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June 9, 1995

Ms. Joanne Schneider

Environmental Program Manager

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
2010 Iowa Avenue S_lite 100
Riverside, CA 92507-2409

Dear Ms. Schneider:

The Department of Navy (DON) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the enclosed
proposed amendment to the Basin Plan for the Santa Ana Region (Enclosure). DON
requests that the clarifying amendment be further clarified to ensure that the language will
be interpreted in a manner that is consistent with the basic intent of the amendment and

long-standing interpretations of the basin plan's total dissolved solids (TDS) water quality
objectives (In the Matter of the Petition of Gerry D. Bayless for Review of Order No. 76-
4 of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region Order No.
77-13).
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it 15 W_tl _btill. Illbllt;U tzl_t J La'O L,UII¢_Iltl i:ttlUIl5 IH g[OUII{.IWa[Cl- nave oegraueo In some

subbasins addressed by the Basin Plan so that current background levels of TDS exceed
existing water quality objectives as a result of naturally occurring sources of TDS and past
agricultural practices. Agricultural irrigation is not the only discharge activity that
encounters the issue of whether such existing background concentrations of TDS in
groundwater must be treated after extraction and before return of the groundwater in
subbasins without assimilative capacity. Remediation of releases of hazardous

substances into the groundwater through pump, treat, and reinjection remediation
· O' *techniques also faces the same _ssue, as reco,mzed by the State Water Resources Control

Board. Section III.F. 1 of State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 92-49

states that Regional Water Board shall require that cleanup and abatement: "Conform to

the provlszons of Resolution No. 68-16 of the State Water Board, and the Water Quality
Control Plans of the State and Regional Water Boards, provided that under no
circumstances shall these provisions be interpreted to reqmre cleanup and abatement
which achieves water quality conditions that are better than background conditions
(emphasis supplied)."

DON recommends that the amendment be further clarified to address the remediation

scenario m a manner consistent with the treatment of agricultural irrigation and State
Water Resources Control Board decisions and resolutions. Reinjection of groundwater
exceeding TDS water quality objectives into subbasins without assimilative capacity
following extraction and treatment of hazardous substances should continue to be deemed
consistent with the basin plan so long as the TDS concentrations in the discharged
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groundwater do not exceed the background levels already present m the receiving water.
We suggest that the following language be added to the end of the final sentence of the
paragraph discussing the TDS/assimilative capacity issue immediately after the word

area

..and groundwater may be rmmr)ed and treated to remove non-TDS contain,van *,

and hazardous substances and reinjected with TDS concentrations exceeding the
TDS water quality objectives if the TDS concentrations in the discharge do not
exceed background concentrations of TDS present in the recewlng groundwater."

Again, DON appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Amendment and
urges the Regional Board to incorporate the requested clarifications If you have any
questions or otherwise need to contact me, my phone number is (619)-532-1662.

Sincerely,

REXCALLAWAY
·"_-_,:_U L, I d.g _ k_.UU 11_1

(Environmental)

Copy to'
Hope Smith, Chief of Planning Section

California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Ted Cobb, Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board
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ITEM:

SUBJECT: PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF THE BASIN PLAN FOR THE SANTA
ANA _c_ON

DISCUSSION
i m

On April 7, 1995, the Regional Board conducted a public workshop to discuss the
issue of Regtonal Board reguiatlo, n of recl.almed water used for agricultural or
landscape irrigation in areas over!ymg subbasms without total dissolved solids (TDS) __

assimilative capacity. Board staff prepared and distributed-a staff report whicl_"
described TDS problems in the Region and the s_gnificant efforts which have made to
address them. The repo._ a!so dmcussed some current Basin Plan language regarding
TDS assimilative capamty, the State Board's Rancho Caballero decision and the
applicability of the Rancho Caballero dems_on to the Board's regulatory activities.

This current Basin Plan language states:

"If there is ass_mitalive capacity in the recew;ng waters for TDS, nitrogen or

other constituents,.. the allowed, waste discharge may. be of lower qualitY__han
the objectives for those constituents for the receiving waters as long as the
discharge does not cause woiat_on of t_e objectives. However, if there is no

assimilative capacity in the receiving waters, such as the subbasms identified
above the numerical limits m the discharge requirements cannot exceed the

· e_ · ·

receiving water objecbves or the degradation process would be accelerate?.
Thzsrule was expressed clearly by the State Water Resources Control Board In
a decmion regarding the appropriate TDS discharge limitations for the Rancho
Caballero Mobiiehome park tocated in the Santa Ana Region (Order No. 73-4,
the so called "Rancho Caballero decision") [6]. However, this rule isnotmean_

torest/ct over/y/rig a£ricu/tura/ irr/Eation, or s/mi/aracdviUs suchas landscape
frr/C_/ort. Even in subb_$/ns without assimilative capacity, groundwater m,_y
be pumped _nd used for aEricuRurai purposes t_ D_,_ar_.'

As discussed at the April workshop, the last two sentences have been interpreted by
some to mean that the Rancho Caballero decision does not restrict agricultural

_rri9ation w!th reclaim,ed water or other waters of TDS quality poorer than subbas_n
water quality object_ves m areas overlying subbasins without TDS assimilative
capacity. Alternatively, these sentences can be interpreted to mean that the Rancho

Caballero rule does not apply to the.use of groundwater when it is pumped from
subbasins w_thout ass_mdatJve capacity and the return of tha_ groundwater (as by
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agricultural or landscape irrigation) to the same subbasm$. Because these sentences
are subject to varying interpretations, clarification ts necessary.

At the April 7th workshop, s!aff described the Califorma Water Code requirement
.. (Section 13263) that waste d,scharge requirements implement the Basin Plan, The

Basin Plan,nctudes w_ti_,-qua_i,_/;bj._ti';':t ._t?b!i_hed tn prot_.et beneficial uses. As
described in the preceding Basra Plan language, to _mplement the Basra Plan, Waste
discharge requirements for discharges to subbasins without TDS assimi[-': ........ '--

· . . . . . ,,uv_capac_W
must hm_tTDS to no more than the subbasm obiectwes. The first Interpretation of
the subject Basin P!an l.a.nguag,e, that the Rancho Caballero rule does not apply to
waste discharges wnen. mey.are.used for agricultural, or landsca,pe_irri,gation,...doesnot .
conform to thls Cahfomm Water Code requirement (Section 13263 _ ,, .... ' .''. ' '

· · . f. .._.. ,, %.'.. . .. . . I. 'vlu[uovert _o

excuse agnculture Tromlu_ regmat_onWOulaDemconsmtent with the very significant
efforts which have, been and continue to be made to address TDS problems in the
Region.

After discussion of this matter on April 7th, the Remonai Boar-' -"-- - -. . . u u u_rec[eo staff tO
prepare a Basin Pian amendment, revising the subject sentences to reflect that the
RanchoCabaJierorule does not apply to the pumping of groundwater from subbasins
without assimilative capacity a.r_dthe return of that water to the same subbasins. The
Board suggested SPecific modifiCations-of this language as shown below.

Pro osed Basin PIan Amendmen

The proposed Basin, Plan amendment conmsts of changes to the. two sentences
discussed above. Languagedeleted is struck out; language added Is highlighted.

t! there is assimilative capacity in the receiving waters for TD$, nitrogen or
other constituents, the allowed waste discharge may be of lower quality than
the objectives for those constit?ents for the. receiving waters as long as the
dischargf does not cause violation of the objectrves. However, if there is no
assimilative capacity _nthe reeewm w_ters - - .· g , such as the subbasms ldent_6,_
above, 'h_ numer,cal I!mits in the dischargerequirements cannotexcee;'b'e
receiving water object,yes or the degradation process wouid be ac ' -- _,

Th_srule was expressed clearly by the State Water Resources Control Boardin
adecisionregardingtheapprop_iate.TDS discharge!imita_onsfortheRanCho

Caballero Mo_,ehome park located.in the SantaAna Region (Order No. 73-4,the so called RanchoCaballero declsmn _ _,--,--- +_._...,..._ ,,,,+ _. .. . ) [6].
· · * ., , · . / 11..,1 *_J%-/ _ _a31,_

without assimilative capacity, groundwater may be pumped and used for
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agricultural purposes _n the area.

California Environmental QualiW_Act (CEQA) Requirements,

The basin pianning process has been certltied by the 5ecre_aw of Resou_ce_ _
functionally equivalent to the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report or
Negative Declaration pursuant to CEQA, Environmental review is nonetheless
required. This revxew includes the preparation of a writ-ten report which describes the
proposed project, identifies the potential adverse environmental impacts of that project
and discusses possible alternatives and mitigation measures.-- It also includes
preparation of an Environmental Checklist. This report and the ',&pall 7, 1995 staff
report, the Environmental Checklist and analysss included with this staff report, satis_
thcse requirements.

Specific public notice requirements pertaining tothis Basin Plan amendment have been
fulfilled. On May 19, 1995, a NotIce of Pubhc Heanng and Notzce of Filing were
published in several newspapers of general c_rculation m Orange, Rzvers_de and San
Bernardino Counties. The Notice of Public Heanng and Notice of Filing were also
submitted to the Secretary of Resources and the County Clerk of each County and
mailed to all interested persons and agencxes. A Notice of Decision will be filed after
the Regtonal Board, the State Board and the Office of Administrative Law act on this
matter.

Staff Recommendation.

Adopt Resolution No. 95-54 adopting the amendment to the Water Quality Control
Plan (Basin Plan) shown in the attachment to the Resolution.


