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1. Lake Tahoe TMDL Program
Update

« TMDL Overview
 Implementation Tools

2. CEQA Scoping Meeting
« Stormwater Regulatory Approach
« Comments, questions, discussion
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Placed on CWA 303d list due to beneficial use impairment

BU impaired = aesthetic enjoyment, i.e. clarity loss

CWA requires TMDL development for all impaired water bodies


e Suspended fine sediment particles
 Floating algae — fed by nutrients

Fine sediment particles
(<16 micrometers) account
for ~2/3 of the clarity condition
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How much of each pollutant is
reaching Lake Tahoe?

Fine Sediment Particle Number Estimates

(particles less than 16 micrometers)
Percent Contribution per Source Category

Stream
Channel Atmospheric

Erosion Deposition _
4% 15% Shoreline
Erosion

<1%

Non-urban
Upland
9%

Urban Upland
72%
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Urban Particle Load — How the
2% Is Distributed

Urban Fine Sediment Particle Number
Estimates - Percent by Jurisdiction

Douglas

County, NV El Dorado
3% County’ CA NDOT, NV

11% 10%

Placer County,
CA
17%

City of SLT, CA
229%

CalTrans, CA Washoe
23% County, NV
14%




What I1s a reasonable
o interim target?
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The Clarity Challenge: Reverse clarity

decline and measurably improve clarity

Clarity
Challenge
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
32% ultra fine sediment reduction needed


What are the options for reducing
pollutant inputs to Lake Tahoe?
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Percent Reduction of Basin-wide Particle Load

Forest Uplands 1.0%
Stream Channel Erosion 1.8%
Atmospheric Deposition 4.6%
Urban Uplands 24.5%
Clarity Challenge 32%

12 August 2009
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Lake Clarity Crediting Program
& Implementation Tools

[ Urban ]
Catchment

/ \ ﬂrivate BMPs &
[ WQ Improvement ] Muni [

Projects

Ordinances

Road
Operations

)

Storm Water Reduce Pollutant Potential

Treatment (Source Control)

[ Maintain BMPs ] Inspect & ]

[ Sand & Sweep ]

\[ Enforce

Accounting and Tracking Database
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Pollutant
Load
Reduction
Model

Rapid
Assessment
Methods
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One year “Beta” testing period:
Fall 2009-Fall 2010

— Lake Clarity Crediting Program

— Pollutant Load Reduction Model
— Rapid Assessment Methodologies
— Accounting and Tracking System
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TMDL Peer Review Posting — September

Agency and Public Review Draft — Winter
2009/10

TMDL adoption — Spring 2010
Municipal NPDES Permit & MOA — Fall 2010
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California law guarantees public
Involvement in government decision
making

Requires evaluation and disclosure of
possible adverse environmental
Impacts
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Amending the Water Quality Control Plan for
the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) to:

e Incorporate the Lake Tahoe TMDL

 Adjust Basin Plan language to facilitate
TMDL implementation

The project is NOT on-the-ground actions to
reduce pollutant loads
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Obtain public feedback to help guide

environmental analysis of our Basin Plan
Amendment

Identify reasonably foreseeable significant
adverse environmental impacts from this
Basin Plan amendment
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Previous scoping meetings
described TMDL findings

This meeting focuses on changes
to support implementation
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20 year, 1-hour design storm

Concentration-Based Numeric

Effluent Limits
Turbidity, Nitrogen, Phosphorus, Iron,
Oil &Grease

20 year implementation schedule
(ending in 2008)
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Emphasize average annual mass-based
oad reductions

dentify and target actions in high-
polluting watersheds

_ink proposed actions to expected
nollutant load reductions

Hold municipalities responsible for
meeting TMDL load reduction targets
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Regulatory
Focus

Compliance
Prospects

actions/benefits

Comparability

Linkage between

Existing Policy

Concentration limits —
everywhere, all the time

Not reasonable — even
advanced measures may
not meet effluent limits

Poor - hard to link
projects/actions to lake
clarity response

Little ability to compare
results across different
Implementers



Regulatory
Focus

Compliance
Prospects

Linkage between
actions/benefits

Comparability

Existing Policy

Concentration limits —
everywhere, all the time

Not reasonable — even
advanced measures may
not meet effluent limits

Poor - hard to link
projects/actions to lake
clarity response

Little ability to compare
results across different
Implementers

Proposed Approach

Load limits — average annual

Reasonable — possible
demonstrate progress toward
achieving stated goals

Strong — TMDL load
reductions directly related to
clarity response

Direct performance
comparisons, transparent
through reporting




Intensify erosion control and stormwater
treatment actions

e Innovative treatment measures
 Enhanced operations and maintenance

Target areas of highest pollutant loading
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Checklist
Categories

AESTHETICS

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES

AIR QUALITY

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

CULTURAL RESOURCES

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

LAND USE AND PLANNING
MINERAL RESOURCES
NOISE

POPULATION AND HOUSING

. PUBLIC SERVICES

RECREATION
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS




ISSUES

I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact




Direct physical changes
In the environment

Reasonable foreseeable
compliance measures

Reasonably foreseeable
Indirect changes

12 August 2009

Speculative changes

Changes with effects
already considered

Changes that would
occur regardless of
the amendment

26


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Add examples



We will consider, as part of this Basin Plan Amendment project, environmental impacts of direct physical changes to the environment caused by implementation of the TMDL, such as repair of existing facilities, construction of new facilities, or impacts from increased activities, such as more frequent honey barge traffic. We must evaluate reasonable foreseeable compliance measures of the TMDL.  We will also consider reasonably foreseeable actions that are not currently occurring but will be triggered by or motivated by the TMDL, such as additional water quality monitoring activities.



Some future actions that may be linked to the TMDL but that are not defined at this time or are not reasonable foreseeable are considered to be speculative.  CEQA does not require evaluation of speculative changes.  Also, the analysis will focus on changes that are a direct result of the TMDL and that have not already been considered by earlier regulatory action or other environmental analysis.  Changes to the environment that would occur regardless of the TMDL will not be considers.
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Four Source Category Groups
Assessed different levels of effort

Evaluated site-scale and basin-wide
Implementation

Provided average load reductions and costs

Estimates offer relative benefit comparisons
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Restore/maintain roads as planned
Revegetate/treat disturbed lands
Treat forest fuels

Achieve ~1% reduction in total fine
particle budget (12% of Forest
load)

Estimated Cost: $120M Capital,
$4.5M Annual O&M
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Load reduction opportunities are relatively limited

Additional reduction efforts do not appear cost effective

Current practices effectively reduce loads – road and trail restoration programs, ski run/campground restoration, fuels management practices consistent with current rules and regulations.
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Continue current restoration
activities on the UTR,
Blackwood and Ward Creeks

Support monitoring and
research

Achieve ~2% reduction in total
fine particle budget (53% of
Stream source)

Estimated Cost: $40M Capital

30
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Presentation Notes
In-channel sources of fine particles are small

Restoration is cost effective

Restoration offers multiple benefits

Floodplain restoration likely provides additional fine sediment removal




Focus on dust control measures

Continue VMT reduction efforts

Achieve ~5% reduction in total
fine particle budget (31% of
Atmospheric source)

Estimated Cost: $45M Capital,
$0.4M Annual O&M

31
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Presentation Notes
Addressing mobile sources does not significantly reduce particle loads 

Mobile source controls are expensive

Good opportunity  to reduce particle loads by targeting dust sources – Dustless Tymco Sweeper recently demonstrated, pave or revegetate unpaved sources




Continue to Implement known
technologies

Move toward more innovative
practices and intensive
operations and maintenance

Achieve ~25% reduction in total
fine particle budget (34% of
Urban Source)

Estimated Cost: $1.3B Capital,
$6M Annual O&M
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Presentation Notes
Significant particle reductions can be achieved through innovative practices – more frequent sweeping, filter technologies, coagulants, pariphyton, etc. 

Pump and treat technologies hold promise

Finer scale planning is needed to determine actual implementation actions




Recommended Strategy
Particle Load Reductions by Source Category
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