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~ Sent via email. commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov
Re: Comment letter regarding amendments to Sediment Quality Objectives, Part1
Dear Chair Hoppin and State Board Members:

On behalf of San Francisco Baykeeper and our respective members, we submit the following comments
on Proposed Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of
California, Part 1, Sediment Quality Objectives (“Proposed Amendment”). We appreciate the opportunity
to provide these comments.

Please note that we support and incorporate by reference comments to the Proposed Amendment
submitted by Heal the Bay and Bill Jennings as well as Baykeeper's prior comments from 2006 to 2010
regarding Sediment Quality Objective (‘SQO”) development and subsequent drafts to Part 1 of the -
Sediment Quality Objectives, as aftached. As stated previously, we have been disappointed by the lack of
consideration for comments made by Baykeeper and others in the environmental and public health
community. Many of our prior comments remain outstanding so we have chosen not to restate previous
concemns but have addressed how the Proposed Amendment fails to satisfy the December 10, 2010
Second Supplemental Agreement and Further Order 99CS02722 (“Supplemental Order”).

We sincerely hope that the State Board will carefully consider these as well as outstanding issues raised
in previous comments in effort to ensure protection of California’s bays and estuaries, pursuant to the Bay
Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program and relevant statute.”

Proposed Amendments Fail to Adequately Address Indirect Effects for Fish and Wildlife

The Staff Report for the Proposed Amendment states that following review of scoping comments for -
Phase |l SQOs in 2010 State Board “staff felt that greater benefit could be achieved by refocusing the
program resources on receptors not previously considered in Part 1". As a result, this Proposed
Amendment serves largely fo consider both direct and indirect impacts to resident finfish and wildlife
under Part 1. This represents a departure from prior SQO documentation, including the CEQA scoping
document for Phase Il SQOs, dated April 21, 2010.

Baykeeper has been following the efforts by the State Board, San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI),
Southern California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) and others to develop numeric indicators
and other fools pursuant to Phase II. However, these efforts are not reflected in the Proposed _
Amendment, suggesting either the State Board intends to release a more thorough Part 2 SQO ata later
date, which would supersede the proposed amendments to Part 1, or that the State Board intends to
discard the work generated from years of scientific effort and abandon Phase Il efforts. '

1 california Water Code, §§ 13390-13396.9
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While we welcome the expansion of the narrative Part | SQOs to include indirect effects on resident
finfish and wildlife it is unclear why State Board staff determined at this point that greater benefit could be
achieved through this addition. Since this amendment is being proposed with lttle justification or

consideration for practical implementation at the Regional Board level, we are led to believe the State

As proposed, the narrative standards are inadequate.. No objective criteria are proposed to enable any
person or agency to determine whether ‘[Plollutants [are] present in sediment at levels that alone or in
combination are foxic-to. wildlife and resident finfish...” As discussed, below, the proposed
implementation plan does not aid in understanding exactly when this threshold has been crossed.
Consequently, this narrative standard will be the subject of constant uncertainty and controversy and
cannot be relied upon to give effect to the Water Code’s SQO mandates. Moreover, the Board has not
shown that a more workable, numeric, standard would be infeasible. Instead, the Board has apparently
ignored the valuable input of the SQO Scientific Steering Commiittee. The proposed policy must be
revised to provide a clear, objective, enforceable, and most likely numeric, standard for protection of
wildiife and finfish. :

Implementation Plan Wildlife and Resident Finfish Protection is wholly Inadequate
Proposed amendments to Part | include the addition of a narrative SQO for wildlife and resident finfish:

Pollutants shall not be present in sediment at levels that alone or in combination are toxic to wildiife and
resident finfish by direct exposure or bioaccumiulate in aquatic life.at fevels that are harmful to wildiife or
resident finfish by indirect exposure in bays and éstuaries of California. This narrative objective shall be
implemented as described in Section VI.B of Part 1. :

This narrative description is to be implemented on a case-by-case basis based on an undefined
ecological risk assessment process. Such a brief narrative SQO and a virtually non-existent

* implementation plan fails to satisfy the terms of the above-referenced Supplemental Order as well as
California Water Code and begs the question of why did it take so long to produce such sub-standard
SQOs? Years of effort and untold amounts of tax-payer dollars have contributed towards the
development of a policy that will in no way protect human health or result in an implementation strategy
for toxic hot spot cleanup or other remedial mitigation actions. In fact, instead of developing a practical
implementation strategy for Regional Boards to follow, Part 1 was essentially amended to include a new
header with the word implementation in it — as if this is supposed to suffice. ' '

An actual implementation strategy should be one based on scientific information and numeric indicators.
It is not sufficient to state that implementation shall be carried out on a case by case basis and be
informed by a list of random agencies that may or may not hold relevant information or expertise. Through. -
a lengthy scientific review and stakeholder engagement process the State Board has funded the
development of science-based indicators and tools which are in no way reflected in the Proposed
Amendment. In your response to comments please indicate whether the implementation plan identified
within the Proposed Amendment is in fact the final ptan intended to satisfy Phase Il goals and maintain
compliance with relevant statute. In addition, please indicate the status of the scientific review process
and whether the information developed to date shail be used fo inform SQO development. .

2 California Water Code, § 13390-13396.9
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Proposed Amendment Fails to Satisfy Water Code Requirements for SQOs

State Board staff has indicated the narrative objectives contained in the Proposed Amendment qualify as
final SQO0s. However, given their inability to reasonably afford an adequate margin of safety or protect
beneficial uses, existing narrative SQOs fail to satisfy their definition, as found in the Water Code:

Sediment quality objective” means that level of a constituent in sediment which is established with an
adequate marym of safety, for the reasonable protection of the beneficial uses of water or the prevention
of nuisances. ° :

In addition, given the inadequacy of the narrative SQOs, as well as their |mplementat|on plans the
Proposed Amendment fails to satisfy stated SQO objectives:

The sediment quality objectives shall be based on scientific information, including, but not limited to,
chemical monitoring, bioassays, or established modelfing procedures, and shall provide adequate
profection for the most sensitive aquatic organisms. The state board shall base the sediment quality
objectives on a health risk assessment if there fs a potential for exposure of humans to poﬂutants through
the food chain to edible fish, shellfish, or wildiife,*

For several years the State Board has funded a scientific review and stakeholder engagement process
presumably aimed at meeting these objectives. We are under the impression this process is on-going yet
State Board staff has indicated the narrative objectives contained in the Proposed Amendments serve to
satisfy final SQO requirements. Within your response to comments please explain how the narrative
objectives of the Part 1 SQOs satisfy the definition and objectives of SQOs, as found in the California
Water Code, and indicate whether the State Board is still funding development of science-based SQOs.

Proposed Amendments Fail to Satisfy Court Ordered Deadline for Phase Il SQOs

Pursuant to the December 10, 2010 Second Supplemental Crder the State Board, San Francisco
Baykeeper and Bill Jennings agreed to revision of the deadline for adopting Phase H SQOs and related
implementation policies. Following a request by the State Board to further extend the adoption of Phase Il
SQ0Os, the following was agreed:

By April 29, 2011 the State Water Board shall have adopted and submitted to OAL all Phase Il SQOs and
related implementation policies, including a final SQO for indirect effects on fish and wildfife in all bays
and estuaries in the state, and a related implementation policy.

It is unclear whether the State Board intends to claim that the Proposed Amendment satisfies its
obligation under the above-referenced Supplemental Order to adopt SQOs for indirect effects on fish and
wildlife. As proposed, for each of the reasons stated above, the draft SQOs are inadequate. Failure of
the Board to adopt all SQOs by the April 29, 2011 deadiine, including all Phase Il SQO0s and related
implementation policy for indirect effects on fish and wildlife, would violate the plain terms of the
Supplemental Order. :

3 . California Water Code, § 13391.5
* California Water Code, §§ 13393
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to answering any questions you
may have and reviewing your response to comments.

Sincerely,
A Lo
lan Wren, Staff Séientist

San Francisco Baykeeper

Attachments: _
Second Supplemental Agreement and Further Order (99CS02722)
September 3, 2008 Commerit Letter regarding Draft Plan Sediment Qua‘lify Objectives

November 30, 2007 Comment Letter regarding Drait Plan Sediment Quality Objectives

November 28, 2006 Comments to CEQA Scoping Document for Development of Sediment Quality:
Objectives for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries
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Attorney General of California

Supervising Deputy A y General
DANIEL M. FucHs, State BarNo 179033
CARYN L. Cra1G, State Bar No. 185621
Am;meys General

3300 1 Street, Suite 125

P.O. Box 944255

Sacmmenm CA 94244-2550

Telephone: (916) 324-0002

Fax: (9. 16) 3272319

E-mail: Damelfuchs@dq ca.gov
Attorneys for Respo
State Waterkmuraes Control Board and
Regional Water Quality Cortrol Board

(Additional counsel listed on next page)

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

SAN FRANCISCO BAYKEEFER, mc., BILL ‘Case No, $9CS02722
JENNINGS,
Pet‘itione‘rs
SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL
v. AGREEMENT AND [PROPOSED]
| FURTHER ORDER
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL ‘
BOARD,
Date: -Dgg%mbﬁ 10, 2010
Respondent, | Time: 1 am.
" { Dept: 3 _
- , ~ |Judge:  The Honorable Lloyd G.
DALITY v. mY ADD WATER | Action Filed: Decm%a% 1999
CEN__IRAL_, mmom o Connelly
QU CONTROL BO (REGION'S), WritFiled: October 11, 2001
. Real Parties in Interest.
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1. Petitioners and plaintiffs BayKeeper (formerly WaterKeepers Northern California and
San Francisco BayKeeper; Inc.) and Bilt Jennings {collectively, Petitioners) brought this action
against respondent and defendant State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) and
real party in interest Central Valley'Regi@al Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water
Board) (collectively, Respondents).
' 2. The complaint and petition filed in this action by Petitioners challenged the Regional
Water Board’s adoption of a regional cleanup plan and the State Water Board’s adopgml ofa

| Consolidated Cleanup Plan (Consolidated Plan) containing “site-specific variances™ for three

pesticide toxic hot spots (sites 5.3; 5.4 and 5.5), and also challenged the State Watér Board’s
failure under Water Code section 13393 to adopt sediment quality objectives (SQOs).

3. OnOctober 11, 2001, the Court entered judgment for Petitionsrs on boti clairs and
issued a writ of Me (Writ) directing Respondents, inter alia, to amend the Consolidated Plan
to include a cleanup plan for sites 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5, to adopt SQOs, and to submit a proposed

- compliance schedule.

4. The parties entered into a Settlement Agreement to resolve the compliance schedule
issue, which the Court approved and entered as an Order of the Court om April 15, 2002 (April 15,

| 2002 Order). The April 15, 2002 Order included, among other things, deadlines for toxic hot spot
{ cleanup plans to be adopted by the Regional Water Board and State Water Board. These

deadlines pertaining to toxic hot spot cleanup plans are described in‘more detail in the
Supplemental Agreernent and Stipulated Further Order Regarding Compliance Schedule, filed

| March 19,2007 (March 19, 2007 Order).

5. The April 15, 2002 Order additionally set forth deadlines for adoption of SQOs. The

] Order required the State Water Board, among other things, to circulate its draft proposal for SQOs:

and implementation policies by August 5, 2005, and to adopt and submit final objectives and.
policies to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) by February 28, 2007.

1

" Secmﬁ 3 Sﬂwmmimmm ent and [Propused] Futther Order (99CS02722)
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% OnMay21,2003, the State Water Board, in Resolution No: 2003-0034; adopteda |
elopment of Sediment Quality Objectives for Enclosed Baysand |

Estuaries of Califomia. ,

7. Dusing the course of its subsequent work on SQOS, the State Water Board asserted
that, becanse of the magnitude.of the work required to develop a sediment quality database,
including dats on sedimet foxicity, benthic community response, and sedimeat chemistry, the
State Water Board woild need ttors time to compléte portions of its remainitig obligations fo
adopt SQOs, as woukd bé mare fully described in the March 19, 2007 Order. 1

8. The State Water Board also asserted that it wished to break the process of developing |
: $QOs into pham A first phase would develop SQOM@ protect benthic macroinvertebrates from
éﬁecteﬁ'eﬁtsomedbyexpmem contaminatel ' '
‘phase would Mw%m%mmvwmmmm but
effects in all bays and

. Ifha.pm'tics entered into negotiations to address the State Water Board's assertions
that it needed more time to complete its work. Following negotiations, the parties reached an
agreement to extend verious deadtines pertaining to SQOs, some outstanding matters regarding

i tﬂmchotspot ehmu;aplm audaﬁameyfees ThsAgmmentwasexpressed mthepm
-Supplementat Agreement and Stipulated Further Order, and was approved by the Court in 1ts
 March 19, 2007 Order.

10. Among ofher things, the March 19, 2007 Ordér required the State Watet Board to

~ adopt and submit to OAL by Febrsary 29, 2008 a final SQO for direct effects in bays; an interim
| SQO for direct effects in estusries, an interim SQO for indirect effects in bays and estuaries, and -
- an implementation policy for the foregoing (Phase 1 SQOS). The March 19, 2007 Order also |
| -required the State Water Board to adopt and submit fo OAL by December 31, mwaﬁmsqa
fordmcteﬂ‘ectsmm:es, a firal SQGfarmdlmcteﬁ'ectsm bays and estuaries, and an

| implementation policy for the forcgoing (Phase 11 SQOs).

)




- I RN . T S

| 19, 2007 Order. A megotiation bet

11.  OnMay 17, 2007, the State Water Board and the Regional Water Board filed a
Return to Writ, setting forth the actions taken to achieve complisnce with the orders issued tothat
point in the case. o

12.  On February 19,2008, in Resolution No. 2008-0014, and again on Septermber 16,
2008, in Resolution No. 2008-0070, the State Water Board adopted its Water Quality Controt
Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries — Part | Sediment Quality (Water Quality Control Plaa,

Part 1). The Water Quality Control Plan, Part 1 included all SQOs described as “Phase 1. as well
as part of those described as “Phase II” in the March 19, 2007 Order. The Water Quality Control
Plan, Part 1 included, among other things, final SQOs for direct effects in both bays and estuaries
of the state (benthic macroinvertebrates), and indirect effects on human health in both bays and
estuaries of the state, as well as related maplm%on policies. The Water Quality Control Plan,
Part 1 did not include an SQO for indirect effects on fish and wildlife in bays and estuaries in the

" gtate,

13.  OnMarch 25, 2008, the State Water Board filed a Second Return to Writ, submitting
its Water Quality Control Plan, Part 1, to the court, and otherwise describing its efforts to achisve
compliance with the orders issued to that point in the case. On May9, 2008, the State Water
Board filed a Supplemental Second Return to the Writ with the court.

14. The State Water Board released its Phase II proposal ferSQOsandrelatcd

implementation policy on Junie 30, 2008. Beginning December 30, 2009, the State Water Board
| stated to Petitioners that budget cutbacks and scientific obstacles were presenting significant

ions under the March
cen the parties ensued conceming this sitiation,
15. The parties have agreed that it is in all parties” mutual interest to-eniter into this

challenges to the State Water Board’s efforts to meet its remaining obligs

Second Supplemental Agreement to further revise the compliance schedule in the April 15, 2002
" Order, as modified by the March 19, 2007 Order.

16, The parties have further agreed that, notwithstanding anything to the contrary stated
in earlier State Water Board documients, inchuding but not limited te its Phase II proposal, the

State Watéi Board's-obligation under-existing orders in this case to adopt and submit to OAL all
3

* Second Supplemental Agr_eemm and {Proposed} Further Order (99C802722) |
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| Phase 11 SQOs and related implementation policies by December 31, 2010, includes, without

limitation, the obligation to adopt and submit to OAL an $QO and reiaﬁed implementation pﬂlxcy

the State Water

 Board’s request for additional titme to Gmapieee SQ@sas provided in this Second Supplemental
Agreement does or does it amouint to “extracrdinary ci 5™ supporting an extension as
that term is used in the March 19, 2007 Order.

18. Thepar&eshaveagrwdtha@mordertoave&ifuﬂherhﬁgim:tmmaﬂpm

mirtual intefest to settle Petitioners® claims for attorneys’ feesauécostsmcmedﬂ:mnghﬁegn&y_

date of this Second Supplemental Agreement in connection with enforcement of M-snpu}ated

NOW THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND DECREED AS FOLLOWS:

Paragraph 2.¢. of the April 15, 2002 Order, 2s amended by the March 19, 2007 Order, is

e. By April 29, 2011, the State Witer Board shall have adopted and submitted to OAL all
Phase I1:SQOs and related implementation policies, including a final SQO for indirect
'eﬁemanﬁshaudWﬂdbfemﬂIbmandmmﬂmsme and a related

implementationi policy.

f. . The parties agree that it is the mtentnfth;sshpulatedwngahame schiedule that, upon
adoption of any remaining Phase fl SQO and the related implementation polic
described in paragraph Z.eabwe,ﬂieﬁmwmﬁomﬁshﬂhave adophedallSQOs
niccessary to fully comply with the provisions of Watér Code sections 13390 et seq.
‘pertaining to SQO adoption asd to meet all of the requirements of those sections,
including but not Himited 1 the requirements of section 13393(t).

4

Semdswpiﬂmnﬂ!Agremmmd[Pmmed}qu‘Order(ng) 1
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2.  No Waiver of Rights
Nothing in this Second Supplemental Settiement Agreement shall be construed as an
admission by either party as to the adequacy, legality, inadequacy; or illegatity of any SQOs

previously or hereafter adopted by the State Water Board, or any actions taken by the State Water

Board in connection therewith, and the parties reserve all rights to mske any claim, argument
and/or defense with respect thereto, except as provided in Paragraphs 3 and 4 herein. Nothin;
herein shall prohibit Petitioners fmmchallengmg the legality of any SQO adopted by the State

| Water Board, or any actions taken by the State Water Board in connedion-ﬂimvﬁﬂ:,orinany

way limit the grounds for such a challenge, to the extent otherwise permitted by law, except as

- provided in Paragraph 3 herein.

3. Tolling Agreement :

a. The Parties agree that the statute of limitations for any clair or cause of action of the
Petitioners challenging the State Water Board’s adeption of Phase I 8QOs; or any amendments
thereto that may be approved by the State Water Board prior fo the adoption of the Phase II

| SQOs, inctuding but net limited to any statute of limitatians or other time period for filing an

objection or other challenge to the adequacy of any return to the writ filed by Respondents, shall
be tolled and shall not begin to run until the approval by OAL of all Phase II SQOs adopted by
the State Water Board pursuant to this Second Supplemental Settlement Agresment.

b. Respondents hereby waive any defense that they may have to-any claim or cause of
action described in Paragraph 3.a of this Second Supplemental Agreement where such defense |
asserts the expiration of the statute of limitations, laches, estoppel or waiver regarding the passage |

«of time, action or inaction between March 19, 2007 and the commencement of the statute of

limitations period upon approval by OAL of all Phase I SQOs adopted by the State Water Board,
including but not limited to any defense challenging the legality of this tolling agreement.

4.  Attomeys’ Fees and Co:

a. Respondents shall pay Petitioners the amount of $20,000.00 in settlement of Petitioners®
claim of entitlernent to attorneys® fées and costs incurted up to the date of entry of this Second

| Supplemental Agreement. Respondents shall make this payment within 30 days after obtaining

5

Second Supplemental Agreement and [Proposed} Furthier Order (99CS02722)
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2 | Petitioners a check in the amoumt of $20,000.00 made payable to the Shute, Mihaly & |
3 | Weinberger LLP Trust Account. Ihe&xpawﬁemﬁmmmfersm Mihaly &

4 | Weinberger is 942647744, |

5 b, Notwithstanding Paragraph 6 of the April 15, 2002 Order, this payment shall constitute |
6 | satisfaction in full of any claim Pefitioners may bave fur attomeys” fees, costs, or other expenses |
71 mcnﬁedmth:shuganmupiothedateofeah'yofﬂllsSmndSapplmtal gresoent. Eack of
8| Petifioners farther agrees that in consideration for t‘_ﬁepey{ment;afm-,ﬂwfﬁﬂ”tbl’éﬁﬁmefs, cach’ |
9| Petitioner shall fully and forever release and waive any and all claims that cach of them may have i
10 | agains the Respondents for attorneys fees, costs, or other expenses incurred in this litigation up - |
11.| to the date of enitry of this Second Supplemenital Agreement. Nothing in this Second
2} Supplemental Agrecsient shall preelude Pofitioners from seeking any fees, costs or other
13 | expenses incurred after the date of entry of the Second Supplemental Agreers
14 | Section 6 of the April 15,2002 Order:

15 <. n the event that DOF has not approved the payment described in subparagraph (a) above
15 within 90 days of the entry of the Second Supplemental Agreement, the Second Supplemental -~ |
17 | Agrsement shall terminate and the parties” rights and obligations as set forth in the Order,

18 | including all time periods for compliance, shall remain in effect as if the Second Supplementsl

19 | Agreement were never entéred; unless the parties agree and stipulate otherwise; provided,

20 | however, that notwithstanding the foregoing, the provisions of Section 3 shall survive

21§ termination. In the event of & termination, the existence of this Second Supplemental Agreement
22 | shall not provide a basis for tolling an obligation to perform under the Order (¢xcept as provided
23 | in Section 3), or aiierwise Sérve as a defense t  chaim of breach.or contempt of the Order,
24 { including achMﬁ’ffﬁﬂmmpetfomdmngaaypemdmwhwh&eSeemd Supplemental
25 | Agreement was in effect.

.

6.
Second Supplemental Agreement and [Proposed] Further Order (99€502722) |




1 5. Prior Orders _
2 Except as specifically modified by this Second Supplemental Agreement, the existing
3 | provisions of the April 15, 2002 Order (as amended by the March 19, 2007 Order) and the March
4 | 19,2007 Order, otherwise remain in force.
5 6.  Signatures
6 This Second Supplemental Agreement may be executed in-counterparts, E-mailed and/or
7 faxedcoptesofongmals:gnaturesaredemnedtobeangmallyexecutedcomtapaﬁsofmls
8 § Agreement. ,
-9 WHEREFORE, the parties enter into this Second Supplemental Agreement andsubmltnw
10 | the Court for its approval and entry as an Order of the Court.
1t |
12y
13 -
14 | Dot 1alielis  SANFRANCISCO BAYKEEPER
15 By Lo.b.
Deb Self N
16 Executive Director
17 | Dated: _ BILLJENNINGS
18 |
19 ~ Bill Jennings
20] .
‘Dated: : 'STATE WATER RESOURCES. CONTRGL
21 - BOARD
22
By.
23 Thomas Howard
Executive Director
24
25 { Dated: CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER
_ QUALITY CONTROL BOARD (REGION 5)
26
.2?. ' By: L _
Pamela Creedon
28 Executive Officer
Second Supplemental Agreement and [Proposed] Further Ordcr‘ (99CS02722) |
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Dated:

Approved as to form:

EDMUND G. BROWN JR:

183 Genetalofthe StatenfCaix

v Daniel M. Fuchs
. Deputy Attorney General
Attomey forkewﬂndent State Water' Resources

Attorneys for Petitioners.

APPROVED AND SO ORDERED.

3138428 ¥ doc

HONORABLE LLOYD G. CONNELLY JR.
Judge of the Superior Court

8 .

Second Supplemental Agreement and [Proposed] Further Order (999303722) _




‘ California Sportfishing | %

: Protection Alliance SAN FRANCISCO
\\/

“An Advocate for Fisheries, Habitat and Water Quality” ' BAYKEEP ERO

Ms. Tam Doduc, Chair, and Board Members
State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street,

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA

95814

Submitted via electronic mail to commentletters@waterboards.ca.qov
Re: Comment Letter regarding Draft Plan Sediment Quality Objectives

Dear Chair Doduc and State Board Members:

On behalf of San Francisco Baykeeper (Baykeeper) and the California Sportfishing Protection
Alliance and our respective members, thank you for accepting these comments on the
Proposed Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California, Sediment

~ Quality Objectives (SQO Plan). Please note that we support and incorporate by reference our
previous comments from November 30, 2007, San Diego Coastkeeper,s comments on this SQO
Plan, as well as the comments.Baykeeper submitted on November 28, 2006 on the SQO
Callifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) scoping documents. In the interests of brevity, we
have chosen not to restate all of our previous concerns and instead focus our comments on two
main points. We sincerely hope that the State Board will carefully consider and address all of
the outstanding issues raised in our previous comments.

Relationship to 303d Listing :
We appreciate that Staff have clarified the language regarding the relationship of this policy to
303d Listing (Section VII E8). Baykeeper feels it is extremely important to make it clear that the
SQO policy provides an additional listing criteria (“Part 1 adds an additional listing criterion that
applies only to listings for exceedances of the narrative sediment quality objective for aquatic life
protection in Section IV.A"). We feel it is critical that this SQO policy does not override current
criteria for listing waterbodies and that the current criteria for listing are given the same
consideration as the SQO Policy. In addition, we believe the SQO policy should clarify that
currently listed waterbodies will not be delisted unless and until there is sufficient scientific
evidence to demonstrate that the waterbody complies with all applicable water quality and

. sediment quality objectives, and that the adoption of the SQO policy does not alter the listing
status of any water quality limited segment. :

TRS Market Street, Suite 850
San Francisco, CA 84103

Pollution hotling; 1-800 KZEP BAY . tel (415} 856-0444
R ik www.baykeeper.org Fax {435) B56-0443
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Phase |l SQOs must fully address indirect effects.

The Staff Report currently only addresses direct effects to sediment dwelling benthic organisms
and only marginally addresses indirect effects on human health. This is an unacceptably low
level of protection: SQOs should address the indirect effects of sediment quality on all aquatic
organisms and incorporate important issues such as bioaccumulation and biomagnification of
sediment-related contaminants. We understand that the consent decree in the lawstiit that
prompted the creation of this SQO Policy allows State Board to address indirect impacts at the
Phase | stage through an interim narrative objective, with final SQOs for those impacts to be
completed as Phase Il in 2010. Consistent with statutory requirements, the Phase Il SQOs
must address indirect effects on all receptors, including wildlife, and should prohibit poliutants in
sediments at levels that will bioaccumulate in aguatic life to levels that are harmfu! to fish or
wildlife. Consideration of these effects may not be deferred until some undefined future date or
phase of SQO development. We strongly suggest that the Plan be revised to clarify that the
Phase 1l objectives will address the indirect effects of sediment quality on all receptors, including
wildlife. : ' :

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to answering any
questions you may have.

Sincerely,
Jen Kovecses, Staff Scientist, San Francisco Baykeeper
Sejal Choksi, Baykeeper and Program Director, San Fran-t;isco Baykeeper

Bill Jennings, Executive Director, California Sporifishing Protection Alliance
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November 30, 2007

Ms. Tam Doduc, Chair, and Board Members
State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95814

Submitted via electronic mail to commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov.

Re: Comment Letter regarding Draft Plan Sediment Quélity Objectives

Dear Chair Doduc and State Board Members:

On behalf of San Francisco Baykeeper (-Baykeeper”) and our members, thank you for
accepting these comments on the Proposed Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed

- Bays and Estuaries of California, Sediment Quality Objectives (-<8QO Plan”). Please
note that we support and incorporate by reference San Diego Coastkeeper's comments
on this SQO Plan as well as those we submitted on November 28, 2006 on the SQO
California Environmental Quality Act (-<6EQA”") scoping documents. While our
comments today do not reiterate many of the issues raised in our previous comments,
we have not abandoned them. Rather, in the interests of brevity, we have chosen not to
restate them here. We sincerely hope that the State Board will carefully consider and
address all of the outstanding issues raised in our previous comments, a copy of which
is attached. '

We appreciate the time and effort that the staff of the State Water Quality Control Board
(-State Board”) dedicated to developing this Plan. It has been a long process and we
understand that developing objectives to protect sediment quality is a complex task with
a great deal of uncertainty. Staff's attempts to create a plan that is scientifically sound
and that minimizes bias are recognized and much appreciated. We remain concerned,
however, that the SQO Plan is overly complex, provides the Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (-Regicnal Boards”) with too much discretion, and fails to afford
adequate protection for either the ecosystems that depend on California‘s waters or
human health. _

785 Market Street, Suite 850
San Frandisco, CA 94103

Pollution hotline: 1-800 KEEP BAY Tel {415) 8§B-MM
LR www.baykeepes.org Fax (415} B56-0443
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As set forth in more detail below, the Plan presents a number of concerns which must be
addressed in order for the SQO Plan to accomplish the legislature’s intent that this Plan
—prowde maximum protectlon for existing and future beneficial uses of bay and estuarine
waters.” :

. The SQO Plan must create a clear and protective line for classifying sediments
as degraded; '

. The Plan‘s target receptors are too narrowly defined;

. The Plan fails to require analysis of common and important pollutants;

. Clear triggers for clean up and remedial actions are needed;

. Prioritization of follow up actions for degraded sites must be clarified;

. SQOs shouid apply to the entire biclogically active layer;

. The stressor identification process is too vague; a_nd,

. The Plan should state whether SQOs will apply to dredged materials.

A. The SQO Plan fails to create a clear and protective line for classﬂymg
sediments as degraded.

As we have previously stated, the SQO Plan should clearly articulate which of the six -
impact categories will be considered degraded. Unfortunately, the proposed Plan lacks .
the necessary clarity because it provides the Regional Boards with a loophole by which
they may potentially exclude a substantial number of sites in California. The Staff
Report recommends that any site that falls into the _Uhimpacted' and Likely Unimpacted'
categories would be considered protected.” Presumably, then, all other categories
would be considered degraded. Appendix A, however, states that a Regional Board
may designate the category Possibly Impacted’ as protected if -studies demonstrate that
the combination of effects and exposure measures are not responding to toxic poliutants
in sediments.™ [t is unclear from this text what studies must be done to justify classifying
any site in _Possibly Impacted’ as protected. The Plan must provide clear and sound
guidance on what tests must be undertaken before a Possibly Impacted’ site can be re-
categorized as protected.

We find this loophole worrisome. A clear, firm line between protected and degraded is
essential for the SQO program {o be effective. According to the dogument that -
evaluated the current state of California‘s bays and estuaries, 63% of tested sites fall
into this currently discretionary category®. This loophole creates too much uncertainty

! see. Cal. Water Code § 13390,

2 . ’
State Water Resources Control Board. 2007. Draft Staff Report Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed
Bays and Estuaries, September 27, 2007. at p. 39.

* State Watér Resources Control Board. 2007. Appendix A Draft Staff Report Water Quality Control Plan
for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, September 27, 2007, p. 17.

* Barnett et al. 2007. Sediment Quality in Calfiornia Bays and Estuaries. Draft Final Report. SCCWRP,
September 2007 Technical Report:
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and vests the Regional Boards with too much discretion. If a site is Possibly’, Likely', or
Llearly Impacted', it should be considered degraded and undergo stressor identification.

- Furthermore, the policy documents do not clearly state whether the Inconclusive*
category is considered degraded or protected, and whether any actions are to be taken
when a site falls into this category. It may be a rare occurrence for asite to be
considered Inconclusive’. However, that is not sufficient justification for not providing
guidance on what to do when a site is determined to be inconclusive.

-B. Target receptors are too narrowly defined.

In promulgating legislation requiring the Bay Protection and Toxic Hot Spots program,
the legislature specifically required that the programs established protect all -existing
and future” beneficial uses.™® Additionally, the Water Code requires that the SQOs
-provide adequate protection for the most sensitive aquatic organisms.” To ensure that
SQOs provide the required level of protection, they must (1) protect all beneficial uses
and (2) address the indirect effects of sediment quality.

1. SQO0s must protect alf beneficial uses.
The short list of beneficial uses and receptors in Appendix A eliminates key beneficial
uses of bays and estuaries.® Specifically, the following beneficial uses have been
excluded from SQO protection:
* industrial Service Supply
- - Navigation
o Water Contact Recreation (1)
» Non-contact Water Recreation (2)
» Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance
* Rare Threatened or Endangered Species
¢ Migration of Aquatic Organism
¢ Spawning, Reproduction and/or Early Development

The justifications offered for excluding these beneficial uses— that there has to be a
clear relationship between pollutants and sediments and there must be robust indicators
to measure risk to that beneficial use—do not sufficiently justify the exclusion of some
beneficial uses. While some of the excluded beneficial uses ciearly do not meet the
criteria (e.g. industrial service supply and navigation), others clearly do. For example,
Areas of Biological Significance, Rare, Threatened and Endangered Specles, Migration

® Cal. Water Code § 13390.

7 California Water Code Section 13392.6. .
® State Water Resources Control Board. 2007. Appendix A Draft Staff Report Water Quality Control Plan

for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, September 27, 2007, p. 17.
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of Aquatic Organisms, and Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development, are all
clearly impacted by contaminated sediments. That it is difficult to create an index to
measure these beneficial uses is not a sufficient reason to exclude the beneficial use.
The adopted SQO must protect all of those beneficial uses listed in Table 2.1.

2. SQOs must address indirect effects.

The Staff Report currently only addresses direct effects to sediment dwelling benthic
organisms and indirect effects on human health. This is an unacceptably low level of
protection: SQOs shouid address the indirect effects of sediment quality on ali aquatic
organisms and incorporate important issues such as bioaccumulation and
biomagnification of sediment-related contaminants. These indirect effects should be
addressed through inclusion of an objective that prohibits pollutants in sediments at
levels that will bioaccumulate in aquatic life to levels that are harmful to fish or wildiife.

While we understand that indirect effects are complex, for any SQO program to be
protective of all beneficial uses of bays and estuaries, it must consider the risk that
contaminated sediments pose to all organisms that rely upon or use our bays and
estuaries, not just benthic invertebrates and humans. Catifornia law requires that SQOs
-provide adequate protection for the most sensitive aquatic organisms.”® The CEQA
scoping document, section 2.7, explicitly acknowledges that {flish are an important
receptor that can be affected by pollutants in sediments and pollutants that '
bioaccumulate up the food chain.”*® We strongly encourage the State Board address
the indirect effects of sediment quality on wildlife by creating a sediment quality objective
that protects all organisms. If necessary, this objective could be established in Phase 2
provided that language in the current pian that reflects this intent. '

The Plan fails to require analysis of common and importaht pollutants.

Water Code § 13392.6 requires -the adoption of sediment quality objectives for toxic
poliutants that have been identified in known or suspected toxic hot spots and for toxic
pollutants that have beenidentified by the state board or a regionail board as a pollutant
of concern.” The list of analytes in Attachment A, however, omits trace metals that have
been measured in sediments and often found at contaminated sites. For example, silver,
aluminum, chromium, iron, and nickel, have been measured in San Francisco Bay
sediments'"™ and methylmercury is known to be a major concern, yet all of these

® Cal. Water Code § 13392.6.

10 B B -
CEQA Scoping Meeting Informational Document, Development of Sediment Quality Objectives for
Enc!osed Bays and Estuaries., p. 11.

Hornberger ML, et al. 1999. Historical trends of metals in the sediments of San Francisco Bay,
California. Marine Chemistry 64:39 - 55.
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analytes are excluded from the list. The documents do not currently gwe suff‘ cient
justification for why the list is so limited.

While the document acknowledges that permittees could include other analytes,
including those that are emerging concerns, this policy should go further. Analytes that
are already regularly measured in sediments (such as trace metals) or those known to
be of emerging concern (like pyrethroids, PFOs, or PBDES) should be specifically listed
in the SQO Plan.

D. Clear triggers for clean up and remedial actions are needed.

Neither the SQO Plan nor the Staff Report provides any guidance on what, if any, clean
up actions should occur when a site is determined to be degraded. Instead, the SQO
Plan makes action by the Regional Boards entirely discretionary. The ultimate purpose

. of the SQOs is to stimulate remedial action, not merely identify contaminated sites. The
SQO Plan must provide clear instructions about clean up actions or how the SQOs will fit
into a TMDL process. Failure to include such direction in the SQQ Plan will not only
undermine the fundamental goal of SQO development, it is likely to foster inconsistent
application across Regional Boards and amongst dlschargers In general, the Plan lacks
sufficient implementation detail.

E. Clarify how degraded sites will be prioritized for follow up action.

The SQO Plan describes a complex framework of categories that reflect levels of impact
and exposure that are intended to establish whether a site is degraded. It does not,
however, include any framework for ranking sites for remedial action or clean up and
establishing schedules for that cleanup. At a minimum, the SQO Plan and staff report
should provide guidance to the Regional Boards on how the information created in
determining whether sites are degraded should be used to identify and prioritize
remedial actions.

F. SQOs should apply to the entire biologically active layer.

We are concerned that the proposed SQO Plan applies only to the top two centimeters
of sediment. Examining only the top layer of sediment does not provide sufficient insight
into the ecological health of a water body. The biologically active layer is well known to
be deeper than two centimeters — this is even stated clearly in the introduction t_o the

22| uoma, 5. et al. 1990. Temporally intensive study of trace metals in sediments and bivalves from a large
river-estuarine system: Suisun Bay/Delta in San Francisco Bay. The Science of the Total Environment,

97/98: 685 712.
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Staff Report (-Fhe fraction that remains and eventually settles forms the sediment's
surface, a layer (6 — 20 cm) of high physical, chemical, and biological activity. Most of
the benthic infauna resides in this surface iayer. "3 in fact, some species, such as the -
Bay Ghost Shrimp (Neotrypaea californiensis) can burrow at least 75 cm into the

- sediments. Sediments can be dynamic and can move and be buried due to a single
storm event. The State Board should ensure that SQOs apply to the entire biologicaily
active layer. At a minimum, the SQO Pian should clearly articulate the ratlonale for
selecting a particular depth.

Furthermore, the recommended method for collecting benthic community samples {grab
samples) will collect sediment below two centimeters. Are the additional sediments
‘supposed to be removed? Water Board Staff need to either properly justify why SQOs
only apply to a segment of the sediments that is smaller than their own defi nition of -
biologically active layer or extend the depth to which the SQOS wili apply to be at least
consistent with their own definition.

G. The stressor identification process is too vague.

The stressor identification process outlined in Appendix A, Section F should identify what
tests a permittee or other party must undertake. As currently written, it is unclear '
whether all the listed tests are required or just a subset. If only a subset of tests are
required, how that is subset determined? It is important to note that the tests listed are
not equal in their power to discriminate stressors (TIE vs spatial extent) so, unless all
tests are required, the policy should provide guidance on what tests must be conducted
and under what circumstances. While we recognize that stressor identification is a
relatively young' science and somewhat poorly understood, it is important that
permittees are required to use the most robust stressor identification tests available, that
they are required to complete such identifications in a timely manner and that listing of a
water body is NOT contingent upon the completion of stressor identification.

H. The Plan should state whether SQOs will apply to dredged materials.

As it is currently written, both the Staff Report and Appendix A fail to clearly explain the -

- relationship of SQOs to dredged material. If the SQOs are intended to apply to dredged
material, then the Plan should state this explicitly. If they are not applicable, then staff
must clearly and thoroughly articulate the rationale for excluding dredged material.

Finally, we note that this Plan is hampered by its own complexity. lts clarity and
usefulness would be enhanced if it were to contain a decision tree and/or flowchart

'> SWRCB 2007. Draft Staff Report Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries. Part 1.
Sediment Quality. P 8
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showing the process envisioned from collecting samples, to determining categories of
impairment, to potentially listing sites and developing TMDLs. The documents currently
available do not adequately explain or demonstrate how each step is interrelated and
how one proceeds from sampling to remedial action. - :

* * *

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to answering any
questions you may have. '

Sincerefy,
Jen Kovecses, Staff Scientist

Sejal Choksi, Baykeeper and Program Director




November 28, 2006

Ms. Tam Doduc, Chair and Board Members
State Water Resources Control Board -

1001 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Via Email: commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov -

Re: Comments CEQA Scoping Document for Development of Sediment Quality Objectives for
Enclosed Bays and Estuaries ' '

Dear Chair Doduc and State Board Members:

On behalf of the undersigned groups we submit comments on the scoping document for
development of sediment quality objectives (SQOs) for enclosed bays and estuaries (scoping document}
and the Preliminary Draft Plan for SQQs for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries (the “SQO Plan”). These
groups, individually and collectively, have a keen interest in seeing sediment standards established for
California's bays and estuaries that are protective of human health and the ecosystem. We hope these
standards will serve as the foundation for addressing some of the severe contamination problems
confronting our waters and stand as a bulwark against repeating the kinds of mistakes that have lead to
this widespread contamination.

I. Introduction

A. General Comments

State Board staff has worked hard to produce the draft plan and scoping document, and we
would like to express our appreciation for their time and effort. The documents represent a useful starting
point for the creation of a protective SQO policy. We understand that this is a very preliminary draft of the
SQO Plan and a number of key elements of the pian have not yet been specified, nevertheless, we offer
these comments and suggestions in the hope that a more protective and effective SQO Plan will
ultimately be adopted. : :

As currently written the SQO Plan is not an effective safeguard of either human health or the
ecosystems that depend on these waters. In general, the Plan is very subjective and will likely not lead o
contaminated sediment remediation. The Plan is biased towards inaction and contains a wide variety of
policy flaws and technical shortcomings. If adopted today as written we could not support it and would
likely seek to challenge the legal deficiencies of the draft SQO Plan in court. As such, the State Board
should reconsider the approach taken thus far.

For a SQO policy to succeed in protecting our bays and estuaries, it must meet several basic
criteria. These criteria may also be found, explicitly in most cases, in the authorizing legisiation which
cregted the Bay Protection and Toxic Hot Spots program. Water Code section 13390 et seq. First, the
objectives must be broadly written. Second, the policy should be precautionary and conservative with
respect to human heaith and environmental degradation. Third, the policy must lead directly to
mana_ger:nent .actions that will result in clean up of contaminated sediments including effluent limits in
permits, impairment listings under the section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, and clean up orders issued
by Regional Boards. Finally, the policy must be transparent and straightforward to implement. As set

forth in detail below, a variety of changes need to be made to the S d’ i
for these criteria to be met such as: tete Board's cument approach in order

e The SQOs must i i j i i
those waters. protect all sediments in our bays and estuaries and ali of the beneficial uses of

* The implementation of the objectives should reach all Eh i i
t of emical constituents of con
should recognize toxicity to be a pollutant in its own right. cem and




The Policy must include an explicit margin of safety.

Implementation should make management decisions easier rather than more difficuit.

Permits for discharges of pollutants of concern should contain effluent limits.

Numeric objectives should be developed for all legs of the triad.

The List of chemicals in Appendix A should be expanded to include all chemicais of concern.
A Single Line of Evidence should be considered on its own merit, when magnitudes are great.
Monitoring requirements should assess data from diverse sources.

B. Flawed Stakeholder Process Should Not Legitimize Draft SQO Plan

A large amount of the State Water Board budget allocated to SQO development was spent on a
cumbersome and unwieldy “stakeholder” process. These stakeholder groups were dominated by the
regulated community and failed to achieve any meaningful consensus among the stakeholders because
they marginalized the voices of the public health and environmental community. The “stakeholder’
process should not now be used to legitimize, to any degree, the decisions contained in the draft plan.

The draft plan and scoping document produced in close collaboration with the Advisory
Committee in large measure reflect the desires of the participants from the regulated community. Several
of the signatories to this letter actively participated in the Advisory Committee. Environmental
Stakeholders in San Diego (Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter; Santa Diego Baykeeper; and Environmental
Health Coalition) participated for over two years in the hope of assisting in the development of protective
sediment quality objectives. Until May 2006 the participating groups attended committee meetings and
provided input on issues such as the development of numeric objectives and a thorough health risk
assessment analysis as envisioned by the Porter-Cologne Act. Unforiunately, the participating
environmental organizations chose to resign from the Committee when it became clear that their
concerns were largely being ignored by staff and the committee. Please see the group resignation letter
attached hereto as Exhibit A. We urge you accord the outcomes of this flawed process little deference.

In the scoping workshops staff have pointed to or relied upon the “direction” provided by the Advisory
Committee as a justification for policy choices and technical decisions represented in the Draft SQO Plan.
We strongly reject these justifications.

Stakeholders in the Los Angeles region attempted to develop SQOs to address contaminated
sediments in San Pedro Bay and Santa Monica Bay. However after over eight years of negotiations, the
groups failed to set any objectives. This long, unsuccessful process demonstrated that it is extremely
difficult, if not impossible, to have a consensus-based approach to developing numeric SQOs. Again this
difficulty is seen through the State Board's attempt to pursue a stakeholder process. Thus, the State
Board should take the lead in setting numeric SQOs no matter how difficult the process may be.

II. The SQO Plan Must Have Broad Applicability and $cope

A. The Scoping Document Unnecessarily and Without Authority Narrows the
Goals of the SQOs and Reduces the Protection They Will Provide.

One of the root causes of many of the shortcomings in the Draft SQO Plan is a flawed articulation
of the goals for the SQO program. The goals identified by staff are set forth in Section 1.5 of the scoping
document. These goals represent a substantial narrowing of the statutory goals for the program. The
scoping document articulates the goals of the program as:

Estabiish narrative receptor-specific SQOs.
Establish a condition that is considered protective for each targeted receptor.

¢ Develop, refine, and validate the tools so that the condition of each station can be measured
relative to the protected condition.

» Build a reguiatory framework around these tools to promote the protection of sediment quality
related beneficial uses.




We find no statutory support for goals articulated so narrowly. The goals of the program are
properly found in Water Code section 13390 which states:

it is the intent of the Legislature that the state board and the regi_onal boards establish programs
that provide maximum protection for existing and future beneficial uses of bay and estuarine
waters, and that these programs include a plan for remedial action at toxic hot spots.

~ We specifically call your attention to the language * . . . maximum protection for existing and
future beneficial uses. . ." Further the statute defines a "Sediment quality objective” to mean “that level of
a constituent in sediment which is established with an adequate margin of safety, for the reasonable
protection of the beneficial uses of water or the prevention of nuisances.”

Section 13390 further states:

It is also the interit of the Legislature that these programs further compliance with federal law
pertaining to the identification of waters where the protection and propagation of shelifish, fish,
and wildlife are threatened by toxic pollutants and contribute to the development of effective
strategies to control these pollutants.

As you can see the statutory goals are much broader than those articulated in the policy. We
draw several conclusions from the comparison of this language:

+ The statute requires SQOs written to protect ALL “exis’tinq and future” beneficial uses not just
SQ0s narrowly constructed around convenient receptors .

» The statute contemplates a numeric sediment chemistry 6bjective rather than a “narrative’
objective.” '

e We find no support for the restriction of SQO applicability to monitoring “stations”. While we
support robust regional monitoring (including regular monitoring of specific stations), the
SQOs must protect all sediments in bays and estuaries whether or not they are proximate to
a station included in a monitoring program.

e The Draft SQO Plan completely omits the statutory imperative to achieve “remedial actions”
that wili ultimately redress harmful contamination problems.

~ We suggest the goals of the program in Section be revised as follows:

» Establish SQOs that protect all existing and future beneficial uses of California’s bays and
estuaries. ' . '

« . Develop, refine, and validate implementation tools so that the condition of the sediments
throughout each water body can be compared to the applicable SQO.

¢ . Build 2 regulatory framework that is well integrated with other programs, promotes effective
strategies to control sediment contamination, and will directly result in remedial actions,
including but not limited to cleanups, enforcement actions, TMDL development, and new or
revised permit limitations when SQOs are not attained. '

' We recognize that an effective policy may require the implementation to focus on the most sensitive receptors but it
a hon-numeric narrative objective is employed the language of the objective itself should not be limited to specific
receptors. :




B. Document Deals Inappropriately with Geographic Limitations

The SQO Pian specifies that “[t]he Plan does not apply to ocean waters inciuding Monterey
Bay, Santa Monica Bay, or inland surface waters.” SQO Plan at 37. However as highlighted below, the
Water Code includes Santa Monica Bay and Monterey Bay for the purposes of “...Identifying,
characterizing, and ranking toxic hot spots...” A major goal of the State Board's effort to develop SQ0s is
to identify and characterize toxic hot spots. Thus, it is inappropriate to entirely exclude these Bays from
this process as many contaminated areas are known to exist in these Bays. For instance, there are major
hot spots in Ballona Creek and Marina del Rey, and Santa Monica Bay contains the worst DDT hotspot in
the country. Santa Monica Bay has arguably the most well studied sediments in the State. Thus in order -
to appropriately prioritize remedial actions, these Bays should be considered in the development of
SQOs.

Section 13391.5(a), emphasis added

The definitions in this section govern the construction of this chapter.

(a) "Enclosed bays" means indentations along the coast which enclose an area of oceanic water within
distinct headlands or harbor works. "Enclosed bays” include all bays where the narrowest distance
between the headlands or outermost harbor works is less than 75 percent of the greatest dimension of
the enclosed portion of the bay.

"Enclosed bays" include, but are not limited to, Humboldt Bay, Bodega Harbor, Tomales Bay, Drake's
Estero, San Francisco Bay, Morro Bay, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Upper and Lower Newport Bay,
Mission Bay, and San Diego Bay. For the purposes of identifying, characterizing, and ranking toxic
hot spots pursuant to this chapter, Monterey Bay and Santa Monica Bay shall also be considered
to be enclosed bays. ' : ‘

C. ' The Proposed L.ist of Beneficial Uses is Incomplete

The Water Code requires the state and regional water boards to protect all existing and future
beneficial uses of a water body. ? In addition, the statute requires that the SQOs “provide adequate
protection for the most sensitive aquatic organisms.> The short list of beneficial uses and receptors at
Table 3.1 does not accomplish this.* In fact, the document acknowledges that the draft SQOs will not
protect all beneficial uses that may be impacted by pollutants in sediment. > The adopted SQO must
protect ail of those beneficial uses listed in Table 2.1 plus others. We are particularly shocked that the
“Rare Threatened or Endangered Species” use has been excluded. The following have been excliuded -
from SQO protection: : :

Industrial Service Supply

Municipal

Water Contact Recreation (1)

Non-contact Water Recreation {2)

Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance
Rare Threatened or Endangered Species

Migration of Aquatic Organism _
Spawning, Reproduction and/or Early Development

* & o o o & 0 9

In addition, two key beneficial uses of our bays and estuaries are not considered for inclusion at
all: “Subsistence Fishing” and “Traditional and Cultural Practices”. In 2005, there were over 1 million

2 California Water Code Section 13390 and CEQA Scoping Meeting Informational Document, Development of
Sediment Quality Objectives for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, Section 2.6, p.9
® California Water Code Section 13392.6.

‘ CEQA Scoping Meeling informational Document, Development of Sediment Quality Objectives for Epclosed Bays
and Estuaries, n 3A., p. 40

® Id, Section 2.6, p. 9




“angler trips” made from a man made structure in California.® Of note, California Depattment of Fish and

Game does not require fishing licenses for fishing from man made structures because they assume that

the majority of these anglers are subsistence fishermen. Also, Koreans and Pacific Islanders are

examples of ethic groups who rely on fish from these inland marine areas in their traditional and cultural

~ practices. Thus, these two beneficial uses should likewise be protected by the objectives. Substantial
time and efforts were taken to bring this information to the Advisory Committee. We are frustrated not to

see it reflected in the scoping document. '

The scoping document chooses which beneficial uses to protect by selecting those uses that are
casily assessed through the proposed SQOs. This selective approach works backwards. In order to
protect all beneficial uses, robust and easily interpreted SQOs must be chosen. In contrast, the chosen
approach was to develop SQOs that are not necessarily indicative of sediment quality and then figure out
what beneficial uses they could be used to protect.

We believe many of the excluded uses, such as Industrial Service Supply and Recreation, will
iikely be adequately protected by the efforts to protect the receptors and beneficial uses already included
in the Plan, nevertheless, they should be included in the Pian and the SQO should explicitly address
them. However for a number of the uses, such as Rare Threatened or Endangered Species, it is not at
all clear that protection of the beneficial uses included in the Draft Plan will offer adeguate protection.
This is, of course, a terrible reason fo exclude them from protection. To the contrary it is cause for
incorporating a more robust margin of safety into the objectives. :

The reasons for why these beneficial uses are excluded from the SQO Plan are never carefully
explained. Our parsing of the jargon (i.e. “assessment methods” and “robust indicators” have not yet
been developed for “important, relevant and well understood receptors”) suggests that it is technically
challenging to develop reliable objectives and implementation language for these uses. In otherwords,
these beneficial uses have not been included because either uncertainty exists regarding the relaticnship
between sediment contamination and protection of these uses; or the State Board currently “lacks the
tools™ to implement a narrative objective. For the sake of argument if we accept this as true, the State
Board may not presently be able to generate an SQO with the greatest level of reliability for these
beneficial uses. This, however, does not excuse the State board from the obligation of promulgating an
SQO which attempts to protect the use anyway. |deally a numeric sediment chemistry objective could be

. adopted and then refined in the future as better science becomes available.

There appears to be considerable resistance to even develop an enforceable narrative objective
at this point.” Staff has repeatedly asserted that such a narrative objective cannot be adopted because
appropriate “implementation tools” have not yet been developed. We do not understand this restriction. -
Narrative objectives of this sort have been adopted for decades in Basin Plans and other water quality
policies with little of no impiementation. We reject the underlying logic that no protection is better the
some protection. This is tantamount to arguing that we should not wear our clothes in the cold of winter
because they have a few holes in them. This argument only makes sense if you fear the consequences
of an overprotective objective more than you fear the consequences of no protection. Said another way
this argument only makes sense if you care more about imposing costs on the regulated community than
you do about the risks to the beneficial uses at issue. Needless to say we stridently object to this
rationale and hope you will as well. Instead of “do nothing” we should “do something” and incorporate an
ample margin of safety. -

. The most trdubling omission in this regard is the failure to include an objecti
o ' _ sion in this jective to protect fish and
wildlife from bioaccumulative toxins (indirect effects). As noted above California law requires the SQOs
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‘provide adequate protection for the most sensitive aquatic organisms.®” The scoping document, section
2.7, acknowledges that “[flish are an important receptor that can be affected by pollutants in sediments
and pollutants that bicaccumulate up the food chain.”® However, fish are not used as an indication of
pollutants (receptor) in sediment because this cannot be done without “significant and detailed site-
specific studies.”™® This rationale is disingenuous at best. There is no good reason that a conservative
numeric objective could not be adopted today with a mechanism for future refinement on a site specific
basis in the future. Or alternatively a simple narrative objective could be adopted such as: _

“Pollutants shall not be present in sediments at levels that will
bioaccumulate in aquatic life tO'Ie\(eIs that are harmful to fish or witdlife.”

In addition an objective should be included for the direct impact to aguatic species residing in the
water directly above sediments. As discovered at the Palos Verdes shelf, the water directly above
contaminated sediments can also be impacted. Thus, the narrative objective should be tweaked to
consider this direct impact. A narrative objective could be adopted such as:

“Pollutants in sediments shall not be present in quantities that, alone or
in combination, are toxic to benthic communities or aquatic species in
bays and estuaries of California”

D. Receptors Should Include Fish and Wildlife and be Tailored to the Most
Sensitive Part of the Population

As stated in the scoping document, receptors are a critical element of the proposed plan."
Receptors are one of the primary indicators of the heaith of sediment and the status of beneficial uses of
a water body. One example of the link between receptors and beneficial uses is found in the scoping
document: human health can be used as a receptor {o assess commercial and sportﬁshing.12 However,
fish would also be a primary receptor for commercial and sportfishing. Because selection of the correct
receptors is so vital, it is important to include receptors that can be used to assess all the beneficial uses
of a water body. Therefore, the receptors used should include fish and wildlife as well as the benthic
community and human health. Furthermore, the specific receptors should be tied to the most sensitive
part of the population, such as pregnant women and subsistence fisherman who would be more impacted
by consuming contaminated fish. The World Health Organization has established toxic equivalent factors
(TEF) for dioxin-like PCBs for birds, humans and fish. These TEFs indicate that sensitivity to these
dioxin-like PCBs is highest for birds, then humans and lastly fish."® Phase Il should be addressing these
indirect effects up the trophic levels. Instead the document states that “[a]dditional receptors and
information on pollutants in the sediments can be evaluated in the later phases of the program.”* Thig
should not be an optional evaluation.

E. Chemical List Should Include All Pollutants of Concern

- Water Code § 13392.6 requires “the adoption of sediment quality objectives for toxic pollutants
that have been identified in known or suspected toxic hot spots and for toxic pollutants that have been
identified by the state board or a regional board as a pollutant of concern.” The list of chemical
constituents in Appendix A clearly omits numerous chemical constituents. Most notably the
organophosphate pesticides and pyrethroid pesticides are excluded. Also, high concentrations of nickel,

¥ California Water Code Section 13392.6. ‘
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selenium, tin and sifver in sediments are of concemn, but these constituents are not of the list. The list
should be expanded to contain substances which have reasonable potential, or are already known, to
impair aquatic sediment quality. We request that staff be directed to review the 303 (d) list, contact the
regional boards and compile a complete list of all “poliutants of concern” as well as chemicals that “have
been identified in known or suspected toxic hot spots.” This list shouid form the basis for Appendix A.

Any omitted chemicals should be justified.

F. The Policy Must Recognize “Toxicity” itself as Pollutant

Toxicity itself should be treated as a pollutant under the policy. 1t is frequently the case that the
chemical constituent responsible for toxicity is not immediately identifiable. Likewise a toxicity problem
identified in the lab may not yet have caused a discernable impact in the benthic communities. In
addition, combinations of chemical constituents in sediments can have additive and synergistic effects
that result on toxicity when the concentrations of the chemicals individually would not be expected to yield
toxicity. To address this problem in NPDES discharges, federal regulations require permittees to monitor
and manage whole effluent toxicity. Likewise “unknown toxicity” is a common listing designation for
impaired waters. The presence of moderate or high oxicity from am unknown source should be treated
as a poliutant under the SQO Plan as well. Management acfions such as 3034 listing, or effluent
fimitations in permits should NOT be delayed by the desire to demonstrate an effect in the benthic
assemblage or until the chemical cause or causes have been identified. Toxicity by itself should be

enough.

G. The Language Limiting the SQO Plan to “direct discharges” Should be
Removed ' '

Section E of the Draft SQO Plan limits the Plan's applicability to “direct discharges”. This
limitation i confusing, imprecise and severely undermines the goais of the SQO program. To have any
hope of success the implementation and remedial actions called for by the SQO Plan must be capable of
addressing municipal and industrial storm water pollution sources as well as nori-point and upland
sources such as agriculture. Atthe Oakland scoping workshop staff indicated that the language was
intended only as a limitation on the SQO Plan’s monitoring requirements. We request that the limitation
be removed entirely or moved to the monitoring section and redrafted for clarity.

'H. The Policy should consider buried sediments in addition to surficial sediments

The Draft SQO Plan only applies to surficial sediments. How does the State Board define
surficial sediments? Examining just the top layer of sediment does not give sufficient insight on the
ecological health of the water body. Species such as ghost shrimp and spoon worms go down a meter or
more into the sediments. Thus, buried sediments can impact the benthic community. Also sediments can
be dynamic and can move and be buried due to a single storm event. Clearly, the State Board should
consider deeper sediments, in order to understand the health of the water body.

"Hi. The SQO Plan must be precautionary and conservative.

A. The Policy Should Implement the Precautionary Principle - >

Asan overarching premise, the sediment assessment process should err on the side of
Prote_ctmg water qyality and beneficial uses. The Water Code mandates that the SQO program provide
maximum protect:qn" for beneficial uses of bay and estuarine waters.”® The Precautionary Principle was
engiors.ed at the_Unlted Nations Conference on Environment and Development in 1892 as an appropriate
gmdglme in en\{lron(nental decision-making. This Principle encourages environmental managers to err on
the side of caution, in order to ensure that neither human nor environmental health is compromised.

18 California Water Code Section 13390.




- In setting a standard there are two types of costs that must be considered. The costs of being
overprotective (unnecessary discharge restrictions, excessive monitoring, administrative burden) and the
costs of under protection (increased cancer rates, birth defects, and ecological degradation). We would
like to see a policy that when in doubt leans strongly toward avoiding the latter risks. This is what the
legislature intended and is simply sound policy. As currently written the Draft SQO Plan tilts strongly in
the other direction. A myriad of small choices (all presumably well intentioned) add up to a weakly
protective policy and will prevent it from achieving its central ambition: protecting human and ecosystem
health. In particular, the use of multiple lines of evidence and the way they are integrated appears biased
in favor of underprotection and inaction.

As the SED is prepared we request that the document be very explicit about how these risks are
being balanced as each Alternative is selected. This is especially important with respect to the choices
around the MLOE approach and integration of the MLOE. We believe that a clear picture regarding how
these risks are balanced may lead you to more protective decision-making.

B. The SQO Plan Does Not Include an Explicit Margin of Safety

Sediment quality objectives are defined as “a level of a constituent in sediment which is
established, with an adequate margin of safety, for the reasonable protection of beneficial uses of water
or the prevention of nuisances ”'® Despite this explicit statutory requirement, the scoping document
provides no discussion of how a margin of safety is incorporated into the sediment quality objectives.
This is unacceptable.

A margin of safety acts as a “safety net” in the event that incorrect assumptions were made or
unknowns exist in the development process. Further, the “margin of safety” must be sufficiently protective
to ensure that water quality standards are attained and maintained. There are non-conservative
assumptions made throughout the document such as using the average value to integrate data points for
the sediment assessment. Also, the entire MLOE approach is itself non-conservative, as many steps
need to be followed before impairment is determined. Thus, it is absolutely critical that the State Board
provide an explicit margin of safety in the sediment quality objectives. The use of single lines of
evidence, as discussed below, would reduce the need for a large margin of safety.

C. MLOE Station Integration Is Overly Biased Toward "Showing Effects” .

Section J and Table 3.10 of the Draft Plan provide for the assessment of sediment quality in the
absence of benthic data. This flexibility is critical for an effective policy. Unfortunately, the scoping
document does not make clear whether table 3.10 is a permanent part of the assessment tool kit for all
waters or whether it is intended to be part of the interim tools for the Delta and other estuaries.

If Table 3.10 is not an integral part of the permanent frame work, we find the MLOE integration to
be overly biased toward “showing effects.” The guiding idea that underlies the MLOE approach (in the
absence of Table 3.10) is that evidence gathered regarding sediment chemistry and toxicity must be
validated by evidence of actual effects on the relevant benthic community. We find this principal to be
fundamentally incautious. A protective policy would be oriented toward eliminating the threat or risk of a
negative impact rather than requiring a demonstration of impact before remedial action can be taken.
Moreover, the sediment chemistry assessment tool already factors in the likelihood of biological impacts
by using the CSS data, which correlates concentrations of constituents with effects in the real world. In
light of this the burden of showing actual effects is redundant and unnecessary. It amounts to one more
hoop to jump through. {Obviously, if the benthic data is available it can strengthen an assessment_and
- should be incorporated.) Moreover, effects of excessive contamination may take time to maljifest ina
particular benthic community. In addition, contaminated sediments can move from one location to
another where a community may be more fragile because of other stressors. 1n other regulatory

"6 14, Section 13391(d). Emphasis added.




programs we do not ordinarily demand proof of effect before remedial action is taken. We merely require
a demonstration that a particular condition creates a risk of an unacceptable effect. Further, benthic data
is expensive to collect and difficult to manage. The SQO Plan must provide for a SQO that can be used
in its absence. As discussed below we believe more weight should be given to the sediment chemistry
and toxicity evidence when these lines of evidence suggest a problem but an effect has not yet been
demonstrated. For example, sediment with contaminants that exceed an effects range median ("ERM")
guideline are impaired as are sediments that demonstrate significant toxicity impacts. No additional lines
of evidence are needed in these cases.

IV. The Policy Must Lead Directly to Effective Action.

One of the greatest failings of the draft SQO plan is its failure to support the specific management
actions that might alleviate identified problems in sediment quality. The management actions outlined in
the document are ineffective. The document does not articulate how to draw the line between sediments
that are impaired and those that are not. The Draft Plan calls for permits to contain difficult to enforce
“receiving water limitations” rather than effluent limitations. The plan does not set forth how cleanups wili
be accomplished or enforcement actions can be taken against the sources of excessive contamination.
Finally, the over reliance on MLOE makes establishing a clean up standard almost impossible.

The steps outlined in the scoping document are directed at finding a possible cause of sediment
degradation, but not at taking action once degradation is found.”” The sequential approach listed in
section VILC. consists of three tasks — all aimed at confirming degradation. These steps will lead to delay
and are biased toward inaction."® If the goal of the SQOs is to stop sediment quality degradation in order
to prevent impairment of the beneficial uses of a water body; quick and direct action must be taken.
Current programs already in place could be utilized to implement a cleanup or remediation plan.
Whatever the course of action, the plan should be fully outlined in the impiementation plan so that
regional boards may direct their efforts towards cleanup.

In the current SQO approach, it is unclear when a water body is out of compliance. However, in
the event sediment does fail to meet an SQO, the current plan calis for a sequential approach consisting
of three tasks: first, confirmation of poliutant related impacts; second, pollutant identification; and lastly,
source identification. ** None of these three tasks actually requires cleanup, or any other kind of measure
designed to remove the pollutant and protect human health or “aquatic life”. In fact, none of the three
steps even introduce a timeline for such action. :

The last step in this sequential approach is outlined in Section VII.C.4.a, titled “Source
Identification and Management Actions.” This section lists the appropriate steps to be taken once the
source of a poliutant is identified. These steps include “ail necessary and appropriate steps to address
exceedence of the SQO, including but not limited to reducing the pollutant loading into the sediment.”®
This statement is as close to “action” as the ptan gets. A more detailed approach is appropriate. Without a
more specific procedure, regional water boards will have no guidelines to follow. To date, California has
not proceeded with remediation of identified hot spots. This is unacceptable. Simply ordering a reduction
in pollutant loading into the sediment would never deal with hazardous sediment already in the water
2pd¥{ The lack of a clear action plan will lead to inconsistency among not only regional boards but among

ischargers. . :

A. The Plan Must Draw A Clear and Protective Line for 303(d) Listing Decisions

One of the critical programs that will rely on the SQOs is the Clean Water Act 303d p

o _ program for
impaired waters and TMDL development. One of the virtues of a numeric chemical concent?atign
threshold is that impairment determinations are simple. By contrast the MLOE approach with is
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complicated integration matrices and 6 assessment categories makes such a determination less than
straightforward. If the Plan is adopted with a MLOE approach the Plan should clearly articulate which
assessment categories constitute impairment. Moreover, as currently configured all of the following
categories should yield an impairment finding and 303d listing:

Clearly impacted,
Likely impacted,
Possibly impacted, and
Inconclusive.

The “possibly impacted” assessment category includes a variety of combinations of lines of
evidence that clearly warrant management actions. For example Moderate Toxicity may be present
combined with chemical exposures and a high effect on benthic communities. Likewise, “clear evigence
of sediment contamination likely to result in effects” combined with high effect on benthic communities.

The unfortunately named “inconclusive” category is applied “when high toxicity is present without
corroborating evidence of chemical exposure and benthic disturbance.” We believe all instances of high
toxicity should result in management actions to address the toxicity. The first action should be to identify
the cause of the toxicity. However, until the culprit {or culprits) is identified management actions should
proceed,

B. The Policy Must Require Effluent Limits in Permits

The draft pian presently contemplates incorporating only receiving water limits into NPDES
permits. This is a mistake. Receiving water limits are notoriously difficult to enforce and reduce
* accountabiity for the redress of contamination problems. Effluent limitations are vastly preferable for
compliance assurance purposes. Although deriving effluent limitations can be more difficult they are
simple to enforce and set clear expectations for the discharger. Further, we believe effluent limitations
are required by the federal regulations whenever a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or
contribute to the violation of a sediment quality standard. 40 CFR 122.45. We suggest the adoption of
guidance to assist the regional boards in deriving effluent limitations. At a minimum, effiuent limitations
should not be precluded by the plan.

C. The Policy Should Establish Chemical Concentrations that can be used in
Sediment Cleanup

An additional drawback to the proposed MLOE approach is that it makes it very difficult to
determine when sediments undergoing remediation are “clean enough.” With a numeric sediment
concentration this problem is solved. The SQO and the clean up standard are identical.

D. The Policy Should Include More Details in the Implementation Strategy

The Program of Implementation in the Draft Plan does not include hecessary implementation
details. The Plan should cover details of maintenance dredging and handiing and disposal of
contaminated sediments. Specifically, BMPs for dredging and handling and beneficial reuse goals need
to be articulated. For instance, BMPs such as silk curtains and environmentally sealed clam shelled
dredging devices should be specified for use in dredging. Also, the State Board should not allow aquatic
disposal (ocean disposal, aquatic capping, CAD sites, etc) of contaminated sediments if there are feasible
alternatives. Beneficial reuse of sediments should be a priority. A

V. The Policy must be Transparent and Straightforward to Implement.

This policy and these standards wili be very difficult to use. In general, the proposed Flan is
largely subjective and offers little improvement over the current failed system. As written, the policy will
be difficult for the public to understand and utilize and difficult for agency staff and board members to_
translate into stronger permits and to use in making 303d listing decisions or in drafting TMDL s. It will

10




also be expensive to use. It requires a lot of expensive data (reference data, toxicity and benthos) to
establish a problem exists without creating strong incentives to gather the data.

_ The obijectives should be easy to use. Water Code section 13391.5 (d) defines "sediment quality
objective” to mean “that level of a constituent in sediment which is established with an adequate margin of
safety, for the reasonable protection of the beneficial uses of water or the prevention of nuisances.” The
reason the legislature chose the words “level of constituent” is that numeric thresholds have the virtue of
being very clear, very easy to use, and create a lot of certainty. They may not be perfect but they have
many advantages. : _ :

lh an effort to find greater reliabiity in the SQO and with a strong push from the discharger
stakeholders, staff have selected another approach. The cost of this is appears to be a complete loss of
simplicity, clarity and ease of use. We suggest that this price may be too high. ‘

Further, the proposed plan imposes additional burden on the regional boards in applying the
SQOs once monitoring has been conducted. Current water quality objectives are easily evaluated. The
proposed narrative objectives for sediment are clumsy and confusing. It will be difficult for regional boards
to proceed through all steps of the process: determining location of monitoring; determining who will
monitor; performing the monitoring; determining if sediment meets the narrative chjectives; finding the
source of the contamination; and finally taking steps to clean up the sediment. The whole process can be
simplified by eliminating the decision matrices and relying on the undertying numeric data.

A. The Multiple Lines of Evidence (MLOE) Approach is Flawed

We have grave concerns with the use of narrative objectives. Coupled with the multipie lines of
evidence (MLOE) assessment approach, they are an ineffective way to determine if sediments are
contaminated and impaired. Narrative objectives create vague goals and the MLOE approach creates
uncertainty in the classification of a station, much less a water body, for determining the contamination of
sediments. To illustrate this matter, consider the range of labels given to a station after combining the
MLOE: unimpacted, uniikely impacted, possibly impacted, likely impacted, clearly impacted, and
inconclusive. It is unclear what these classifications entail. If a station is possibly or likely impacted is any
action taken? i a station is unlikely impacted, what steps are taken to ensure confidence in this
assessment? If a station is possibly impacted, does this meet the narrative objective? Are possibly
impacted sediments toxic to benthic communities or harmful to human health?

In contrast to narrative objectives, numeric objectives would create a bright line test that would
eliminate the confusion caused by the vague narrative objectives and muddled integration of muttiple’
iines of evidence. Specific numeric objectives would create consistency among regional boards and
consistency over time because inherently numeric objectives are clear, transparent, cautious and easy to
use regardiess of the approach. Moreover, numeric objectives eliminate the need to use MLOE that
introduce more variability and less transparency. The aiternatives outlined below utitize the monitoring
envisioned in the current ptan while simplifying the process.

The_ Draft Plan states that “injone of the individual LOE has sufficient reliability for use by itself to
assess sediment quglity impacts due to toxic pollutants.” Plan at 42. In fact under the proposed
approach, sediment is not considered impaired unless a complex set of procedures establish numerous

lines of evidence to confirm an impairment. We strongly disagree with this approach for sediment
assessment. : .

Multiple lines of evidence are not always needed to identify that there is i
response. oThIS is especially true for toxicity. For instance, consideE a situation »\?hglr‘:tilr?gg)‘(ia:itlf ?:slzes ?
IS:OVLS a 0% survival, but the other legs of the triad are either non-conclusive or the data are unavailable

hor er to fully protect beneficial uses in this hypothetical situation, sediment management decisions -
s ould“be made v:uth the understanding that there is a sediment contamination problem. Toxicity tests act
as the “safety net fgr water quality and sediment quality monitoring because no monitoﬁng programs do
nqt test for all constituents that can cause receiving water toxicity or sediment toxicity. Thus the toxicity
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line of evidence should be evaluated on its own merit. As another hypothetical situation, consider
circumstances where the mean weighted CCS score is several orders of magnitude above 2.99. This
alone should indicate that there is a sediment problem because of the magnitude of the score. The Draft
Plan states that sediment with a score above 2.99 is categorized as having “high exposure.” Draft Plan at
46. Thus regardless of other lines of the triad, a high exposure designation should require further action
whether it be further monitoring or remediation. For benthic assessment purposes, an IBl score of 3% is
established as the boundary between “fair” and “poor” biological conditions, and a score of 20 is the
division between “poor” and “very poor” biological conditions.2' If a.very low IBI score is found, this alone
should indicate that there is a sediment quality problem. In addition in some cases, lines of evidence
beyond those proposed in the triad approach are appropriate to make sound decisions. For instance if an
area has historically had sediment contamination, this fact combined with a LOE showing impact should
trigger an action. Thus as described in these examples, a single line of evidence is sufficient to diagnose
a sediment impairment, and the State Board should medify the Draft Plan accordingly.

B. Numeric Objectives Would be More Straightforward than Narrative Objectives

The scoping document states that the proposed SQOs are narrative as opposed to numeric
because “sediment quality is assessed with a combination of tools and results, in contrast to a numeric
water quality objective for which a single specific measurement may be used.” * The conciusion that
sediment quality must be assessed with a combination of tools is unsupported. If sediment is found to
have high chemical concentrations, is this not enough to infer that the sediment is contaminated? If
sediment is found to be toxic, is the sediment not polluted? A single line of evidence is enough to
determine if sediment quality is impaired. Thus, if sediment does not have to be assessed through a
combination of tools, it does not foilow that a narrative objective must be used. A more logical and
simplified approach is available. Sediment quality can be more easily assessed with numeric data and
therefore the objectives can logically be numeric as well. Combining sets of numeric data to subjectively
evaluate a narrative objective, as the current plan proposes, will inevitably lead to confusion and
misinterpretation.

Furthermore, narrative objectives do not provide the public or other interested parties the
transparency that numeric objectives would allow. Because the narrative objectives are not
straightforward, it is not clear how the objectives protect the beneficial uses of individual water bodies. A
bright line should exist beyond which action must be taken.

The idea of numeric objectives is not novel. For example, Washington has a combination of both
narrative and numeric objectives. i was our understanding from the 2004 workshop that there would be
case studies to develop both numeric and narrative objectives.

C. Altematives to the MLOE Approach

We offer three variations on the MLOE approach proposed by the Draft SQO Plan that would better
satisfy the criteria set forth above: :

» Statewide numeric objectives for chemical concentrations based on the most protective levels of
the relevant constituents. Although such a policy may result in some degree of overprotection it
wouid establish a simple, protective, straightforward and cheaply implemented policy.

*  Numeric objectives for sediment chemistry adopted together with a policy that sets fc_arth the
process for adoption of site specific numeric objectives based upon other lines of evidence.

» Narrative objectives that are implemented with a multiple line of evidence approach similar to
that proposed in the Draft SQO Plan but with the following tweaks:

' Ode, P.R.,, A.C. Rehn and J.T. May., A Quantitative Tool for Assessing the Integrity of Southern Coastal California
Streams, Environmental Management. 35:493-504 (2005).
Z1d2.11,p. 18
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Three lines of evidence would be used when data for all three lines are available.

o Two lines of evidence would be supplemented by a methodology similar to that found
Table 3.10.

o When either sediment chemistry data shows sediments with high magnitude chemical
concentrations, toxicity data shows high toxicity, or an 1Bl or appropriate marine
corhmunity index demonstrates a high degree of degradation then any of these single
lines will result in an assessment determination that will trigger management actions
regardiess of the other fines of evidence.

o Biological endpoints would not be limited to toxicity and bioassessment. The approach
should assess evidence of impairment based on the ‘resident species portfolio’ approach
and bioaccumulation testing.

D. The Way the Lines of Evidence integrate Is Problematic and Incautious

The current plan utiizes the evaluation of multiple fines of evidence, which are then integrated to
yield one final assessment. The integration of the MLOE is at best confusing. When a station receives a
“category of impact” after the three lines of evidence have been integrated, what is the next step? The
categories are in no way linked to action or inaction.? It is reasonable to assume (because that is all we
can do) that the unimpacted category results in minimal action, but what of the “in between” and less
informative categories? |

Every step of the MLOE integration draws more opportunity for confusion and confounding of
errors. The “decision matrix’ pools together two of the lines of evidence and tries to recongcile them.
There are two decision matrices that are then combined into one “station assessment matrix.”*° If one
part of the decision matrix is incorrect the station matrix data is thrown off. A simple numeric objective
disposes of the need to go through this series of steps and offers a clear answer that can be easily traced
back to the original data. -

E. Water Body Scale Integration Is Totally Unnecessary and Not Protective of
Agquatic Life.

The scoping document states that integration of single station assessments into a single
watershed-based or water body assessment will be accomplished through a multi-station assessment
tool.2® We understand from conversations with staff that this is likely to take the form of some sort of
statistical averaging over a water body. We believe that water body integration is completely
unnecessary and not protective of aquatic life. An exceedance at a single site is adequate justification for
management action to address the contamination at that site. All of the potential actions about which we
are aware (303 (d) listing, permit limitations, clean up orders) can be narrowly tailored to the spatial extent
of the identified contamination. We see no purpose in integrating across stations or sites other than to
average away spatially modest (but potentially damaging) problems. Moreover, the tool to be used does
not Fake into account the magnitude of the exceedence. One or a few stations could have highly toxic
: sed|m‘e.nt and yet the water body as a whole might meet the SQOs. This approach would not protect the
‘beneficial uses of a water body. If a station fails to meet SQOs, this should be a signal that cleanup
actions should be undertaken promptly for that site to prevent degradation of a larger portion of the water

bod)_r and the local lr_'npai-rment 9f beneficial uses. Great quantities of valuable data have been and will
continue fo be apqunred in monitoring the water bodies. Ignoring critical elements of the data will not only

— . .
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lead to inaccurate assessment, but will discard valuable data that has already been generated and needs
only to be applied.

- Single station assessments need not be averaged into a water body assessment. This will avoid
confusion and will result in a more accurate assessment of sediment. Single station assessments will also
simplify the process of determining where contaminants are coming from and focus cleanup efforts to the
appropriate area. :

F. The Policy Should Not Average Test Responses.

All three assessment methodologies call for the integration of data by averaging or taking the
median of the responses to determine a final response category. For instance, the benthic community
assessment states that “[tJhe median of all benthic response categories shall be used to determine the
benthic community response category.” Draft Plan at 45. This approach is flawed in several ways. First,
it is unclear how the calcuiations will be performed. How is the median calculated from descriptive
categories? In the case of sediment chemistry data, how can the scores of two different methodologies
with different score ranges be averaged? Another major problem with this approach is that integrating the
data in this way does not make sense for sediment assessment purposes. Sediment quality can vary
dramatically within a relatively small area. Sediment “hot spots” are often formed because of shoaling or
a discharge that took place in a certain area, for example. For many of the dredging projects that take
place, small amounts sediments are directed to upland disposal sites because of their high contamination
while the vast majority of the sediments can be discharged at ocean discharge sites or another site. How
would these sites be differentiated using this approach? The result would be that contaminated sediment
‘hot spots would be de-listed by data from clean sites. This approach provides incentive for additional
sampling to dilute out contaminated site monitoring results. Thus, each sediment monitoring site should
be evaluated for further action on its own merit.

VI. Specific Concerns with Assessment Methodology.

A. Toxicity Assessment is Lacking

The Draft Plan outlines a procedure for assessing sediment toxicity. Acute and chronic toxicity
responses are characterized as nontoxic, low toxicity, moderate toxicity, and high toxicity according to the
response values in Table 3.4.7 In general, we support a quantitative approach that allows toxicity datato
be compared to a numerical vaiue in order to assess the overall toxicity. However, the document does
not provide any basis for the decisions to use certain test organisms and methods for this evaluation. For
instance, why were three amphipod species chosen for the toxicity tests and no echinoderms?
Echinoderms are often extremely sensitive to sediment contaminants. Also, it is unclear how the
response categories provided in Table 3.4 were derived. Thus in order to fully assess this methodology,
the State Board should provide the public with this technical information.

B. Benthic Assessment Is Flawed

The Draft Plan provides a crude description of a procedure to assess benthic community
conditions. Benthic data are to be evaluated using four existing benthic assessment methods and_
categorized according to the level of disturbance.” However, there are many missing pieces to this
assessment methodology. First, several of the indices that are specified in the document were developed
for freshwater systems and are based upon large amounts of freshwater data. In fact, the IBI was
developed using data from 275 freshwater sites throughout Southern California. We are unaware o‘f'any
studies to develop an IBI or RIVPACS for bays and estuaries. The State Board should provide additional
information about these assessment methods and how they were adapted to bays and estuaries. Also,

%" CEQA Scoping Meeting informational Document, Development of Sediment Quality Objectives for Enclosed Bays
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the Draft Report does not provide any information on what “score” would correspond to a specific
disturbance category or how the four assessment methods would be integrated with one another. ,
Currently, the method appears to be subjective. Also, what reference sites would be used and how is this
determined? In sum, this section of the Draft Plan does not provide adequate detail for any benthic
community assessment to take place. Ideally, the State Board shouid identify or develop an index with
appropriate thresholds to quantitatively determine benthic community impairment. There are numerous
benthic community indices used for soft bottomed coastal habitat that may be appropriate for this

purpose.

C. Resident Species Portfolio and Bioaccumulation Approaches

The Draft Plan incorporates two biological endpoints for assessment. Each of the endpoints

(toxicity testing and Benthic Assessment) has known limitations. The State Board should include
consideration of impairments to aquatic life such as high bio-accumulated body burdens of substances
and physiologically-based indicators in use by the Pacific Estuarine Ecosystem Indicator Research
(PEEIR) consortium. The Draft Plan does not address types of impairment which can be readily detected
through use of these methods.” The ‘triad’ presented in the Draft Plan does not-appear to consider known
impairments evident in an examination of data collected by the California Mussel Watch, Toxic

" Substances Monitoring, and Bay Protection and Toxic Hotspot Cleanup Programs. Bio-accumulation
data collected by these and other programs reveals rigks to both aquatic and human health that are not

addressed in the Draft Plan.

D. Specific Concerns with Sediment Chemistry Assessments

The Draft Plan outlines a method for assessing exposure to toxic pollutants in sediment.
Sediment samples will be tested for the chemical analytes listed in Appendix A.” Then the sediment will
be evaluated by categorizing the risk of exposure to toxic pollutants using the Chemical Category Score
and California Pmax methodologies.>® Again the State Board should describe these methods in more
detail, so that the approaches can be fully evaluated. Regardless, several issues arise upon an initial
evaluation of this approach. First, an approach that uses weighting factors and sums scores across
constituents does not provide any information on the impact of a certain poliutant. This may be
problematic if data for all of the parameters are not available. Also using an average value is not
protective of critical conditions. In addition, there are two different methodologies to determine the risk
exposure. When is one methodology used over another? The State Board should develop an approach
that allows for chemistry data to be easily compared to a numeric objective for a specific constituent. '

Vil. Specific Concerns Regarding the Monitoring Provisioné.

A. Monitoring Requirements Should Be Flexibie and Assess Data from Diverse
Sources

We support the establishment of regional or water body based monitoring programs to develop
some of the information demanded by the SQO assessment methodology. We do have a number of
concerns regarding the monitoring provisions of the Drafts SQO plan. As an initial matter, policy and
assessment should be designed to utilize a wide variety of data both existing today and generated in the '
future. Assessment should not be restricted to data from monitoring stations that are part of a monitoring
program. Most sediment quality data in the State comes from monitoring dredging activities, and this
data should also be used in the analysis. Data from any location in a water body should be able to be
assessed and render a decision regarding the quality of that sediment. Also, the assessment tools must
be ﬂexlb_le_ enough to accept data from a variety of sources. The menitoring section should lay out the:
responsibilities of the regulated community without limiting the data that can be used under the policy.

Specifically, Table 3.10 should'be ﬁsed for data sets where benthi .
N \ enthic data has not been collected.
In addition, the tqols should be supplemented with integration tools that work when either of the other two

29
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lines of evidence are absent and when the magnitude of a single fine of chemical or toxicity data indicate
a problem. When magnitudes are high either of these single lines of evidence stiould allow for decision
making regarding 303d listing decisions, permitting and cleanup. These changes will also provide an
incentive for the collection of robust multi-line data sets. As long as the absence of data guarantees no

action the regulated community will continue to drag its feet in the collection of data.

B. Monitoring Timelines are Vague and Too Lax

Regional sediment monitoring is to be done at least once every three years. The document calls
for periodic sediment monitoring at intervals not less than once per permit cycle for NPDES permittees.®
This would mean the minimum amount of testing would be once every five years. There'is no evidence in
the document that this is a sufficient amount of monitoring.* This limited monitering is insufficient to
adequately characterize sediment impairment. Such infrequent monitoring would allow accumulation of
contaminants in sediment and degradation of water quality for years. This is especially true given that the
Draft Plan only includes the top layer of sediment. Sediments can be dynamic and can move and be
buried due to a single storm event, for example. Also, extensive monitoring is necessary to satisfy the
sediment assessment methodologies described in the Draft Plan. Thus at a minimum, the State Board
should require sediment monitoring on an annual basis. More frequent monitoring should be performed
especially in more dynamic areas like river and stream mouths.

It s unclear from the document who is to be doing the bulk of the monitoring within the monitoring
coalitions discussed. Therefore, if the permitiees are not required to undertake more frequent monitoring,
the burden will falf on the regional boards. Encouraging more compliance-based monitoring in the plan
will alleviate some of this burden.

C. Enforcement of Monitoring is Undeveloped -

The plan also does not state how monitoring will be enforced within the envisioned monitoring
coalitions. The regional board should have express authority to make sure the appropriate monitoring is
being undertaken. Furthermore, although not mentioned in the scoping document, the regional boards
should not be forced to rely on their residual powers granted by § 13267 of the water code™ to order
monitoring. A detailed monitoring plan will lead to easier compliance on the part of the reguiated
community and enforceability by the regional boards. To this end, we recommend state guidance on this
subject as a starting point for the Regional Boards.

D. Regional Monitoring Should Supplement Rather than Supplant Compliance
Monitoring
- The sediment monitoring program envisions a coalition of monitoring. The document lists a
variety of incentives to combining the regional board monitoring efforts with compliance monitoring.**
These coalitions will theoretically benefit all parties involved. However, it should be clear in the document
that only the regional board has the legal authority to use their best professional judgment (BPJ) and that
the regional boards cannot allow the regulated members of the coalitions to substitute their own BP.J for
that of the regional board's.

E. Existing Monitoring Programs are a Valuable Resource Unexplored in the
Scoping Document
Though the document acknowledges the benefit of combining resources, it does not explore
utilization of current programs. We agree with the Executive Officer of the San Diego Regional Board,
John Robertus’ comments at the October 2006 scoping meeting that there are many monitoring efforts
already underway and that usefut data is afreéady being generated through other programs. Some existing

31 Id Section VILA., p. 52

%2 Jd Section VILA., p. 53 _ o . _ _
* This section of the water code authorizes a regional board to require monitoring program reports when conducting

an investigation into the quality of waters within its region. ' ) o
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programs in southemn California are the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project Authority
(SCCWRP)*and Bight 98, 03, and 08.% Also, the San Diego Harbor Monitoring Plan® in San Diego can
be implemented to require monitoring. The scoping document fails to take into consideration all the

- above-mentioned programs and their ability to lessen any unnecessary burden on regional boards, such
as resorting to their § 13267 powers to order monitoring reports. We hope to see these issues addressed
in the SED. Relying on existing sound data will also streamline efforts in gathering data and assessing
water bodies. This will give the program a head start and require less initial monetary investment from

dischargers.

Vill. The scoping materials do not provide sufficient information regarding a variety of key
technical issues. '

In general, the CEQA Scoping Document provides an inadequate discussion of the scientific
basis for decisions made in developing the Draft Plan. The Draft Plan is very “bare-bones” and includes
little to no detail on most technical elements. In order to allow for full evaluation the Draft Plan and
proposed sediment quality objectives, the State Board should circulate technical documents for public
review. Aiso, the SED should include much more detail about these technical decisions. We understand -
form the scoping meeting that a series of reports will be issued shortly. We are hopeful that they will
provide complete information on the following topics and others: .

Details of Benthic Community Condition Assessment

L ]
¢ How scoring for Benthic Community Assessment will work? _
« How were the benthic assessment methods adapted to bays and estuaries?
« What is the basis for species selected for toxicity testing?
« How were the response categories in Table 3.4 derived?
o How reference sites will be found?
e Details of Chemistry Assessments
» A list of substances which have been detected in sediment at elevated levels
Submitted by,
Deb Self Bruce Reznik Mark Gold, D. Env.
Executive Director Executive Director Executive Director
Baykeeper : San Diego Coastkeeper . Heal the Bay
David Paradies Linda Sheehan ' Bill Jennings
Board Member Executive Director : - Chairman, Executive Director
Bay Foundation of Morrc Bay California Coastkeeper Alliance California Sporifishing Protection

Alliance Watershed Enforcers

® A_s you may know, SCCWRP is a joint powers agency composed of several government agencies focusing on
marine _e_nwronmentat research. The common mission of SCCWRP is to gather the necessary scientific information
so that its member agencies can effectively, and cost-efficiently, protect the Southern California marine envircnment
Bight is an integrated assessment of the southemn California coastal ocean, of over 60 organizations collaborating
to conduct a comprehensive assessment of the ecological condition of the Southern California Bight (SCB). A bight is
as a bend in the coastiine, and the Southern California Bight is the 400 miles of recessed coastline between Point
Conception in Santa Barbara County and Cabo Coinett, south of Ensenada, Mexico. The program included three
g?o;ngl?rrf:;st:’e cof:st? ecq{?lgtgrf; sgore]lijne microbiology and water quality.
mihiar with the San Diego Regional Harbor Monitoring Program, a're :

request by the San_ Diego RWQCB under §_13225 of the California Wagter C%de. The ﬁgﬁf na%m:a:gg F%:;gzrg?ns
gonsulsts of a coordinated a_nd compre‘her.':swe harbar water quality monitoring program. The intent of the program is to

evelop a pyoposec{ coordinated monitoring effort of harbors in the San Diego Region to provide water quality status
and trends information, as well as, assess the surface water's abilities to support designated beneficial uses.
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