge Wlll have on sallnlty in Delta waters.

In general, municipal and industrial water use results in increased

mineralization in Delta waters in several ways. Such use may o

result in increase of dissolved minerals in return wastewatersﬁ

or in concentration of dissolved minerals in the discharged

wastewaters. As with agricultural use, any consumptive o

industrial or mun1c1pal use of water dlverted from Delta” channels

also affects the magnitude of saltwater intrusion by reducing the

amount of flow available for saltwater repuleion.

II. THE DISCHARGERS AND THEIR WASTE
DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

Relevant facts’ pertalnlng to the four'dischargers involved

in the petltlons of DWR are as follows: : .

l. Contra Costa County_ Sanltatlon Dlﬁ;;;g; No, ;g - This

discharger is responsible for collection,'treatment, and disposal

of sewage from the Discovery Baj Subdivision. The discharger pro-
posed to treat and discharge approximately 0.4 mgd of domestic waste
into a drainage ditch from whence waters are pumped to Old River.
The”pgint_pfuultimateﬂdisghargenintQMQldMBiyer_iswapproximatelye_ o
1500 feet south of the Highway 4 bridge, two niles nofth.of the mouth

of Italian Slough and eight miles south of Rock Slough. (Figure 2),.



pulp. Prlnc1pal water . uses con51s

exehanget

Waste from these,uses,

N e ‘lf,‘%
Rlver north of Claﬁwbburq

S

Be

‘olexpaﬁd 1ts treatment capacity to 10 mgd w1th !

E3

I3 m‘@m S

aste disch

—“3("“

‘adoﬁted for Contra
i

of Tracy contain the fOllowing-provision:

wx
e



S
A

"the'total dissolved solids (TDS) level of the waste discharge

ErIL céNTENTIONs OF DWR

the four dlschargers involved should be modified "to prov1de tha

shall not exceed the quallty level establlshed 1n watex

gt

control plans for the area.’ Spec1f1cally, DWR requeétsﬂe

of'these waste dlscharge requlrements be modlfled as followss:

ww M1, To establish a TDS limit on the actual discharge,
rather than one which relates to.the quality of the
receiving waters. '

2. To require submission within a reasonable tlme of a’
plan from the discharger showing how he 1ntends to
meet the requlrements. v

3. To require continuous or daily year-round monitoring
ofStHE mD& gongentration of the waste effluent."

1v. CONSIDE‘RAT ION OF CONTENTIONS
We have considered the contentions of DWR and th%%
records of the Regional Board. Our determlnatlons w1th'

- o

each of the contentions raised by DWR are aS_fo;loWS:w

Contention: The waste discharge requ%;eme
modified to_establish a-TIDS-limit-on-thé-di-schitge=in
volved-rather than a limit which relates solely to the
quality of the receiving waters. The effluent limit

established should not exceed the TDS objective applicable

to receiving waters in the area of the discharge.

-5—
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DWR contends that the waste discharge qequlrements for"




It appears to be the basic position of DWR that the

e

TDS requirement set forth in the waste discharge requirements
adopted by the Regional Board is not proper for several reasons, *

which includelthe following:

1. The Regional Board requirement, as written, is
unenforceable. The DWR petitions themselves.recite:

"A TDS limitation on the receiving water, which by

its own terms applies only where a discharge causes
receiving waters to fall below certain quality levels,.
presents several serious enforcement problems not pre-
sent in a direct TDS limitation on a discharge itself.
As the quality of the receiving water approaches or
exceeds its established limitation, the question of cau-

- sation of the degradation of the receiving waters becomes
critical. It would be difficult to affix responsibility
to a controlled municipal discharger when uncontrolled
agricultural discharges are being made above and below .
the municipal discharge. As many studies have shown,
agricultural discharges in the Delta are generally of
very poor quality. With the tidal flow reversals through--
out the Delta, pinpointing one or another discharger as
specifically causing a degradation of the receiving waters
would be extremely difficult, if not impossible."

2. The waste discharge requirements on TDS, as presently
wri;ten, do not properly control the cumulative effect of the many
waste discharges in the Delta. As the petitioner put the matter:

"A second problem is the cumulative effect of many waste dis-
charges in Delta channels ...{(I)t would be entirely '
possible that a discharger could meet a receiving water
limit in his immediate vicinity, but due to this. cumulative
effect cause the quality at a given Delta Standard Control
Station to exceed the limitation.”

As an example of this cumulative effect, DWR cites the following

situation. A TDS level in the San Joaquin River near Vernalis

'Of "260 ppm TDS increases to 288 ppm TDS in 0ld River past Tracy,

further increases to 300 ppm TDS in Old River in the vicinity of
Italian Sldugh, and further increases to 420 ppm TDS in 0l1d River

at Holland Tract.

-
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and federalg%ater pro;ects 1n order to

standards. The petltlons state thlS“P@

"In the abse%ge,of'an effective &
dischargers, whic¢h™a direct TDS‘dls \
we are concerned that the regulatlng gency may f1nd 1t
simpler to rectlfy-the degradatlon by requ1r1 add
délution water. % »

Vi

The statement of DWR before the Regional ‘Board Sdppié

position of DWR onthis point. DWR stated:'

(which include TDS standards measured as spe01f1 OnC¢
are necessary and proper to prov1de reasonable prote” i
for all beneflclal uses of water in the Delta, and tha
they are in the public interest. This Decision placed”
responsibility for preventing total dissolved solids™-
concentration at specific points in the Delta Channels " .
from exceeding these standards on the Department of Water
Resources and the U, S. Bureau of Reclamation. The qual i
standards imposed by this Decision guarantee to-Delta,
water users water of lower chloride and total dissolved s
concentrations than would be available in the absence of
State and Federal water development pro;ects. The State
Board ordered that this quality enhancement be provided
by releases of water from State and Federal impoundments:
Releases from State and Federal projects involve subs~ -
stantial costs, and we believe that these projects:.
not be addltlonally burdened by the practices of.Del: ¥
dischargers. Permitting discharges hot in conformlty _
with all the State Delta Standards creates a. cost burden
which is inequitable. : :

b
"The Delta Standards promulgated by De01s1on 1379 call
for material enhancement of mineral quality in ‘the face of

future upstream water depletions. The absence of TDS limits

_on discharge requirements for this District will set a SR

precedent for indiscriminate disposal of mineral wastes to
Delta waters thus increasing the requlr_ment for ever
greater flushing flows of California's ‘limited water
supplies. Delta waste dischargers should not be. go,
privileged. Accordingly, we request that TDS Llihi dtibns
be placed on the quality of the discharge clirrently under
consideration and all other waste discharges to the surface

waters of the Delta."

4




In its petitions DWR submits that there are several

-

%*meet e

H?Mtreated effluent would meet appropriate TDS llmltS. DWR suggests

'that Contra Costa County Sanitation District No. 19 could utili&e

1

high quality water from the proposed Kellogg Unit of . t&e federal

%g:u* o s

Central Valley Project; the City of Trﬁeywcould use hﬁ%p (g5

water from the Callfornia Aqueduct or the Delta Meéridota Canzl
~and the Community of Hood and Dixon Dryer could use Sacramentp.Riyer

water., v A

? 2. Expert of waste discharges which exceed prescrlbed "

TDS llmltS. DWR suggests that Contra Costa County Saniﬁ‘

trlct No. 19 could use the proposed San Joaquin Master Prein gl Qg

this purpose and that the City of Tracy might use theyfeﬁg_

San Luis Drain. In the .alternative, the solution suggested by

DWR is the construction of a project to export waste discharges

UL

Ao which exceed prescribed limits of TDS.

3. Purchase of flushing or dilution water.

4, Use of evaporation ponds.

In addition to the foregoing methods, there are several

-~ - -other methods—for-dischargersto meet-TDS-limits-on-a-discharge- -~ -
including demineralization of supplies, demineralization of waste-
waters, and complete recycle'and reuse of bertain induStrial waste

waters resulting in elimination of discharge to Delta waters.

8




Initially, there are several commeﬁts we Gish to make
'concerning the various contentions and proposals of DWR:

1. The position of DWR that the éalinity'réqﬁi;emept of
the present waste discharge requirementé Japplies only where a
discharge causes receiving waters to fall bélow.., qﬁality levels™
is inéorfedt.v A regional board may-take_approp:iate action not
only where a violation of saiinity-objectives is actually taking
place but also where such a violation is tﬁreatened. (Water Code

Section 13300)., In the évent that any particular'diSCharger- ﬂ

_threatened violation of Deita salinity objectives,; a regional

board could take appropriate enforcément.action. It is, however,

undeniably true that,’'in the light of circumstances in the Delta,

" the fixing of responsibility for violation of objectives on a par-

ticular discharger would be extremely difficult if not impossible.
2. At least one of the methods suggested by DWR by

which Delta dischargers could meet TDS discharge limits may be self-

defeating. The use of evaporation ponds, when such use serves to

reduce flows in the Delta, may, in effect, only serve to increase

salinity problems in certain portions of the Delfa by reducing

repulsion flows and thereby increasing saltwater incursion problems.

The same would be true of the proposed export of wastewaters.
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Present Delta eaLinity 6bjectives are primarily point
objectives at certain locations. in Delta waters. The objectives
vary materially, and a particular discharge may_affect Delta
salinity at different points having differeﬁt objectives; As DWR
itself points out, it is entirely possible that a'dischargerAcould
meet receiving water limits in his immediate vicinity but, due to
the cumulative effect of many factors, this discharée could still
cause or contribute to a v1olat10n of sallnlty objectlves in other
areas of the Delta. The fact that Delta salinity objectives apply
at only a limited number of points in Delta waters, that these
objectives vary materially,'end that a discharge may affect salinity
at a number of different locations would make it exceedingly difficult,

if not impossible, to determine at this time what requirements should

be established for any particular discharge.
‘ " In discussing Delta salinity problems, we nust continu-
ally bear in mind that we are not dealing with an homogeneous-bedy)
of water. Nor are we necessarily deallng with controllable salln:gtyw

vt

contributions. One of the pervasive problems in the Delta, and one

alluded to by DWR ifgelf, imwelves uncontrolled @%@‘ic‘élﬂ?@%%ﬂ@ig: :

charges. The contributions of dissalved mine@@&ﬁm@@u@&%@QA@4ﬁé§§@ W
from agricultural, municipal and industrial discharges haye beéh

estimated from available information. The estimates are as

follows:
S —'I'—DS——Em—i%—s—i-enl et o & et e - -
Source ———————{(Tons/year)— Total
Municipal 150,000 ' 4.9
Agricultural 2,830,000 : 92.7

Industrial 75,000 - 2.4

l. California Framework Studies -~ Water Quality, Pollution and
Health Factors, Appendex 15, Pg., 189, '

-10-



Outs1de of saltwater 1ncurs1on, agriculture

the leading source of dlssolved mineralization in Deltuwwaters.j;

Eoss1ble nep %m@ti‘f”ga ﬂnﬁ dlssolved mineral contribltion

4N

'1nvolve reduction of the amount '

,vuwirrigated land or change of current . irrigation and agricul-

tural practices. An alternative could involve exportation of

Iagricultural return waters to a saline water body, such as

San Francisco Bay. . Unfortunately, while this would-reduce

.sal;z;ms@’oy in. tite. fpeshuater m@%@%@m 3 very wolld wiehs, . .

‘degrade the reoe1v1ng waters due to toxic and biostrmulato@y
substances oontained in the drainage, and the accompanyxng 106ss
of repulSion flow would complicate the Delta's saltwater incursion

. problems.
| The complex1ty of the problems is magnlfled by the

that, in reality, tt is not Just interior Delta discharf“
contribute to salinity conditions in Delta waters. Disch
dissolved minerals outside of the Delta but trlbutary to Delta
. waters also have their impact on salinity conditions in Delta
waters.

‘In the light of the foregoing discussion, and under
existing circumstances, we-are(of the opinion that the on%g

T,

practical method of controlling mineralization of Delta watérs

%
1 +

due to agricultural use is by release of sufficient wate;s—to the

ﬂ
Delta from upstream 1mpoundments to dilute the dissolved mﬁgeral a

\contributions of agricultural use to an acceptable level. R

of SUffiGieﬂtg§$bﬁédea$§rwiS also, at present, . a necessary

0] . . . . . : . A
and effective means of controlling saltwater.incurs1on.at times,%g_;j

the year when natural outflow of freshwater is insufficient.

~11-



‘and industrial dischafges inthe Delta. In the 1ighf of the

O O
Maintenance of Delta flows to the point necessary to

accomplish the objectives just mentioned will require substantial

water releases regardless of the presence or absence of municipal

tremendous amount of mineralization of Delta watefs due to
agricultural use, as opposed to the comparatively minor amount

of mineralization attributable to municipal and industrial use,
and in the light of the necessity of maintaining an appropriate
hydraulic barrier against saltwater incursion, we are not prepared
at this time to conclude that any significant water releases will
be required under existing circumstances fof the sole purpose of
diluting municipal and industrial discharges.

On the other hand, there is no doubt that présent nu-
nicipal and industrial discharges do contribute somewhat to
salinity problems in the Delta, and that some releases of stored
water into the Delta may be réquired to offset the effect of saline
waste discharges from industrial and municipal sources. At the
same time, we do agree with DWR that there should be, and must be,
a balanced regulation of all sources of saline contributions to

Delta waters. BExcessive mineral contributions to Delta waters by

waste dischargers, whether they actually discharge to Delta waters

or whether their discharge is tributary to Delta waters, should
not be tolerated. | | _
It is our intent -that the regional board shall aévéldp-
and adopt a Wwater quality comtrol plan which will result in an
overall solution to the salinity problens in the Delta and its
tribufaries, including the control of salinity from all sources

including municipal, industrial and agricultural discharges.

-1o-
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The‘nature of éctual requirements to be impose@wpursuant
to such a plan will, of”nécessity, depend on a case by case analysis,
and it Woﬁld_be:imPOSSibie at this time for us to attempt to de-
fine the exact wésté-discharge requirements whidh.will ul;gmately
be apprbpriéte. The_réquirements should insure that no disdharges
Will be allowéd.in excess of water quélity objectives (whéther _
municipal, industrial or agricultural)vwhere there is no assimila-~
tive capacity, that is, where the receiviﬁg waters are at of in
excess of thé objectives (see State Board Order No. %5—4).-

. To facilitate a determination of assimilative capacity,
it may_be necessary ﬁd revise exiStihg objectives to apply to
various segments of the Delta rather that at specific points. It
may also be necessary for the regional board to determine the
assimilative capacityAfof various segments of the Delta and tri-

butaries thereto.

However if the plan cannot be adopted prior to Decem-

ber 31, 1974, the 'régional board should proceed-t@“é&@pﬁﬂﬁ%% 
discharge requirements for mynicipal and industrial discharges - 74
which require the discharger to use the best practicable ‘¢ost

effedtivé control technique currently availsble to limit miner-

aligstion to'Ad ‘HEP& -then a-reasonsble increment. The requir%ﬁéﬁﬁi
may be expréssed as effluent salinity limitations, or incremen®al

jimits ove# 'water supply plus a maximum effluent salinity limit, ..

Ih"deterdiining a réafdonablé -incremérit for any discharge, the
regioﬁal'board should take into‘consideration the degree of contmeli

which can practically be achieved through means such as source

~1%- o \
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contrdls;.or a combinationto Eudn™

neans.

Contention: The waste discharge requirements should be
modified to require submission within a reasonable time
of a plan from the discharger showing how he intends to

meet the requirements. _
Contiention: The waste discharge requirements.should be
modified to require continuous or daily year-round _
monitoring of the TDS concentration of the waste effluent.
The regional board should require, in the revised waste
diécharge'fequirements, the discharger to submit a plan shoWing
how he intends fo comply with the requirements. The regional
_boa:d éhouid also require in the revised requirements appropriate
monitoring of the TDS cohcentration of the waste effluent. |
IV. PINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER | |
For the reasons‘herein'expressed, we find and conclude
as follows: | |
The waste discharge requirements for Contra Costa County
Sanitation District No. 19 (Order No. 72-124), the Community of
Hood (Order No. 72-125), Dixon Dryer (Order No. 72-126), and the
City of Tracy (Order No. 72-174) should be reviewed and revised

as necessary consistently with the contents of this order.

1
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¢ o

NOw, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, revise Orders
Nos. 72=124, 72-125, 72-=126 and 72-17.L consistent with this order
and the conclusions thefeof. Pending such revision, Orders

Nos. 72=-12L, 72—125,E72-126 and 72~-174 shall remain in full force
and effect. | |

Dated: December 20, 1973

4 JOUNSN) OQ,@ O/

W. W. Adams, Chairman

i) ﬁ? “Wf
me ''''' cd B Ulnp

Ronald B. Robie, Vice Chairman

Rdy E* Dodson, Mbmber

Mrs. Carl H. (Jean) Auver, Member

% Don Maugzgn ber '
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