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Attachment B 
 


CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
LAHONTAN REGION 


 
2012 Triennial Review 


Comment Letters 
 
 
Water Board staff received 16 comment letters or emails related to the 2012 
Triennial Review. The table below lists the attached letters in order of date 
received.  
 
        Subject   Author     Agency        Received 
1 Remove MUN 


beneficial use from 
two groundwater 
basins at China 
Lake 


Lee Sutton Restoration Advisory Board 
Community Co-chair 


9/11/12 


2 Remove MUN 
beneficial use from 
two groundwater 
basins at China 
Lake 


Don Zdeba Chair of Indian Wells Valley 
Cooperative Groundwater 
Management Group 


9/24/12 


3 Bacteria Water 
Quality Objectives 


Randy 
Moore 


Regional Forester, US Forest 
Service, Pacific Southwest Region 


9/26/12 


4 Groundwater 
recharge and 
agriculture supply 
beneficial use 
designations 


Grace 
Robinson 
Chan 


Chief Engineer and General 
manager, County Sanitation 
Districts of Los Angeles County 


9/27/12 


5 Copper water quality 
standards 


Robert 
Gensemer 


Geotechnical Environmental Water 
Resources Ecological, representing 
International Copper Association 
and Copper Development 
Association 


10/1/12 


6 Fecal Coliform 
Pathogen Objective 


William 
Thomas 


Centennial Ranches 10/5/12 


7 Eagle Lake Suzanne 
Braun Frost 


Individual 10/9/12 


8 Remove MUN 
beneficial use from 
two groundwater 
basins at China 
Lake 


Don Zdeba General Manager, Indian Wells 
Valley Water District 


10/15/12 


9 Triennial Review Joe Pepi Watershed/SEZ Restoration 
Coordinator, California Tahoe 
Conservancy 


10/18/12 
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2012 Triennial Review 
Comment Letters (continued) 


 
 


        Subject   Author     Agency        Received 
10 Supplemental 


Comments – Fecal 
Coliform Pathogen 
Objective 


William 
Thomas 


Centennial Ranches 10/18/12 


11 Triennial Review Janet 
Hashimoto 


Manager Standards and TMDL 
Office, US Environmental 
Protection Agency 


10/18/12 


12 Revise Chapter 3 
language (means 
of monthly means) 


Marcia 
Beals 


General Manager, Tahoe-Truckee 
Sanitation Agency 


10/19/12 


13 Susan River and 
Salt/Nutrient 
Management Plans 


Edward 
Koch 


State Supervisor, US Fish & 
Wildlife Service, Pacific Southwest 
Region 


10/19/12 


14 Hot Creek and 
Bacteria Water 
Quality Objectives 


Katherine 
Rubin 


Manager of Wastewater Quality 
and Compliance, City of Los 
Angeles Department of Water & 
Power 


10/19/12 


15 Bacteria Water 
Quality Objectives 


Margo 
Parks and 
Kari Fisher 


Associate Director of Government 
Relations, California Cattleman’s 
Association (Parks) and Associate 
Counsel, California Farm Bureau 
Federation (Fisher) 


10/19/12 


16 Bacteria Water 
Quality Objectives 


Jack 
Hanson 


District 5 Supervisor, Lassen 
County 


10/19/12 


 
 Staff has responded to bacteria water quality objective and fecal coliform 


pathogen issues in the 2012 Grazing Waiver Response to Comments. To 
review these responses, please visit: 


 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/index.shtml 
 



http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/index.shtml
























Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
USFS-1: The comment that ―the current basin plan objective has no 
scientific basis linking the objective to protection of the identified REC-1 
beneficial use‖ is incorrect. The scientific state-of-knowledge 
demonstrates that the presence of fecal indicator bacteria (FIB) in water 
(e.g., fecal coliform, enterococci, E. coli) indicates a potential threat to 
beneficial uses of water (including REC uses) due to fecal 
contamination. The USEPA has long recognized fecal coliform bacteria 
as a cost-effective and reliable indicator of fecal contamination. 
(Reference: USEPA, 1976. Quality Criteria for Water, pp. 79-82.) Since 
that time, the USEPA has continually recommended the use of various 
FIB to reveal the presence of fecal contamination, and to indicate a risk 
to human health. For example, in the 2012 EPA Recreational Water 
Quality Criteria, (November 26, 2012), the USEPA states: (continued on 
next page) 



http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/current/upload/2009_01_13_criteria_redbook.pdf

http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/health/recreation/index.cfm

http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/health/recreation/index.cfm





Comment Response 


 


 
USFS-1 (continued from previous page): 


―…The basis for recommending criteria that use bacterial 
indicators of fecal contamination is that pathogens often co-
occur with indicators of fecal contamination…Public health 
agencies have long used FIB to identify potential for illness 
resulting from recreational activities in surface waters 
contaminated by fecal pollution…Although most strains of FIB 
are not pathogenic, they demonstrate characteristics that make 
them good indicators of fecal contamination (i.e., often of fecal 
origin and simple methods of detection) and thus, indirectly 
indicate the potential presence of fecal pathogens capable of 
causing GI illnesses. As such, FIB are ‗pathogen indicators‘ as 
that term is defined by CWA §502(23) –‗a substance that 
indicates the potential for human infectious diseases‘…‖  


 
Though the USEPA‘s most current FIB criteria focus on E. coli and 
enterococci (not fecal coliform), the USEPA‘s FIB criteria are not 
standards in California. The Lahontan Basin Plan‘s water quality 
objectives for fecal coliform bacteria were approved by the USEPA and 
remain valid. In sum, the available scientific evidence, taken as a whole, 
demonstrates that the presence of FIB (including fecal coliform bacteria) 
in water indicates a risk to human health. The existing 20 cfu/100mL 
standard has a risk to human health of less than one person in 1000 to 
become ill who contact waters containing fecal contamination.  The 
scientific foundation for the Basin Plan‘s bacteria objectives is well 
established. 
 
The comment appears to confuse the interaction between science and 
policy as they relate to the adoption of water quality standards. While 
scientists can estimate and quantify the threats posed by various levels 
of FIB in water, scientists alone do not dictate the numeric standard. 
(continued on next page) 


 
 
 
 
 







Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
USFS-1 (continued from previous page): Decision-makers determine the 
standard, based on societal factors (including local, regional, and/or 
statewide considerations) and the state-of-knowledge that exists at the 
time of adoption. Therefore, various numeric standards for FIB are in use 
throughout America; there is not currently any ―one-size-fits-all‖ bacteria 
standard used in California, or throughout the United States. (See also 
Responses USFS-5, USFS-8, and USFS-9, below.)  
 
Further, the comment does not cite any regulation(s) or statute(s), or 
articulate why the ―current basin plan objective…is…not in compliance 
with applicable federal regulations and State law.‖ The Lahontan Water 
Board, composed of members duly appointed by the Governor, lawfully 
adopted the Basin Plan‘s water quality objectives for bacteria in 1974, 
and those objectives have been approved by both the State Water 
Resources Control Board and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(in 1975 and 1995). The current objectives comply with all relevant State 
laws and federal regulations. 
 
The Water Board acknowledges that new technologies have emerged, 
and that new information and FIB criteria have become available since 
the Basin Plan‘s objectives for bacteria were adopted (in 1975) and 
amended (in 1995). Water Board staff is currently reviewing the 
USEPA‘s latest Recreational Water Quality Criteria (released in 
November 2012; ibid), and conducting FIB monitoring to characterize 
bacteria concentrations at numerous locations throughout the Region. 
Unless and until the Lahontan Regional Board considers and adopts 
amendments to the Basin Plan‘s bacteria objectives, the current 
objectives remain valid and must be adhered to by all dischargers in the 
Region. 







Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
USFS-2: Finding 4 in Resolution No. R6T-2007-0019 acknowledged that 
USEPA found that the federal FC criterion of 200 cfu/100mL is 
sufficiently protective of beneficial uses; the Lahontan Water Board did 
not explicitly find that 200 cfu/100mL is protective of beneficial uses for 
the Lahontan Region. Federal (USEPA) criteria are, in general, minimum 
requirements that USEPA expects the states to follow. The federal 
criterion for fecal coliform bacteria (200 cfu/100mL, log mean) is 
therefore the highest concentration that USEPA considers adequate to 
protect water-contact recreation beneficial uses. Both federal and State 
laws and regulations provide that the Regional Boards may adopt water 
quality objectives that are more protective than USEPA‘s criteria, and the 
Lahontan Regional Board has lawfully adopted its own objectives. The 
Lahontan Regional Board has (in Resolution No. R6T-2007-0019, and 
elsewhere) articulated its rationale for adopting water quality objectives 
which are more protective than USEPA‘s FC criterion. Furthermore, 
Resolution No. R6T-2007-0019 applies only to the Bridgeport Valley and 
East Walker tributaries. 







Comment Response 


 


USFS-3: The Basin Plan‘s bacteria objectives are based on 30-day log 
means (i.e., geometric averages), so it is inappropriate and incorrect to 
assess water quality conditions solely on individual samples and not on 
30-day log means. It has been our experience that, in the vast majority 
of cases, the 30-day log mean of multiple results comply with the Basin 
Plan‘s fecal coliform objective of 20 cfu/100 mL, except in places where 
livestock are allowed uncontrolled access to surface waters and 
livestock use is concentrated in and near surface waters. See, for 
example, Nilson, C., and others, 2012. Bacteria Monitoring in the 
Eastern Sierra Nevada, Summary of Results for 2011—Staff Report. 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, South Lake Tahoe, CA. 
March 27, 2012. 34 pp.) 
 
USFS-4: The available data indicate that the Basin Plan‘s current water 
quality objective for fecal coliform bacteria (20 cfu/100 mL, 30-day log 
mean) is generally achievable. The current objectives were adopted by 
the Regional Water Board and were approved by the State Water 
Resources Control Board and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
 



http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf





Comment Response 


 


USFS-5:  The 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report recommends that 
Water Board staff continue to work on the water quality bacteria 
objectives as one of its highest basin planning priorities over the next 
three years. The Staff Report does not include a recommendation for 
choosing one of the three options previously listed in a scoping report. 
Rather, the 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report describes specific tasks 
that need completion as part of continuing focus on the water quality 
bacteria objectives project. 
 
Any revision of the Basin Plan‘s water quality objectives would require 
staff resources, and the proposals that the Water Board consider less 
protective FIB objectives for the entire Region represents significant 
changes that would likely be controversial, hence resource-intensive. 
 
The State‘s landmark Porter-Cologne Act established nine independent 
regional water boards, and it authorizes and directs the regional boards 
to adopt regional water quality objectives based on a host of factors. The 
nine regional water boards show that California has many geographic 
differences in water quality, actual and potential beneficial uses, and 
unique economies throughout the state. Therefore, the regional basin 
plans are not always consistent, as is necessary to address the regional 
differences within California. 
 
 







Comment Response 


 


USFS-6:  The linkage between presence of indicator bacteria and 
human health is established. Further, monitoring for specific pathogens 
is very costly, the methods for detecting and/or quantifying many 
waterborne pathogens are not well standardized, the potential for ―false 
negatives‖ is generally high and/or not precisely quantified for 
pathogens, the Basin Plan contains no water quality objectives for 
specific pathogens, and the USEPA has not promulgated criteria for 
specific waterborne pathogens. In sum, pathogen monitoring is very 
expensive, and results from pathogen monitoring are very difficult and/or 
impossible to interpret. 
 
Monitoring for all known waterborne pathogens would be cost 
prohibitive, and monitoring for a limited suite of waterborne pathogens at 
10 percent of sites would be costly while not ruling out risks to human 
health (and potentially not answering any management question/s at all). 
This is precisely why the USEPA has long recommended (and continues 
to recommend) the use of fecal indicator bacteria for assessing microbial 
water quality. In its most recent criteria document for recreational waters, 
the USEPA (2012) stated: 
 


―…EPA is not publishing criteria for ‗pathogens‘ because the 
state of the science was not sufficient at the time of completion 
of these RWQC. In addition, there are numerous pathogens that 
cause the full range of illnesses associated with primary contact 
recreation. Pathogen-specific enumeration methods for 
environmental waters were not available at the time of the 
NEEAR study, and thus health relationships with specific 
pathogens were not established.‖ USEPA, 2012. Recreational 
Water Quality Criteria, USEPA Office of Water #820-F-12-058, 
Washington, D.C.)  


 
For all of the above reasons, routine monitoring for specific pathogens is 
not warranted at this time. 
 



http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/health/recreation/index.cfm

http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/health/recreation/index.cfm

http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/health/recreation/index.cfm





 








Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LACSD-1:  The 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report recommends 
Project #25, Beneficial Uses at Paiute Ponds, as low priority for 
basin planning resources. The record may or may not support 
removal of two designated present or potential beneficial uses for 
Paiute Ponds, and working on the beneficial use removal is not 
needed at this time. The Sanitation Districts’ discharge complies 
with current permit requirements. 


 







Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 








Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GEI-1: This project is a low priority for basin planning 
resources. There is no need to amend the basin plan to 
require use of the freshwater Biotic Ligand Model (BLM) for 
copper. The basin plan currently contains a narrative water 
quality objective for toxicity: 
 


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


 
The toxicity water quality objective does not preclude the use 
of a model such as the BLM. This water quality objective is 
sufficiently flexible for the Regional Board to require use of the 
BLM, or other appropriate methods, through established 
regulatory methods on a case-by-case basis. 
 







Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Comment Response 


 


 
 







 








Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CentennialOct5-1: The Lahontan Water Board has been 
dedicated to gathering and evaluating data/information for 
reviewing the bacteria standard. In this past Triennial Review 
cycle, the Lahontan Water Board executed a contract with UC 
Davis for $60K to evaluate fecal coliform and E. coli, initiated 
internal bacteria monitoring in the region, is currently soliciting 
willing ranchers to participate in a grant funded grazing 
management practices implementation project, and has 
contracted for additional lab analysis of bacteria at the Sierra 
Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory through UC Santa 
Barbara. Please also refer to Table 3, Water Quality Bacteria 
Objectives tasks (2012 Triennial Review Staff Report, 
Attachment A) 







Comment Response 


 


CentennialOct5-2:  The data indicates that the 30-day log-
mean fecal coliform concentration in waters entering Bridgeport 
Valley generally meets the standards, except when livestock are 
allowed unrestricted access to water in the upstream areas. 
Please refer to the bacteria monitoring data in Nilson, C., and 
others, 2012. Bacteria Monitoring in the Eastern Sierra Nevada, 
Summary of Results for 2011—Staff Report. Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, South Lake Tahoe, CA. March 27, 
2012. 34 pp.) 
CentennialOct5-3: Water quality exceedances for fecal coliform 
are generally when livestock are present, during the spring 
through the fall grazing period. According to the memorandum 
on February 9, 2012 sent by Centennial Ranches to Dr. Bruce 
Warden, exceedances of both 20 cfu/100m and 200 cfu/100mL 
have and do occur. 
CentennialOct5-4: The Basin Plan objective is applicable to all 
waters of the state in Region 6.  Water quality objectives are set 
for beneficial uses of the waters, and do not vary based on the 
type of contamination at issue. 
 
CentennialOct5-5:  The 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report  
(see Attachment A) recommends that Water Board staff 
continue to work on the water quality bacteria objectives as one 
of its highest basin planning priorities over the next three years. 
The Triennial Review Staff Report does not include a 
recommendation for choosing one of the three options 
previously listed in a scoping report. Rather, the 2012 Triennial 
Review Staff Report describes specific tasks that need 
completion as part of continuing focus on the water quality 
bacteria objectives project. State Water Board Resolution No. 
68-16 requires that before changes to standards that maintain 
high quality water can be done, it must be “demonstrated to the 
State that any change will be consistent with maximum benefit 
to the people of the State, will not unreasonably affect present 
and anticipated beneficial use of such water and will not result in 
water quality less than that prescribed in the policies.” Changes 
to numeric water quality objectives must be scientifically 
defensible and be consistent with Resolution 68-16. Please refer 
to Table 3, Water Quality Bacteria Objectives tasks. 



http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf





Comment Response 


 


CentennialOct5-6: The 2012 Grazing Waiver includes a time 
table for compliance and requires that the enrollees covered 
under the waiver develop a schedule to implement rangeland 
water quality best management practices that reduces and/or 
maintains fecal coliform concentrations to an interim goal of 200 
cfu/100mL and attains the highest water quality reasonably 
achievable. The 2012 Grazing Waiver does not include 20 
cfu/100mL as a compliance standard. Staff is committed to 
evaluating the current bacteria objective as is demonstrated in 
the proposed tasks for this upcoming Triennial Review cycle 
(Attachment A/Table 3). 
CentennialOct5-7: same as Response CentennialOct5-1. 
 
CentennialOct5-8:  The state of California recognizes distinct 
geographic differences exist across the state so it developed 
nine, geographically-based, regional boards. Each regional 
board is responsible for developing standards to protect the 
region’s beneficial uses. For example, the North Coast Region 
has a bacteria WQO of 50 cfu/100mL which is different than 
other Regions. The 1975 Water Quality Control Plan (Basin 
Plan) for the North Lahontan Basin applied the 20 cfu/100mL 
standard to ten water bodies, including the East Walker River 
which is in the Bridgeport Valley. The existing 20 cfu/100mL 
standard has a risk to human health of less than one person in 
1000 to become ill who contact waters containing fecal 
contamination. The 20 cfu/100mL standard was extended to the 
rest of the Region in the 1995 Basin Plan update. REC-1 is a 
beneficial use for the Bridgeport Valley waterbodies.  
CentennialOct5-9:  The 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report  
(see Attachment A) recommends that Water Board staff 
continue to work on the water quality bacteria objectives as one 
of its highest basin planning priorities over the next three years. 
The Staff Report does not include a recommendation for 
choosing one of the three options previously listed in a scoping 
report. Rather, the 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report describes 
specific tasks that need completion as part of continuing focus 
on the water quality bacteria objectives project. Changing an 
existing water quality objective must be scientifically defensible 
and must comply with State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16.  







Comment Response 


 


CentennialOct5-10:  The state of California recognizes distinct 
geographic differences exist across the state so it developed 
nine, geographically-based, regional boards. Each regional 
board is responsible for developing standards to protect the 
region’s beneficial uses. In recognition of such differences 
among the state, the informational document Public Scoping 
Meeting for Proposed Revision to the Bacterial Standards for 
Water Contact Recreation in Fresh Waters in California 
circulated in September 2008 by the State Board states, “The 
proposed policy may be applied statewide or may exclude 
waters under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Water Board 
and the Lahontan Water Board.” 
 
 
 
CentennialOct5-11:  The 1975 Water Quality Control Plan 
(Basin Plan) for the North Lahontan Basin applied the 20 
cfu/100mL standard to ten water bodies, including the East 
Walker River which is in the Bridgeport Valley. The existing 20 
cfu/100mL standard is associated with a risk to human health of 
less than one person in 1000 to becoming ill when they come 
into contact with waters containing fecal contamination. The 20 
cfu/100mL standard was extended to the rest of the Region in 
the 1995 Basin Plan update. Based on concerns about the 
compatibility of the 20 cfu/100mL standard with areas with 
historic agricultural uses, such as the Bridgeport Valley, Water 
Board staff began conducting studies in the past couple years 
on both fecal coliform and E. coli, covering a wide range of land 
use types in the region, including agriculture.  State Water Board 
Resolution No. 68-16 requires that before changes to standards 
that maintain high quality water are done, it must be 
“demonstrated to the State that any change will be consistent 
with maximum benefit to the people of the State, will not 
unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of 
such water and will not result in water quality less than that 
prescribed in the policies.” Changes to numeric water quality 
objectives must be scientifically defensible and be consistent 
with Resolution 68-16. 
 







Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CentennialOct5-12: Funds are currently available through the 
Rivers and Ranches Proposition 84 grant to assist ranchers in 
implementing grazing management practices on their properties 
by offering financial and technical assistance.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CentennialOct5-13 The 2012 Grazing Waiver includes a time 
table for compliance and requires that the enrollees covered 
under the waiver develop a schedule to implement rangeland 
water quality best management practices that reduces and/or 
maintains fecal coliform concentrations to an interim goal of 200 
cfu/100mL and attains the highest water quality reasonably 
achievable. The 2012 Grazing Waiver does not include 20 
cfu/100mL as a compliance standard.  
 
 
 
 
 



http://www.sbcouncil.org/Projects/Rivers-and-Ranches-Project





Comment Response 


 


 
CentennialOct5-14: The Lahontan Water Board has been 
dedicated to gathering and evaluating data/information for 
reviewing the bacteria standard. In the past Triennial Review 
cycle, the Lahontan Water Board executed a contract with UC 
Davis for $60K to evaluate fecal coliform and E. coli, initiated 
internal bacteria monitoring in the region, is currently soliciting 
willing ranchers to participate in a grant funded grazing 
management practices implementation project, and has 
contracted for additional lab analysis of bacteria at the Sierra 
Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory through UC Santa 
Barbara. Please also refer to Table 3, Water Quality Bacteria 
Objectives tasks (2012 Triennial Review Staff Report, 
Attachment A) 
 
CentennialOct5-15: The options presented at the Board 
meeting in September/October were provided as possible 
avenues for amending the basin plan for bacteria. Although PYs 
are taken into account when developing options for a basin plan 
amendment, defensible science to provide recommendations is 
necessary.  The 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report  (see 
Attachment A) recommends that Water Board staff continue to 
work on the water quality bacteria objectives as one of its 
highest basin planning priorities over the next three years. The 
Triennial Review Staff Report does not include a 
recommendation for choosing one of the three options 
previously listed in a scoping report. Rather, the 2012 Triennial 
Review Staff Report describes specific tasks that need 
completion as part of continuing focus on the water quality 
bacteria objectives project, including demonstrating compliance 
with State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16, the State’s Non-
degradation policy.  


 







Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 








Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Braun-1: The Lahontan Water Board does not regulate land use 
and its Basin Plan does not contain a prohibition on residential 
building in the Eagle drainage hydrologic area. Rather, the Basin 
Plan contains a prohibition on discharge of wastes and does not 
prohibit residential building. Chapter 4.1 of the Basin Plan states, 
 


“The maximum development density for new 
development which discharges wastes to subsurface 
disposal systems shall be one single family dwelling 
equivalent per 20 acres. For nonresidential development, 
and/or where predischarge nutrient removal is provided, 
single family dwelling equivalence shall be based on 
mean total nitrogen discharge or mean total phosphorus 
discharge to the subsurface disposal system(s), 
whichever is more restrictive. Approval by the Regional 
Board's Executive Officer is required for each system 
prior to discharge from the system. Before granting such 
approval, the Executive Officer must find (based on 
evidence presented by the proposed discharger) that 
soils have good phosphorus removal capability, and that 
the system will comply with all other applicable criteria 
contained in this Plan.  
 
For purposes of the above prohibition, “new 
development” is defined as any subdivision of land in any 
area other than the existing Spaulding Tract, Stones-
Bengard and Eagle's Nest Tract subdivisions.” 


 
 
 
 







Comment Response 
  







 

















Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
CTC-1: Project #11, Revise Chapter 5 for TRPA’s Plan, is a high 
priority especially now that TRPA adopted its Regional Plan Update 
(RPU) on December 12, 2012. Water Board staff will work on this 
project through the TMDL implementation program primarily rather 
than using only basin planning resources. This project falls more 
appropriately under TMDL implementation tasks because major 
portions of the TRPA RPU involved making the RPU consistent with 
the Lake Tahoe TMDL, but minor adjustments will likely be needed 
in the Basin Plan once the RPU receives all required approvals (e.g. 
state, federal) to become in effect. Your suggestions will be carefully 
considered when staff commences work on this project, which is 
anticipated to begin either spring/summer 2013 or in fiscal year 
2013-2014. 
 
 
CTC-2: Project #8, Lake Tahoe Nearshore, is a high priority and 
staff will continue closely following and helping to guide the various 
research projects underway in the nearshore. 
 


 







Comment Response 
  







Comment Response 
  







 








Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
General Note: 
Responses are provided to those comments requiring a 
response. Lack of a response to a comment does not imply 
agreement with that comment. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Comment Response 


 


CentennialOct18-1: The options presented at the Board meeting 
in September/October were provided as possible avenues for 
amending the basin plan for bacteria. Although PYs are taken 
into account when developing options for a basin plan 
amendment, defensible science to provide recommendations is 
necessary.  The 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report  (see 
Attachment A) recommends that Water Board staff continue to 
work on the water quality bacteria objectives as one of its highest 
basin planning priorities over the next three years. The Triennial 
Review Staff Report does not include a recommendation for 
choosing one of the three options previously listed in a scoping 
report. Rather, the 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report describes 
specific tasks that need completion as part of continuing focus on 
the water quality bacteria objectives project. State Water Board 
Resolution No. 68-16 requires that before changes to standards 
that maintain high quality water are made, it must be 
“demonstrated to the State that any change will be consistent 
with maximum benefit to the people of the State, will not 
unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of 
such water and will not result in water quality less than that 
prescribed in the policies.” Changes to numeric water quality 
objectives must be scientifically defensible and be consistent with 
Resolution 68-16. 
CentennialOct18-2: The PYs estimated for amending the basin 
plan for bacteria are rough estimates for the Board. They do not 
always reflect actual PYs needed. In a basin plan amendment, 
staff evaluates PYs needed, available science to support the 
amendment, and priority of such an amendment. All weigh 
heavily in deciding to amend the Basin Plan.  The 2012 Triennial 
Review Staff Report (see Attachment A) recommends that Water 
Board staff continue to work on the water quality bacteria 
objectives as one of its highest basin planning priorities over the 
next three years. The Triennial Review Staff Report does not 
include a recommendation for choosing one of the three options 
previously listed in a scoping report. Rather, the 2012 Triennial 
Review Staff Report describes specific tasks that must be 
completed as part of continuing focus on the water quality 
bacteria objectives project. Please refer to Table 3, Water Quality 
Bacteria Objectives tasks. 







Comment Response 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CentennialOct18-3:  The Lahontan Water Board has been 
dedicated to gathering and evaluating data/information for 
reviewing the bacteria standard. In this past Triennial Review 
cycle, the Lahontan Water Board executed a contract with UC 
Davis for $60K to evaluate fecal coliform and E. coli, initiated 
bacteria monitoring in the region by Water Board staff, is 
currently soliciting willing ranchers to participate in a grant funded 
grazing management practices implementation project, and has 
contracted for additional lab analysis of bacteria at the Sierra 
Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory through UC Santa 
Barbara. Please also refer to Table 3, Water Quality Bacteria 
Objectives tasks (2012 Triennial Review Staff Report, Attachment 
A). 


 
CentennialOct18-4: The 2012 Grazing Waiver includes a time 
table for compliance and requires that the enrollees covered 
under the waiver develop a schedule to implement rangeland 
water quality best management practices that reduces and/or 
maintains fecal coliform concentrations to an interim goal of 200 
cfu/100mL and attains the highest water quality reasonably 
achievable. The 2012 Grazing Waiver does not include 20 
cfu/100mL as a compliance standard. The Water Board is 
committed to evaluating the current bacteria objective as is 
demonstrated in the proposed tasks for this upcoming Triennial 
Review cycle (Attachment A/Table 3). 
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CentennialOct18-5: State Board developed bacterial objectives 
of 200 cfu/100mL. With any objective developed by State Board, 
the regional boards must either adopt that objective or have 
objectives more stringent based on the beneficial uses of the 
region. For the bacteria standard in our Basin Plan, the Board in 
1974 chose the 20 cfu/100mL standard, which was subsequently 
adopted by the State Water Board and USEPA in 1975. 20 
cfu/100mL is the enforceable standard in the region, except for 
the enrollees under the 2012 Grazing Waiver, where 200 
cfu/100mL is the standard that must be met in 2017. Please refer 
to Centennial Ranches response CentennialOct18-4 and 
CentennialOct18-6. 


 
CentennialOct18-6: The state of California recognizes distinct 
geographic differences exist across the state so it developed 
nine, geographically-based, regional boards. Each regional board 
is responsible for developing standards to protect the region’s 
beneficial uses. In recognition of such differences among the 
state, the informational document Public Scoping Meeting for 
Proposed Revision to the Bacterial Standards for Water Contact 
Recreation in Fresh Waters in California circulated in September 
2008 by the State Board states, “The proposed policy may be 
applied statewide or may exclude waters under the jurisdiction of 
the Los Angeles Water Board and the Lahontan Water Board.” 
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CentennialOct18-7: Lahontan Water Board staff has not 
proceeded forward with developing an amendment to the Basin 
Plan for a multitude of reasons, including: 1) EPA recently 
released the 2012 recreational water quality criteria. It is still 
uncertain how this might be incorporated into State Board policy 
and used by the regional boards. Creating a new standard that 
may not be consistent with newer criteria may make it void; 2) the 
Lahontan staff are gathering all available information and science 
to advise them if changes should be made to the bacteria water 
quality objectives in our unique region (please refer to Table 3, 
Water Quality Bacteria Objectives tasks [2012 Triennial Review 
Staff Report, Attachment A]); 3) Changing the WQO in the 
Bridgeport Valley to 200 cfu/100mL is not needed while the 2012 
Grazing Waiver is in effect. The 2012 Grazing Waiver includes a 
time table for compliance and requires that the enrollees covered 
under the waiver develop a schedule to implement rangeland 
water quality best management practices that reduces and/or 
maintains fecal coliform concentrations to an interim goal of 200 
cfu/100mL and attains the highest water quality reasonably 
achievable. The 2012 Grazing Waiver does not include 20 
cfu/100mL as a compliance standard. Staff is committed to 
evaluating the current bacteria objective as is demonstrated in 
the proposed tasks for this upcoming Triennial Review cycle 
(Attachment A/Table 3). 
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USEPA-1: Changing the evaluation criteria in the California Toxics 
Rule (CTR) is a low priority for this region’s basin planning 
resources. This project is not needed because the Basin Plan 
currently contains a narrative water quality objective for toxicity, 
which is sufficiently flexible to allow for a more sensitive evaluation 
of pentachlorophenol (PCP): 
 


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


 
This water quality objective allows the Regional Board to require an 
evaluation of PCP concentrations under low dissolved oxygen and 
high temperatures on a case-by-case basis. It is more appropriate to 
use regulatory program resources to address this concern. Potential 
amendments to the CTR should be pursued through the State 
Water Board. 
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TTSA-1: Project #18, Revise Chapter 3 “means of monthly means”, 
is a moderate priority project for basin planning resources. Staff is 
not currently working on this project and there are no changes 
proposed. Though there is not an urgent need to amend the 
Chapter 3 methodology at this time, permitting and compliance 
issues may elevate the urgency on this issue. If work on this project 
becomes a higher priority, then Staff requests assistance from the 
Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (TTSA) in evaluating all 
concerns about possible changes to the methodology, including 
TTSA’s concerns documented in this comment letter. This 
assistance is requested because of the limited basin planning 
resources. 
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USFW-1: Project #15, Susan River Site Specific Objectives, is a 
moderate priority project for basin planning resources. If, and when, 
this project moves forward, Staff will consider the concerns about 
potential lowering of water quality standards in the Susan River and 
the possible alternatives and their potential effects to the Carson 
wandering skipper and its habitat.   
 
USFW-2: Project #9 and #10, Salt and Nutrient Management Plans 
for Antelope Valley and Mojave Basin, are currently in progress and 
are high priority for basin planning resources. Los Angeles County 
Sanitation District (LACSD) is evaluating the data to characterize 
the Antelope Valley groundwater basin. It is uncertain at this time 
whether revisions to groundwater objectives will be pursued, but 
any such revisions must evaluate potential effect on present and 
potential beneficial uses, and would be a separate action from the 
adoption of the Salt and Nutrient Management Plans, with an 
additional opportunity for comments. The Mojave Water Agency is 
leading the effort to develop a salt and nutrient management plan 
for the Mojave basin and is in a similar planning and assessment 
stage as LACSD. The majority of effort on these plans is performed 
by either LACSD, or Mojave Water Agency, or its contractors, and 
final proposals are not anticipated until 2014 or 2015. 
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LA-1: Lahontan and State Water Board staff continue to work on 
developing amendments to the state listing policy to address 
water body impairments due solely to natural sources. In the 
absence of a statewide natural source exclusion policy, the only 
way to revise the Hot Creek Water Quality objectives is to 
develop site-specific objectives that are scientifically defensible. 
To expedite the work on this, LADWP can assist the Water Board 
staff on many tasks for this project. The recommendation in the 
2012 Triennial Review Staff Report assigns this project a 
moderate priority and suggests working on it if additional 
resources become available. 
 
 
LA-2: The 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report recommends that 
Water Board staff continue to work on the water quality bacteria 
objectives as one of its highest basin planning priorities over the 
next three years (see Table 2 in Attachment A). The Triennial 
Review Staff Report does not include a recommendation for 
choosing one of the three options.  Rather, it describes specific 
tasks that must be completed as part of the Water Board’s 
continuing focus on the water quality bacteria objectives project 
(see 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report Table 3, Water Quality 
Bacteria Objectives tasks).  For example, one such task is 
consideration of new federal and state bacteria guidance. In 
November 2012, USEPA released its 2012 Recreational Water 
Quality Criteria; these guidelines include suggested values for E. 
Coli and enterococci values but not for fecal coliform. State Water 
Board staff is considering this new USEPA guidance as it 
develops its own state recreational water policy with bacteria 
standards. Any changes to existing water quality objectives must 
be scientifically defensible and protective of the region’s 
beneficial uses.  
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CCA/CFBF-1: The 1975 Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for 
the North Lahontan Basin applied the 20 cfu/100mL standard to ten 
water bodies, including the East Walker River which is in the 
Bridgeport Valley. The existing 20 cfu/100mL standard is associated 
with a risk to human health of less than one person in 1000 
becoming ill when they come into contact waters containing fecal 
contamination. The 20 cfu/100mL standard was extended to the rest 
of the Region in the 1995 Basin Plan update. Based on concerns 
about the compatibility of the 20 cfu/100mL standard with areas with 
historic agricultural uses, such as the Bridgeport Valley, Water Board 
staff began conducting studies on both fecal coliform and E. coli, 
covering a wide range of land use types in the region, including 
agriculture. Note that the North Coast Regional Water Board’s Basin 
Plan includes a fecal coliform standard of 50 cfu/100mL standard for 
waters with designated recreational use. (see 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/b
asin_plan/083105-bp/04_water_quality_objectives.pdf) 
 
In nearly all places where livestock are not allowed unrestricted 
access to surface waters, the water quality meets the 30-day log 
mean for the existing standard of 20 cfu/100mL. See, for example, 
Nilson, C., and others, 2012. Bacteria Monitoring in the Eastern 
Sierra Nevada, Summary of Results for 2011—Staff Report. 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, South Lake Tahoe, 
CA. March 27, 2012. 34 pp.) 


 
 



http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/083105-bp/04_water_quality_objectives.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/083105-bp/04_water_quality_objectives.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf
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CCA/CFBF-2: The 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report recommends 
that Water Board staff continue to work on the water quality bacteria 
objectives as one of its highest basin planning priorities over the next 
three years. The Triennial Review Staff Report does not include a 
recommendation for choosing one of the three options previously 
listed in a scoping report. Rather, the 2012 Triennial Review Staff 
Report describes specific tasks that must be completed as part of 
continuing focus on the water quality bacteria objectives project. 
State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16 requires that changes to 
standards that maintain high quality water can be done if 
“demonstrated to the State that any change will be consistent with 
maximum benefit to the people of the State, will not unreasonably 
affect present and anticipated beneficial use of such water and will 
not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the policies.” 
Changes to numeric water quality objectives must be scientifically 
defensible and be consistent with Resolution 68-16. Please refer to 
Table 3, Water Quality Bacteria Objectives tasks. 
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Lassen-1:  The 1975 Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for 
the North Lahontan Basin applied the 20 cfu/100mL standard to ten 
water bodies. The existing 20 cfu/100mL standard is associated with 
a risk to human health of less than one person in 1000 becoming ill 
when they come into contact waters containing fecal contamination. 
The 20 cfu/100mL standard was extended to the rest of the Region 
in the 1995 Basin Plan update. Based on concerns about the 
compatibility of the 20 cfu/100mL standard with areas that have had 
historic agricultural uses, Water Board staff began conducting 
studies on both fecal coliform and E. coli, covering a wide range of 
land use types in the region, including agriculture. The conclusions 
of those studies is that in agricultural areas where livestock are not 
allowed unrestricted access to surface waters, the water quality 
meets the 30-day log mean for the existing standard of 20 
cfu/100mL.  
 
 
Lassen-2: The state of California recognizes distinct geographic 
differences exist across the state so it developed nine, 
geographically-based, regional boards. Each regional board is 
responsible for developing standards to protect that region’s 
beneficial uses. In recognition of such differences among the state, 
the informational document Public Scoping Meeting for Proposed 
Revision to the Bacterial Standards for Water Contact Recreation in 
Fresh Waters in California circulated in September 2008 by the 
State Water Board states, “The proposed policy may be applied 
statewide or may exclude waters under the jurisdiction of the Los 
Angeles Water Board and the Lahontan Water Board. The Water 
Board cannot amend the Basin Plan during the current Triennial 
Review process. The intent is to identify the Region’s priorities (Also 
see Lassen-4 below) 
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Lassen-3: As noted above, in nearly all places where livestock are 
kept away from surface waters, the water quality meets the 30-day 
log mean for the existing standard of 20 cfu/100mL. For example, 
south of Lassen County in the Bridgeport Valley, data indicate that 
the log-mean fecal coliform concentration in waters entering the  
Valley generally meets the standard, except when livestock are 
present in the upstream areas. Please refer to the bacteria 
monitoring data in Nilson, C., and others, 2012. Bacteria Monitoring 
in the Eastern Sierra Nevada, Summary of Results for 2011—Staff 
Report. Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, South 
Lake Tahoe, CA. March 27, 2012. 34 pp. 



http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/nps/docs/bacteria_monitoring.pdf
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Lassen-4: The 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report (see Attachment 
A) recommends that Water Board staff continue to work on the 
water quality bacteria objectives as one of its highest basin planning 
priorities over the next three years. The Triennial Review Staff 
Report does not include a recommendation for choosing one of the 
three options previously listed in a scoping report. Rather, the 2012 
Triennial Review Staff Report describes specific tasks that must be 
completed as part of continuing focus on the water quality bacteria 
objectives project (Please refer to Table 3, Water Quality Bacteria 
Objectives tasks in the 2012 Triennial Review Staff Report ).  
 
State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16 requires that changes to 
standards that maintain high quality water can be done if 
“demonstrated to the State that any change will be consistent with 
maximum benefit to the people of the State, will not unreasonably 
affect present and anticipated beneficial use of such water and will 
not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the policies.”  
Changes to numeric water quality objectives must be scientifically 
defensible and be consistent with Resolution 68-16 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





