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'UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

Ms. Celeste CantU 
Executive Director 

75 Hawthorne Street 
san Francisco, CA 94105-3901 

State Water Resources Control Board 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 

Dear Ms. CantU: 

Thank you for submitting the Basin Plan Amendments containing total maximum daily loads 
(TMDLs) for the following pollutants and water bodies: · 

• Bacteria in Mariria Del Rey Harbor Mother's Beach and Back Basins (MDR) 
• · Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects in Los Angeles River and its Trib~es (LAR) 
• Nitrogen Compounds in Santa Clara River (SCR) 

The State submitted letters describing the TMDLs and implementation plans, and supporting 
documentation from the State Board and Regional Board administrative records; on February 10, 
2004 for MDR and March 5,2004 for LAR and SCR. The State adopted TMDLs for the 
following water bodies: · · 

Marina Del Rey 
• Marina Del Rey Harbor Mother's Beach 
• Back basins D, E and F 

Los- Angeles River 
• Los Angeles River at Sepulveda Basin 
• Los Angeles River from Sepulveda Dam to Sepulveda Blvd. 
• . Los Angeles River from Riverside Dr. to Figueroa St. 
• Tunjunga Wash from Hansen Dam to Los Angeles River 
• Burbank Western Channel 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Verdugo Wash from Verdugo Wash Rd to Los Angeles River 
Arroyo Secc9 from West Holly Ave. to Los Angeles River 
Los Angeles' River from Figueroa St. to Carson St . 
Rio Hondo at the Spreading Grol:mds 
Rio Hondo from the Santa Ana Fwy. To Los Angeles River 
Compton Creek 
Los Angeles River from Carson St. to estuary 

Santa Clara River 
.. Santa Clara Estuary to Highway I 01 Bridge (EPA Reach 1) 
• Highway 101 Bridge to Freeman Diversion (EPA Reach 2) 
• Freeman Diversion to Timber Canyon (EPA Reach 3) 
• Timber Canyon to Grimes Canyon (EPA Reach 4) 
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• Grimes Canyon to Propane Road (EPA Reach 5) 
• Propane Road to Blue Cut Gauging Station (EPA Reach 6) 
• ·Blue Cut Gauging Station to West Pier Highway 99 (EPA Reach 7} 
• West Pier Highway 99 to Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge (EPA Reach 8) 
• Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge to above Lang Gauging Station (EPA Reach 9) 

Based on EPA' sreview of the TMDL submittals under Section 303(d), I hiwe concluded that 
.. theTMDLs adequately address the pollutants of concern and, upon implementation, will result in 

attainment of the applicable water quality standards. These TMDLs include wasteload and load 
allocations as needed, take into co~der~tion seasonal variations and critical conditions, and . 
provide adequate margins of safety. · 

. . . . . 

The State has provided adequate opportunities for public review and comment on the 
TMDLs and demonstrated how public comments were considered in the final TMDLs. All 
required elements are adequately addressed; therefore, the TMDLs are hereby approved pursuant 
to Clean Water Act Section 303{ d)(2). 

The T.MDL submittals contain detailedplans for implementing the bacteri31 density 
reductions for MDR, and nitrogen species load reductions for LAR and SCR. Furthermore, the 
implementation plans identify critical monitoring efforts to continually assess the status of the 
water quality for MDR, LAR and SCR. Current federal regulations do not define TMDLs as 
containing implementation plans; therefore, EPA is not taking action on the implementation 
plans provided with the TMDLs. EPA commends the Regional Board's commitment to review 
the T.MDLs and associated data and information upon (1) the completion of the technical reports 
and studies evaluating and proposing measures to implement necessary pollutant load reductions, 
and (2) implementation of phased pollutant reductions by major sources. 

We would like to continue working with you and the Regional Boards to ensure that future 
TMDLs are adopted and submitted to EPA on schedule and, in particular, ensure that TMDLs 

,, . required under the consent decrees are adopted by the State in time to meet the decree deadlines. 

The enclosed reviews discuss the basis for these decisions in greater detail. I appreciate the 
State and Regional Boards' work to complete and adopt these TMDLs. and look forward to our 
continuing partnersl:iip in TMDL development. If you have questions concerning this approval, 
please call m<? at (415) 972-3435 or David Smith at (415) 972-3416. 

Sincerely, 

/d/l~(]~Jo 
A:::'J'Ale s strar. . 

D ./, • I 
I CLOT ! 

Water Division 

enclosures 

cc: Dennis Dickerson, Los Angeles RWQCB 
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TMDL Cheeidist 

State: California . 

Waterbodies: Santa Clara River 

Pollntant(s): Nitrogen Compounds 
. - . . 

Date of State Submission: March 5, 2004 

Date Received By EPA: March 9, 2004 

EPA Reviewer: Cindy Lin & David Smith 

1. Submittal Letter: State Letter dated March 5, 2004. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
:submittal letter indicates final !Board (Regional Board) completed the TMDL on June 16,2003, The TMDL 
TMDL(s) for specific . Fs adopted by the Los Angeles Regional Water QUality Control Board j . 
:water(s )/pollutant( s) were adopted !through Resolution No. 03-011 on August 7, 2003, and by the State Water ! 
\by state and submitted to EPA for !Resources Control Board (State Board) through Resolution No. 2003-0073 on ! 

'approval under 303(d). !November 19,2003. The State Office of Administrative Law approved the _II 

'2. Water QualityStandards 
Attainment: TMDL and 
·associated allocations are set at 
,levels adequate to result in 
;attainment of applicable water 
>quality standards. 

jTMDL on Febrt]ary 27, io04. _ 
J t 
·tThe Regional Board developed a TMDL and determined the primary pollutants i 
jimpacting the 2002 303( d) listed Santa Clara River are ammonia, nitrate and I 
)nitrite. In order of impact, the sources of impairment are point source ! 
!discharges, groundwater and non-point source loading and other non-point 1 
!sources. . . I 
!The Sta:ffTMDL Report, dated June 16, 2003. The TMDL is designed to I 
limplement the existing numeric and narrative objectives for nitrogen · ! 
!compounds and their related effects (Sta:ffTMDL Report, pp20-34). The I 
!Regional Board's Basin Plan provides numeric water quality objectives for 1 
!ammonia (acute and chronic criteria), nitrate, nitrite, and nitrate + nitrite. ~ 
JNarrative objectives are provided for biostimulatory substances and toxicity. . ! 
!The existing water quality objectives are also protective of the ground water j 
!beneficial use (Sta:ffTMDL Report, pp29). 1 
I I. 
!The State reasonably concluded that attainment of the specified numeric and i 
narrative targets and associated TMDLS; load allocations, and wasteload I 
!allocations which call for the reduction of targeted pollutant loads, will result in! 
!elimination of the adverse effects associated with nitrogen loads in the water ; 
)and bring about attainment of the applicable standards. I 

3. Numeric Target(s): !The Sta:ffTMDL Report dated June 16, 2003, pp34-40 and Basin Plan 
Submission descnbes applicable !Amendment Summary, pp6. TMDL implements numeric WQS for a=onia, _ 
water quality standards, including jnitrate, nitrite and nitrate+ nitrite. The Staff'Th1I)L RepQitanalysis concludes I 
beneficial uses, applicable numeric !that exceedences of the these nitrogen compounds can adversely affect the I 
and/or narrative criteria. Numeric !beneficial uses including municipal and domestic supply, groundwater 
water quality target(s) .for TMDL !recharge, agricultural supply, indnstrial and surface water quality, recreational 
identified, and adequate basis for !water contact (REC-I and REC-2) and sensitive habitat uses (pp21). 
target( s) as interpretation of water i 
quality standards is provided. · jNumeric targets in this TMDi.. are based on the water quality objectives in the I 

iBasin Plan and an explicit margin of safety (I 0%) (StaffTMDL Report, pp34). I 
------~--------~--~--------------~------=-------~--~~----------~~~~ 
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4. Source Analysis: Point, 

!The numeric targets for ammonia are based on the "USEP A 1999 Update of -11 
!Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia (USEPA 1999)", and have _ 
jalready _been adopted by the Regional Board (Resolution No. 2002-1 I). For . j 
!ammoma, nurnenc targets are pH and temperature dependent, and concentration 
!based to protect water quality criteria for aquatic life. 
I - -
i 

-!The ammonia numeric -targets are based- on median concentrations of pH and 
!temperature and do not assume application of an ammonia water e:ffects ratio .. 

I 

~umeric target? for tlus TMDL are listed as follows: 

ITot~l Ammonia (NH3-N) (mg/L) 
! 

!Reach 8 
!Reach 7 above Valencia 
!Reach 7 below Valencia 
!Reach 7 County Line 
jReach 3 above Sta Paula 
!Reach 3 at Sta Paula 
!Reach 3 below Sta Paula 
i 

lHrAvg 
14.8 
4.8 
5.5 

-3.4 
2.4 
2.4 
2.2 

30dayAvg 
3.2 
2.0 
2.0 
1.2 
1.9 
1.9 
1.7 

lm accordance with the Basin Plan, the numeric iargets for nitrate, nitrite and 
' lnitrate+nitrite are daily maximum values. . 

I 
!Nitrate-nitrogen & Nitrite-nitrogen (mg/L) 

I N03-N N02-N N03~N+N02-N 
!Reach 8 4.5 0.9 4.5 
\Reach 7 4.5 0.9 4.5 
!Reach 6 9.0 0.9 9.0 ~-
iReach 5 4.5_ 0.9 4.5 t 

!:Reach 4 4.5 0.9 4.5 -' 
[!each 3 4.5 0.9 4.5 I 
fi :~ :: :~ I_• 

lin addition, the Basin Plan designates ground water recharge (GWR) as a ' ! 
!beneficial use of the Los Angeles River. For all ground waters of the Region, i 
I" ground waters shall not exceed 10 mg/L nitrogen as nitrate-nitrogen plus 

1

! 
btrite-nitrogen (N03-N + NO;r-N}, 45 mg/L as nitrate (N03), 10 mg/L as 
!nitrate-nitrogen (N03-N), or 1 mg/L as nitrite-nitrogen (N02-N). I 
f . I 

~arrative objectives for biostimulatory substances and toxicity are based on the I 
!Basin Plan. The TMDL.analysis shows that _the numeric targets will implement I_ 

jthe narrative objectives. As a precautionary practice, the Implementation Plan i 
!will provide monitoring and special studies to verify'thiit the TMDL will I 
!implement the narrative objectives. 1 
I · t 
i ! 
\The State's approach is a reasonable and environmentally protective approach -
!for accounting for uncertainty in the relationship between pollutant loading 
ilevels and attainment of water quality standards, as required by the CW A 
!Section 303(d)(l)(C). 

israffTMDL Report, pp40-44 and Basin Plan Amendment Sununary, pp6. Tne ! 



nonpoi.nt, and background sources !TMDL analysis provided a detailed summary of all nutrient sources in the Santa 
iof pollutants of concern are Clara River watershed and found the direct sources include discharge sources 
,described, including the magnitude 

1
1and sources transported via surface runoff or groundwater flow. Discharge · 

-and location of sources. Sub. mitta1 sources include reserv_ oir releases and direct point source discbiu:ges from the ~~ 
;demonstrates all significant !Saugus and Valencia WRPs and the Fillmore and Santa Panla POTWs. 
Bources have been considered. , Groundwater sources include septic system discharges. Surface runoff sources 

jare a. result ofland application activities and incl-ude diversions for groundwater I 
~echarge and/or irrigation, agricultural pumping, atmospheric deposition; and 
!fertilizer applicati-on. Utilizing infozmation from discharge monitoring reports, ·I 

5. Allocations: Submittal 

!NPDES pennits, groundwater quality data, rainfall data from nearby . 
!meteorological stations, fertilization loading rates, etc., loadings were computed1 

.,for dry and wet periods for ammonia and nitrate by reach (Table 12, Staff 
TMDL Report, pp43). . ' 

!source analysis identified all potential sources and determined that point source 
contnbute almost a1l of ammonia, nitrite, and phosphorus in the water 

ty impaired segments of the Santa Clara River Watershed Tne source of 
· i:> due to a combination of poin~ non-point and groundwater sources. · 

pomt source loads are greater during the wet year than diy year and I 
!c()ntnbute nitrate to the impaired river segments through groundwater accretion. 

IStaffTMDL Report, pp43). Further evaluation of non-point sources is I 
, established in the Implementation Plan. · 
I . . . ' 
!The source analysis provided an effective basis for evaluating the source loads i 
lin the watershed and determined the primary water quality parameters of i 
jconcern are nutrients, specifically ammonia, nitrite and nitrate. · I 
I 

. I 

,The StaffTMDL report·adequately considered all significant sources by I 
jexamining data from primary sources. The TMDL sufficiently descnbed all ! 
!sources of impairments. 1 

J Staff1MDL Report, ppSS-66 and Basin Plan Amendment Summary, pp7-8. 
identifies appropriate wasteload iThe TMDL includes both waste load allocations for point sources and load 
.allocations for point sources and •

11

allocations for non point sources. 1·,. 

load allocations for nonpoint 
·sources. If no point sources· are !EPA concludes that the State's approach of setting the 1MDLs and allocations i 
present, wasteload allocations are· !on a concentration basis iS appropriate for the waters and pollutants of concern I 
izero. If no nonpoint sources are !and consistent with the provisions of 40 CFR 130.2(i), which authorizes . . 
present, load allocations are zero .. )expression ofTMDLs in terms of"niass per time, toxicity, or other appropriate II 

rmeasure." 1 

!Waste load Allocations _ . _ Iii 

!Waste load allocations are established for the Water Reclamation Plants and 
)Publicly Owned Treatment-Works, and the municipal separate storm sewer ·! 
!system permittees in the upper reacheS of the watershed. Waste load ! 
!allocations for four different alternatives (1. setting effluent concentrations at I 
jthe numeric target, 2. reducing the ammonia loading, 3. & 4. evaluate loads I 
!based on expected upgrades ofWRP with a nitrate effluent concentration of 8.0 I 
!mgJL or 6. 7 mg/L) were considered and were calculated using the W ARMF ! 

!model. The tightest condition (Alternative 4) was selected because it provided ! 
!full compliance in all reaches and both the ammonia and nitrate+nitrite targets I 
iwill be met. I 

!concentration-based waste loads are allocated to the Fillmore and Santa Paula I 
!POTW s, major point sources of ammonia and nitrate+nitrite in Reach 3; 1 

koncentration-based waste loads are allocated to Valencia and Saugus WRPs, j 
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major point sources of ammonia and nitrate+nitrite in Reaches 7 and 8. ,I 

jTotal Ammonia (NID-N) mgrL: ·I 
~OTW 1 Hr~Avg 30 Day Avg 

I 

~
augusWRP · 
alencia WRP 
illmore POTW 

!santa Paula POTW ~ 
I 

5.6 
5.2 
4.2 
4.2 

2.0 
1.75 
2.0 
2.0 

!Nitrate (N03-N), Nitrite (N02-N) and Nitrate+Nrtrite (N02-N + N03-N) 
I . ~ 
I ~ I 30DayAvgWLA* 

!POTW N02-N N03-N N02-N + N03-N 

I 
!Saugus WRP 0.9 ~ 7.1 7.1 
!Valencia WRP 0.9 6.8 6.8 i 
Willmore POTW 0.9 8.0 8.0 .,. 
!santa Paula POTW 0.9 8.0 8.0 
i I 
! I 
!*Receiving wafer monitoring ~is required on a weekly basis to ensure j 
!compliance with the water quality objectives for nitrite, nitrate, nitrite+ nitrate, l 
and dissolved oxygen. 1 

~or Point Sources I 
I ~ , 
!Minor waste load allocations are set equivalent to the water quality objectives I ~ 
!for ammonia, nitrite, nitrate and nitrate + nitrite. WLAs for minor dischargers i 
!discharging into the following reaches are; . I 
i ! ! mg!L .~ . I 30-Day Avg NH3-N I Hr Avg NH3-N 30-Day Avg N03-N+N02-NI 

[Reach 7 1.75 5.2 6.8 ! 
jReach 3 2.0 4.2 8.1 l 

I I IMS4 and Stormwater Sources I 
i 

!Concentration-based waste loads are allocated to municipal, industrial and I 
construction stormwater sources regulated under the NPDES permits. WLAs I 
)for stormwater permittees discharging into the following reaches are: I 
! l 
I i ; mg/L ! 
i 30-DayAvgNH3-N ·I HrAvgNH3-N 30-DayAvgN03-N+N02-Nj 
i ~ 
! i 
iReacb 7 1.75 52 6.8 • 
!Reach 3 2.0 4.2 8~1 I 

·t 

lin general, minor point sources (including MS4 and Stormwater sources) are 
inot considered a significant source of ammonia, rritrite or rritrate loads to the , 
/Santa Clara River.~ However, due to potential localized effects on water quality, I 
ithese waste loads will be implemented through the individual NPDES permits I 
. ' 

' . 
·-



•_6. Link Between Numeric 
Target(s) and Pollutant(s) of 
'Concern: Submittal descnbes 
•relationship between numeric 
;target( s) and identified pollutant 
•sources. For each pollutant, 
·descnbes analytical basis·for 
:conclusion that sum ofwasteload 
!allocations, load allocations, and 
margin of safety does not exceed 
:the loading capacity of the 
:'receiving water(s). 

~
'and the Monitoring and Reporting Programs associated with those pennits 

Staff'IMDL Report, pp61). 

oad Allocations 

I 
lConcentration-based loads for nitrogen compounds are allocated for non-point 
!sources. LAs for non point sources discharging into the following reaches are: 

l mWL 
- 1 NF..3-N + ~J02~N + N03 .. J'-! 

~each 7 _ . · 8.5 
!Santa Clara River 10 
INiint Cyn Reach 1 10 
jwheeler Canyonffodd Barranca 10 

• 

!Brown/Long Canyon 10 
J . 

!Additional monitoring Will be established in the Implerrientation Plan to verify 
!the nitrogen non point source·loadings from agricultural arid mban runoff and 
!groundwater discharge. · ' 

l 

I-

I 

!Based on the information iii. the StaffTMDL Report, Basin Plan Amendment, 

I, and the Jetter of March 5, 2004, EPA concludes that the TMDLs include as 
_appropriate waste load and. load allocations which are consistent with the j 

~
'TMDLs and with the provisions of ~e Clean Water Act and federal regulations., 
The Regional Board's TMDL acknowledges the presence of significantly high I 

utrient loadings from both point and non-point sources. TMDL is defined in I 
.,the federal regulation as th_e sum of all waste load allocations from point j 
sources and load allocations for non-point sources and natural background ( 40 1 
ICFR I30.2(i)). The State's 'IMDL focuses pernns_ · sibly, and in EPA's view· ! 
)Properly, on point source loadings of ammonia, -nitrate and nitrite from major I 
jWRPs and POTWs and minor dischargers and MS4 and stormwater sources, i 
!and non point source loadings of ammonia, nitrate. and nitrite from surrace 1 
lfUDOff and groundwater discharge. · j 
I j 

!StaffTMDLReport, pp44-55 and Appendix A, and· Basin Plan Amendment 
,Summary, pp6. The Regional Board provided adequate linkage analysis · 
jbetween nitrogen sources and the in-streani water quality. An appropriate 
!linkage was established by us1ng hydrodynamic and water quality models. The 
!Watershed Analysis Risk Management (W ARMF) was used to model the 
/hydrodynamic characteristi~s and water quality of the Santa Clara River. 
IW ARMF can simulate the physical and chemical processes that affect river 
jbydrology and water quality. Model analysis showed major point sources 

I(WRPS and POTW s) were the primary contributors to in-stream ammonia and 
nitrate plus nitrite loads. Non-point sources and minor point sources composed 
ja much smaller fraction of the loads. 

i 
fThe model de:fmes the storm flow conditions and adequately accounts for 
!critical conditions (i.e., wet and dry weather months) and allows estimation of 
ian implicit margin of safety associated with conservative assumptions in the 
!model. The model includes a sensitivity analysjs to account for parameter 
!:inputs with high uncertainty. The model was calibrated against critical 
)conditjons and monitoring data to verif'y its range of accuracy (pp48-55). 
j 
' !EPA concludes the analysis sufficiently descnbes the link between numeric 
!targets and the pollutant sources in Santa Clara River. 



;·. 'VIargin of Safety: Submission 
describes explicit and/or implicit 
margin of safety for each 
;pollutant. 

jstaffTMDL Report, pp66-69 and Basin Plan Amendment Summary, pp9. The 
!'I'MDL includes an implicit and explicit margin of safety. The implicit !1l3Tgin 
lof safety is included in the model through conservative model assumptions and 
!statistical analysis. An explicit margin of safety is incorporated by reserVing 

1

10.% of the load for uncertainty circumstances and limited data set availlibility. 
· In addition, a number of special studies (e.g., rapid riitrogen compound 
disappearance, nitrate loading via groundwater) are planned to address the 
~y assumptions built in the model. . I 

· . !EPA considers this a permissibl~ and apprOPriate wav of dealing with , 
!uncertainty conc~g the relationshiPs-between wLAs and ~ter quality. 

i8. Seasonal Variations and !StaffTMDL Report, pp71-73 and Basin Plan Amendment Summary, pp9. The 
'Critical Conditions: Submission lcritical condition identified for this TMDL is based on the low flow condition 
:describes method for accounting !defined as the 7Q I o. Furthermore; the driest six months of the year are , 
for seasonal variations and critical !identified as a more critical condition for nitrogen compounds because less I 
.conditions in the TMDL(s) lsunace flow is available.to dilute effluent discharge .. The critical conditions for 
· . . . [water quality in the Santa Clara River for nitrogen compounds are during low 
· .. ' . !flow conditions, in particular at the end of the dry season. Model results also I 

!suggest the fust strong storm events after a dry period can lead to significant 

'~1 Public Participation: 
Submission documents provision 
of public notice and public 
comment opportunity; and 
'e:xpbins how public comments 
were considered in the fmal 
TMDL(s). 

'l 0. Technical Analysis:,. 
'Submission provides appropriate 
]eve] of technical analysis 
supporting TMDL elements. 

!short-term increases of nitrate compounds in the river. The implementation !I 
flau includes monitoring to verifY this latter potential critical condition. , 

!The ~L adequat;el?' accoun~ ~or the sea~onal v~ations and <:ritical. I· 
)conditions by exarmnmg the extstmg flow record and water quality data.. The 
fimpaitment assesSment sufficiently included these sitoations in the analysis and I 
!margin of safety. . . . 1 
jRegional Board Documents (Regional Board Administrative Record): I 
!Pubic Stakeholder Steering Committee Meetings composed of vested ,. 
,stakeholders were held on a monthly basis from January 2002 to June 2003, 
jThe following public meetings were held for the Santa Clara River Nitrogen i 
1Compounds TMDL: Stakeholder meetings, October 15, 2002 and July 23, · i 
12003; CEQA Scoping Meeting, June 12, 2003; Public Hearing, August 7, 2003.1 
!Summary of responses to public comments by Regional Board, July 2003. ! 
1 · I 
!Tne Regional Board Pl'?:'ided public n~tice and o~ortu_nities to co~ent o~ 1 
ftbe TMDL through niailings to the Basm Plan niailing hsts, by holding public· I 
!llleetings, and by hearing the public comments at these meetings on the TMDL. 
jseveral public comments were received in writing and in oral testimony. The I 
!State demonstrated how it considered. these comments in its final decision by 
!Providing reasonably detailed responsiveness summaries, which include ' 
~espouses to each comment. · I 
!The TMDL analysis provides a thorough review and summary of available 
!information concerning nitrogen compounds impairing the specific areas of 1 
!concern. We conclude the Regional Board· was reasonably diligent in its i 
!technical analysis of nitrogen compounds in the Santa Clara River and its l 
ltnbutaries. Neither the Regional Board nor public commeriters identified II. 

!research nor study results which provided an analytical basis for setting the 
!TMDL at a level higher than identified at this tiine. ~· - ! · 

·----~--------~~~~~~~==~==~~~~------------~ 
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