
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

In the Matter of the PetItions of 

CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT ) 
1 

for Review of Orders Nos. 85-1 ana 1 
85-141, for Regional Plants Nos. 2 and ) 
1, Cal 
Contro 
Permit 
Uur FI 

BY THE 

Boara, 

1 fornia Regional Water Quality 1 
Boara, Santa Ana Region. NPDES) 

Nos. CA0105287 and CA0105279. ) 
es Nos. A-374 ana A-;413. 

ORDER NO. WQ 86-6 

BOARD: 

On January 11, 1985, the California Regional Water Quality Control 

Santa Ana Region (Regional Boara) adopted Order No. 85-1, waste 

alscharye requirements for Chino Basin Municipal Water Drstrict (Chino Basin), 

Regional Plant No. 2 (NPDES Permit No. CA0105287). On FeDruary 7, 1985, Chino 

Basin flied this appeal (our File No. A-374). On Octooer 11, 1985, the 

Regional Boara adopted Order No. 85-141, waste alscharge requirements for Chino 

Basin's Reglonal Plant No. 1 (NPDES Permit No. CA0105279). Another appeal was 

filea DY Chino Basin on OCtODer 28, 1985 (our File No. A-413). We have 

consoliaatea these two appeals. Although time for formal aisposition of our 

file No. A-374 has now expirea, pursuant to Title 23, California Administrative 

Coae, SectIon 2052(a), we have chosen td review the Regional Board dction on 

our own motion (Water Coae Section 13320). 
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I. BACKGROUND l 

A. The Santa Ana River Generally ---- 

Salts ana minerals are a major threat to waters of the Santa Ana. 

Region. Waters of the Santa Ana River are usea sevei-al times before reaching 

the ocean. Each use of the water adas ati increment of dissolvea mi.ne.rals or 

salts (usually repot-tea as Total FllteraDle Resldue or TFR). Salts may be- 

adOed to'the water as it is useo, or the concentration may De lncreasea through 

evaporation. Salts are exported from th e system principally Dy natural . 

discharges to the ocean. Aaaltlonally, the Santa Ana River Intercept-or (SARI) 

and the Chino Basin Non-Reclaimaule Line (NRL) are important ln exporting 

Dt-lnes and keeping them out of tne region's grouna ancl surface.water-s. 

At presenT;, approximately 91,000 tons of salt are Deing aoOed to 

waters of the Upper Basin of the Santa Ana River each year. Thls overall 

tonnage is projected to decrease gradually with actu.al oaiance of imports 

exports of salts being achlevea aDout the year 2020. However, TFR will 

continue to increase in certain specific grouncl water basins, such a-s the 

II SuDDasln, which have already Deen iaentifiea as- having no asslmiratlve 

capacity. 

The quality of the total flow of the Santa Ana River is Dasecl.on 

the 

and 

Chino 

three 

factors: storm flow, Dase flow ana nontriDutary flow. Storm fJow IS composed 

of rainfall ana surfdce runoff in the Upper Basin (or aDOVe Prado, Dam). Host 

storms occur clurlng the winter rainy season (December through April). Base 

flow cons1 sts of wastewater cllschdryes (l.e., treatea sewage effluent. 

aischaryed to the river in the Upper Basin), rising grouncl water,. ana other 

nonpolnt source aischdrges. NontriDutary flow is tne,teast rmportant of the 

three factors and gent?rally cons.lsts of lmportea water released in the Upper 

Basins, which then recharges grouna water ln the lower Dasln,. 
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Releases from the Upper Basin of the 

a Watermaster operating under a court order. 

Engineers flood control facility, divides the 

(and also dlvldes Reach 2 below the 

incluaes a suosurface grouna water b 

waters from the upper Dasin through 

Consequently, the clam is an ideal pl 

quality. Monitoring is done by the 

Santa Ana River are controlled oy 

Prado Dam, a U. S. Army Corps of 

lower and upper Santa 

dam and Reach 3 above the dam). 

arrier, which forces all grouna 

the dam or over the Spil IWay. 

Ana Basins 

The dam 

and surface 

ace to measure flows and monitor water 

Department of Water Resources, U. S. 

Geological Survey (USGS) ana the Regional Board. 

In normal rainfall years, most of the total flow of the river 

percolates into the ground water aownstream of Prado Dam. Accoraingly, 

compliance with the Basin Plan TFR objective for Reach 2 is based on a five- 

year moving average of the annual TFR content of total flow. Use of this 

moving average allows the effects of wet and dry years to be smoothed out over 

the five-year perioa. It is important to note that the purpose of this 

objective is to protect the ground water recharge in Reach 2. 

The quantity and quality of base flow is most consistent during the 

month of August, as storm flows, nontributary flows and nonpoint source 

discharges are at a minimum and there is usua ly no water lmpounaed behind 

Prado Dam. The major component of 'Dase flow 1 n August (as much as 95 percent) 

is municipal wastewater. In order to determine whether the water quality and 

quantity oojectives for base flow in Reach 3 are being met, the Regional Boar0 

collects samples during August of each year. 

The Regional Boara has set water quality objectives for each Reach of 

the Santa Ana River. The Basin Plan sets the following water quality 

objectives for Reachs 2 and 3: 
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Santa Ana 
River 

Reach 2 - I 
60-Month 
Average 

Reach' 3 - 
August 
Samples 

TFR Haraness 
mg/l mgl I 

650 - 

700 350 

Soaium 
mg/l 

110 

Total 
Nitrogen 

Chloriae (Filterea) 
!!9!L - mg/l 

140 io 

Sulfate Boron 
mg/l mg/l - - 

150 0.75 

Some of these water quality oDjectlves are Deing violated or 

in danger of Deing violated, so the Regional Boara calculated maximum 

acceptable wasteloaas for some constituents. Each of the controllaDle 

wastewater aischarges (i.e., direct discharges to the river pursuant to an 

NPDES permit) has Deen allocatea a portion of total TFR ana nitrogen load to 

the river. These allocations are expressed as effluent limitations in 

1ndiVlaUal waste aischarge requlrements. The al 

approach, and take into account the water supply 

location of the service area in the Dasin, a rea 

ocations use a best efforts 

to the service area, the 

OnaDle source control program, 

plant performance, reclamation ana/or direct reuse, aownstream uses of the 

WaSteWater, effects on the recelvlng ground water Dasin, ana stream 

enhancement. 

To summarize, the Basin Plan has set an oDjective of 700 mg/l TFR at 

Prado Dam for Reach 3. To meet this numDer, the Regional Boara has estaDliShed 

wasteloaa allocations.for each municipal discharger in 

with the ODjective is measurea in August, when most of 

effluent. All of the flow from the Reach 3 Dasin goes 

to Reach 21: 

the Reach. Compliance 

the river flow 1s 

over through Praao Dam 
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By contrast, the TFR objective for Reach 2 IS set at 650 mg/l. The 

intent of this oojective is to protect the ground water recharge occurring.in 

Reach 2. The Basin Plan expresses the oDjectlve In a 60-month average, in 

order to minimize annual fluctudtlon. 

El. Chino Basin Municipal Water District -- 

Chino Basin Munlclpal Water District (hereafter Chino Basin or 

Qstrict) operates two plants which are the suojects of this order, Regional 

Plants 1 ano 2. The District currently discharges approximately 19.5 million 

gallons per day (mga) of tertiary treated municipal wastewater from Regional 

Plant No: 1 to Cucamonga Creek, which is trioutary to Reach 3 of the Santa Ana 

River and to Prado Lake, whicn is trioutary to Chino Creek. These discharges 

overlie the Chino ground water SuDDaslns. Approximately 3.4 mga of tertiary 

treated wastewater is also supplied to reclaimed wastewater users which overlie 

the Chino ground water SuDDdSlnS. The present design capacity of Regional 

Plant No. 1 is 29.5 mgd. The District plans to expand tredtment capacity to 

36 mgd within the next five years. 

The District discharges approximately 3.8 mga of treated wastes from 

Regional Plant No. 2 to Chino Creek, a trioutary to the Santa Ana Klver. While 

the present design capacity is 6.7 mgd, the District plans to expand the plant 

to 8.0 mga. Because of the proximity of the discharge point to the Prado Flood 

Control Basin and the Santa Ana River, it is not likely that the discharge will 

have a slgnlflcant effect on the particular Chino ground water SuDDasin which 

the discharge overlies. 

Wasteloaa allocatlons (effluent limitations) for the two plants 

(expressea as mi I I igrams per ‘Ii ter) are as fol lows: 
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0 
Facility TFR Total Nitrogen 

RPl 515 22 
RP2 610 21 

These values are ref lng waste dl scharge 

requirements for RPl and RP2 (Santa Ana Reglonal Board Oraer Nos. 85-141 ana $5-1, 

Nitrate Ammonia 

12 10 
8 13 

lected in the correspond 

respecti*vely). Compliance is determined on a 4-month moving average. This 

would allow some months to exceed the wasteloaa allocation. 

The effluent quality from Doth RPl and RP2 is strongly dependent on 

the quality of the suurce water used for water supply. Therefore, effluent 

limitations for constituents which are only slightly affected DY the 

conventional wastewater treatment processes (e.g., TFR, SOdlUI[I, chloride, 

sulfate, etc.) have the effect of limiting Chino Basin's choice of source 

water. 

In the past, Chino Basin has been offerea the opportunity to 

participate in the "in-lieu" program of the Metropolitan Water D?strict. The 

"in !i, Ileu program allows Chino Basin to import ana use lower quality, less 

expensive Colorado River water. This program is typ?cally open for 

participation between January ana Apri 1 . Use of Coloraao River water results 

in noncompliance with some of the effl uent Iimitatlons. 

We reviewea, in response to earlier Chino Basin appeals, the kPDES 

permits for these two plants both in 1979 ana also in 1982, when tne Regional 

Board aaoptea the two predecessor NPDES permits. Among the issues we 

considered on appeal in 1982 was whether compliance with the TFR ana mlneral 

effluent limitations shoula be based on a 12-month average. The District 

I 

/ 0 \ 

claimed at that time that the 4-month average established oy the Reglonal Boara 
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prohibitea the District from participating in the in-lieu pro 

time, we held (in our Order No. WQ 82-5) in pertinent part: 

"4. The 4-month averaging period for Total Filtrab 
Resiaue and the inaiviaual mineral constituents for both 

ram. At that 

e 

Regional Plants One and Two should not be enforced when the 
discharger is participating ln a program which SuDstitutes 
Colorado River water for other supplies. At such times a 12- 
month running average should be USed.” 

II. CONTENTION AND FINDING 

Contention: Only one 1 ssue 1 s rai sea by the petitioner. The 

recent Regional Board orders for Regional Plants Nos. 1 and 2 call for a 4- 

month average for TFR ana individual mineral effluent limitations. Chino Basin 

has appealed, contending that such action is contrary to State Board Order 

No. WQ 82-5, which requires the Regional Boara to use a 12-month averaging 

procedure when the District is participating in the in-lieu program. 

Finaing: We agree. We require0 the Regional Board to use 

month average in 1982 under certain circumstances, ana reaffirm this 

a 12- 

decision. 

Although we are somewhat dismayed at having to repeat ourselves on the same 

issue, we will review our rationale as to why we require the U-month average 

to be used. To reiterate for the sake of emphasis and as discussed in Order 

No. WQ 82-5, we direct that the 4-month average compliance be modi fled to a 12- 

month averaging period when COlOradO River water 1s being used for the 

following reasons: 

1. The &month compliance requirement woula hinder the District's 

ability to participate in the Coloraao River water in-lieu program. While a 
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short-term compliance r6quirement may De appropriate where there are 

significant seasonal variations in effluent quality, we neea to consider other 

statewide policies. We note the strong policy in favor of conjunctive water 

use,,particularly when such a program will not cause water quality oDJectives 

to De violated. 

2. Any water quality degraaation which would result from 

modification of the 4-month compliance requirement would De, at the most, 

minimal. Petitioner will still De Constrained by the Basin Plan's wasteloaa 

allocation of the amount of high TFR water which may De used. 

3. The District appears to De the only puDlic entity In the upper 

Santa Ana Watershed aDle to participate in the in-lieu program. 

4. The in-lieu program will apparently De temporary. 

The Regional Board imposed a 4-month averaging period, despite Order 

No. WQ 82-5, Dasea on its Dellef that a shorter averaging period Would allow 

greater enforcement flf+iDility. The Regional Board is concern'ea that a larger 

fluctuation in monthly effluent quality may occur and enforcement may De more 

difficult. 

We do not agree. We note that the moael which was used to aerive the 

Basin Plan objectives essentially used an infinite averaging perioa. Since we 

accept the Basin Plan oojectlve, any averaging period shorter than infinity 

should result in compliance. 

We note further that the reason the TFR objective was set is to 

maintain a high quality water for downstream aquifer recharge. Most aquifers 

are insensitive to short-term fluctuations in recharge water quality. Aquifer 

‘0 I ‘. 

water quality usually represents a long-term average of recharge from alt 

sources. 
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The Regional Board also IS concernea over large fluctuations in 

monthly effluent qualilty if a long averaging period is used. It is true that 

any averaging period could allow a discharger to discharge high quality water 

~ L 
most months ana then discharge very low quality water for the remaining 

month(s). The low quality months can De progressively lower as the period 

Decomes longer. However, we note that the oojective, which is designed to 

protect oeneflcial uses, must sti I De met. Further, peaks of tchis type can 

easily be controllea Dy imposing a monthly maximum value. 

The Regional Boara rag sed the issue of what to ao the month after the 

in-lieu program enas. We suggest the Regional Boara use the 12-month average 

(perhaps in conjunction with a monthly maximum discussed aDOVe) continuously 

for any plant which participates in the in-lieu program. 

Accoraingly, we oelieve the Situation to oe essentially the 

when we reviewed the issue in 1982. There is still a need to allow a 

0 

averaging perioo when in-lieu water is used. Such a longer averaging 

will still protect water quality and meet the established objectives. 

III. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

We encourage conjunctive use programs. As we previous ly he 

Order No. WQ 82-5, to allow the petltloner to partlclpate in the In-1 i 

same as 

longer 

period 

a in 

eti 

program, we direct the Regional Boara to use a 12-month averaging proce'aure for 

Chino Basin discharges when participating in a program which SuDStituteS 

Colorado River water for other supplies. 



IV. DRDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 

1. The Regional Boara shall moaify Reglonal Boat-a Orders Nos. 85-l 

and 85-141 accordingly. 

The undersigned, Executive Director of the State Water Resources 
Control Board, cloes hereby certify that the foregoing 1s a full, true, ana 
CO$reCt Copy of an order duly and regularly adoptqd at a meeting of the State 
Water Resources Control Board held on March 20, 1986. 

Aye : Darlene E. Ruiz 
E. H. Finster 
Eliseo Samaniego 
Danny Walsh 

No: None 

Absent: Raymond V. Stone 

Abstain: None 

I 
I :’ r)~ 1 

Interim Executive Director 
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