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Executive Summary

In April 2012, the San Diego Water Board asked its staff to review beach water quality
monitoring conducted in south Orange County, which is part of the San Diego Region. To assist
in responding to that request, staff of the Board convened a workgroup that included
representatives of the three public agencies (South Orange County Wastewater Authority,
Orange County Public Works, and Orange County Health Care Agency) that currently conduct
almost all of the routine, ongoing beach water quality monitoring in south Orange County. The
workgroup also included other interested parties, including representatives of the Sierra Club
and Surfrider Foundation.

Recommendation: Unified Beach Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Program
The workgroup developed and recommends implementation of a unified regional beach water
quality monitoring and assessment program in south Orange County. San Diego Water Board
staff participated in the workgroup and concurs with the workgroup’s recommendation. This
unified program would meet or go beyond meeting the requirements for beach water quality
monitoring and related public notification and reporting established by State law. The unified
program is intended to be protective, reasonable, and equitable. It would supersede the
existing routine, ongoing beach water quality monitoring programs conducted in south Orange
County and would eliminate duplicative monitoring.

Features of the Recommended Unified Program
Noteworthy features of the unified program include the following:

¢ Monitoring and assessment would be question-driven and beneficial use-oriented.

o The primary purpose of the unified program would be to answer the question
“Does beach water quality meet standards for the beneficial use of water contact
recreation?”

¢ Responsibility for implementation of the unified program would be shared and
implementation arrangements would be flexible.

o The responsible agencies would jointly make arrangements to implement the
program and would have the flexibility to jointly make short and/or long term
changes in those arrangements.

e Triggers for public notification would be in effect at all sampling stations year-round and
would be the same for all stations.

e Triggers for additional sampling would be in effect at all sampling stations year-round
and would be the same for all stations.

e Where beach water quality standards are not consistently met, investigations would be
conducted to assess human health risks, identify sources of FIB, and/or evaluate other
pertinent factors, as appropriate.

e The same reporting procedures would be used for all sampling stations.

e An annual review of the unified program and assessment of monitoring results would be
conducted by a workgroup representing a variety of responsibilities for and interests in
beach water quality monitoring.

e Timely beach water quality information would be easily accessible to the public.

e Annual reports would be submitted to the San Diego Water Board; at the request of the
Board, presentations would be made at public Board meetings.

This report outlines the workgroup’s efforts, the unified program developed and recommended
by the workgroup, and the rationale for the elements and features of the unified program.
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Introduction
Background
In southern California, including south Orange County, coastal beach waters are used year-
round for swimming, surfing, and a variety of other water contact recreational activities. Beach
water quality monitoring is an important part of protecting the health of those who use beach
waters for water contact recreation. Several different public agencies conduct routine, ongoing
beach water quality monitoring in south Orange County in accordance with several different sets
of requirements. The monitoring programs implemented to meet those requirements overlap
temporally and spatially. Currently, these monitoring programs are partially but not fully
integrated. Appendix 3 provides a brief description of the south Orange County coastline.
Appendix 4 provides a brief description of beach water quality monitoring that is currently
conducted in south Orange County.

In 2009 and 2010, representatives of two county agencies and two special districts responsible
for conducting beach water quality monitoring in Orange County jointly developed a proposed
regional monitoring program, with the intent of improving coordination of beach water quality
monitoring in Orange County (see Appendix 2 and Attachment 1).

In November 2010, the State Water Board adopted a resolution’ directing regional water boards
to work with dischargers to modify beach water quality monitoring programs required by regional
board-issued permits so as to eliminate redundancies and incorporate beach water quality
monitoring required by beach water quality statutes, where appropriate. Beach water quality
statutes® also encourage integration of beach water quality monitoring programs.

San Diego Water Board Request

South Orange County is part of the San Diego Region, where the San Diego Water Board has
jurisdiction. At its April 11, 2012 meeting, the San Diego Water Board considered adoption of
orders to reissue permits for discharges of wastewater to the ocean through two ocean outfalls
owned and operated by South Orange County Wastewater Authority (SOCWA). In written
comments submitted during the public comment period before that meeting and during the
public hearing at that meeting, SOCWA expressed concerns about beach water quality
monitoring requirements in the tentative permits. The Board reissued the permits without
making changes to the monitoring requirements in the tentative permits but also asked its staff
to review beach water quality monitoring conducted in south Orange County.

San Diego Water Board staff convened a workgroup to assist in responding to that request.
The workgroup met fifteen times, from July 2012 through September 2014. This report outlines
the workgroup’s efforts, the unified program developed and recommended by the workgroup,
and the rationale for the elements and features of the unified program.

' Resolution No. 2010-0053; see
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/resolutions/2010/rs2010 0053.pdf.

2 See http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb 0451-0500/sb 482 bill 20111008 chaptered.pdf




Workgroup Participants

The workgroup included representatives of the three public agencies (SOCWA, Orange County
Public Works [OCPW], and Orange County Health Care Agency [OCHCA]) that currently
conduct almost all of the routine, ongoing beach water quality monitoring in south Orange
County. The workgroup also included other interested parties, including representatives of the
Sierra Club and Surfrider Foundation. Table 1 lists the core workgroup participants and their
affiliations.

Monitoring and Assessment Framework

The workgroup was convened during the period when San Diego Water Board staff was
developing the report entitled “A Framework for Monitoring and Assessment in the San Diego
Region™ (Framework). Development of the unified beach water quality monitoring and
assessment program by the workgroup overlapped with development of the Framework by San
Diego Water Board staff. The San Diego Water Board adopted a resolution* endorsing the
Framework in December 2012.

Formation of the workgroup was in keeping with the Framework, which emphasizes the
importance of stakeholder participation in development and implementation of monitoring and
assessment programs. Because it was important for the workgroup to represent a variety of
interests, perspectives, and experiences, and because it was also important for the workgroup
to be small enough to conduct business efficiently, San Diego Water Board staff invited a select
group of individuals with a variety of backgrounds and affiliations to participate in the workgroup.

The unified beach water quality monitoring and assessment program developed by the
workgroup and outlined in this report is in keeping with and would help implement the
Framework, which also emphasizes the need for question-driven, beneficial use-oriented
monitoring and assessment with a focus on water body conditions rather than on discharges.
The primary purpose of the unified program is to answer the question “Does beach water quality
meet standards for the beneficial use of water contact recreation?” (see Purpose and Intent,
below), so the unified program is question-driven and beneficial use-oriented and it focuses on
water body conditions.

3 See http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/swamp/docs/MonitoringFrameworkForSDR-final.pdf.

* Resolution No. R9-2012-0069, “A Resolution in Support of a Regional Monitoring Framework;”

See http//www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water issues/programs/swamp/docs/Monitoring Resolution R9-2012-0069.pdf.




TABLE 1
Core Workgroup Participants

Participant Affiliation
1 | Larry Brennler Orange County Health Care Agency
2 | Kacen Clapper Orange County Public Works
3 | Penny Elia Sierra Club
4 | Mike Fennessy Orange County Public Works*
5 | Brennon Flahive South Orange County Wastewater Authority
6 | James Fortuna Orange County Public Works
7 | Michael Gjerde State Water Resources Control Board
8 | Larry Honeybourne Orange County Health Care Agency
9 | Monica Mazur Orange County Health Care Agency (retired)
10 | Carey Nagoda San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
11 | Bruce Posthumus San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
12 | Robert Rodarte Orange County Public Works
13 | Grant Sharp Orange County Public Works
14 | Jack Skinner Stop Polluting Our Newport
15 | Ted Von Bitner Orange County Public Works™*
16 | Rick Wilson Surfrider Foundation
17 | Helen Yu San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board

*Current affiliation; participated on behalf of OCHCA through November 2013;
participated on behalf of OCPW starting December 2013

**Affiliation at time of participation; affiliation has since changed




Scope of Workgroup Efforts

The workgroup’s efforts focused on:

Monitoring;

Monitoring related to water contact recreation;

Beach water quality monitoring;

Routine, ongoing beach water quality monitoring; and
The “where and when” of beach water quality monitoring.

The workgroup’s efforts focused on monitoring related to water quality standards for water
contact recreation, not on the actual standards. The workgroup did not attempt to review or
make recommendations about the indicators on which such standards are based or the levels at
which such standards are set.

The workgroup’s efforts focused on water quality monitoring related to the beneficial use of
water contact recreation (REC-1), not on monitoring related to other beneficial uses. Because
water quality standards for the beneficial use of water contact recreation (REC-1 standards) are
expressed in terms of fecal indicator bacteria (FIB) densities, monitoring related to REC-1
involves monitoring FIB densities. Although water quality standards related to the beneficial use
of shellfish harvesting (SHELL) are also expressed in terms of FIB densities, the workgroup did
not attempt to review or make recommendations about monitoring related to SHELL.

The workgroup’s efforts focused on beach water quality monitoring, not on water quality
monitoring in other areas. For purposes of the workgroup’s efforts and this report, “beach water
quality monitoring” refers to monitoring to determine if water quality meets REC-1 standards in
(a) the surf zone along the open coast of south Orange County and (b) Dana Point Harbor. The
workgroup focused on monitoring in these areas because casual observations suggest that the
intensity of REC-1 activity in these areas is considerably greater than elsewhere in south
Orange County coastal waters. The workgroup did not attempt to review or make
recommendations about monitoring related to REC-1 in areas other than in the surf zone or
Dana Point Harbor, except for sampling stations that are not located in those areas but that are
currently monitored as part of existing routine, ongoing beach water quality monitoring
programs.’

The workgroup’s efforts focused on routine, ongoing beach water quality monitoring, not on
investigations or other studies related to or triggered by such monitoring. As part of the unified
program developed by the workgroup, investigations would be conducted where REC-1
standards are not consistently met, but the workgroup did not attempt to review or make
recommendations about how human health risk assessments, source identification
investigations, epidemiological studies, sanitary surveys, studies related to TMDLs, or other
investigations or studies about or related to beach water quality should be conducted.

The workgroup’s efforts focused primarily on the “where and when” of beach water quality
monitoring, not on the “how.” The workgroup did not attempt to review or make
recommendations about sample collection, handling, or analysis protocols specified in State
law.

> Some of the sampling stations referred to as “surf zone stations” in current NPDES permit monitoring
requirements are not actually located in the surf zone.



Recommended Unified Beach Water Quality
Monitoring and Assessment Program
This section outlines the unified regional beach water quality monitoring and assessment
program developed and recommended by the workgroup and the rationale for the elements and
features of the unified program. Table 2 provides a comparison of elements and features of the
existing programs and the unified program. Appendix 5 lists and shows the location of each
sampling station in the existing programs and the unified program.

Purpose and Intent

The primary purpose of the unified program is to answer the question “Does beach water quality
meet standards for the beneficial use of water contact recreation?” By answering this question,
the unified program is intended to be protective, in other words to help protect the health of
those who use beach waters for water contact recreation — and to do so without unnecessarily
discouraging such use. The unified program is also intended to be reasonable and equitable
and to meet or go beyond meeting the requirements for beach water quality monitoring and
related public notification and reporting established by State law.

Rationale

The workgroup agreed that it was important for the unified program to determine whether beach
water quality meets REC-1 standards, not only to help protect the health of those who use
beach waters for REC-1, but also to avoid unnecessarily discouraging such use by having
public notifications remain in effect when beach water quality meets REC-1 standards. (This is
addressed further in Public Notification and Additional Sampling, below.)

The workgroup agreed that it was important for the unified program to be reasonable, as well as
protective. The workgroup agreed that monitoring conducted as part of the unified program
should be considered reasonable only if it produces meaningful information that is useful for
protecting the health of those who use beach waters for REC-1 and/or for making decisions
about whether public notifications should be issued and/or remain in effect. Accordingly, the
workgroup agreed that it would not be reasonable for the unified program to include duplicative
monitoring or other monitoring that does not produce such information. (This is addressed
further in Sampling Locations, below.)

The workgroup agreed that it was important for the unified program to be equitable, as well as
reasonable and protective. The workgroup agreed that the agencies responsible for
implementation of the unified program could and should determine how to equitably allocate
implementation tasks and associated costs. (This is addressed further in Responsibility and
Arrangements for Implementation, below.)

The workgroup agreed that it was important for the unified program to meet existing
requirements for beach water quality monitoring and related public notification and reporting
established by State law. Because the workgroup recognized that such requirements have
changed in the past and could change in the future, the workgroup agreed that it would be
helpful if the language and mechanisms for requiring implementation of the unified program
would facilitate expeditious implementation of future revisions to the unified program. (This is
addressed further in Lanquage and Mechanisms for Requiring Implementation of the
Unified Program, below).




TABLE 2
Comparison: Existing Programs and the Unified Program

Monitoring Program
Element or Feature

Existing Programs

Proposed Unified Program

Reason for Change

Purpose &

primary purpose

not explicitly stated

answer the question: "does beach
water quality meet standards for
REC-1?"

monitoring & assessment should be
question-driven & should focus on
conditions in water bodies as they
relate to beneficial uses

intent

intent

help protect the health of those who
use beach waters for REC-1; meet
requirements of State law

help protect the health of those who
use beach waters for REC-1; be
reasonable & equitable; meet
requirements of State law

monitoring & assessment should be
protective, reasonable & equitable

Responsibility & arrangements

SOCWA, OCPW & OCHCA are
separately responsible for
implementing different monitoring

SOCWA, OCPW & OCHCA share
responsibility for implementation of

improve protection of the health of
those who use beach waters for

2 A " ) one fully integrated program & have REC-1; improve efficiency & ability
for implementation i;;rtoegr;rtr;sdﬂ?;t IaerSnziggfilcla}r,'n flexibilit the flexibility to make changes in to deal with out-of-the-ordinary
is Iingwited  1mp Y arrangements for implementation situations; be equitable
. enterococcus, fecal coliform & total enterococcus, fecal coliform & total
3 Indicators coliform coliform (no change)
4 g::ll!r;;?scollectlon, handling, & as specified by State law as specified by State law (no change)
total number of sampling
stations 81 67 (see next two rows)
number of sampling to prgtecththe ?ealtfh 0;:?8516} who
stations in creeks & cross- use beach warers for o
samples should be collected where
beach flows from creeks, 2 0 ; ) S
Samplin f intensity of REC-1 use is highest,
pling canyons, or storm drains R ;
5 | station €., in the surf zone and in Dana
to the ocean )
locations Point Harbor
sampling at stations that are close
number of pairs of nearby together & have similar monitoring
sampling stations with 12 0 results is duplicative; monitoring
similar monitoring results would continue at one station in
each pair
fixed stations one sample one sample (no change)
one sample in the flow to the one sample in the surf zone at point 't?gsrgvv?hgﬁzcgggcﬂfJ‘I;aiehr:afgl: of
Samplin S ocean; ) zero; ) y
statign 9 fsuélz":f;g'gg;' t\g r;ﬁg there one sample in thg surf zone 75 feet one sample in thg surf zone 75 feet ?ﬁ;t gg:;%gnngoatng C?:Zatg gltZ?e
6 t up-coast from point zero & up-coast from point zero & : :
ypes ocean ; ) funding OCHCA receives to meet
(sample one sample in the st_.urf zone 75 feet one sample in the st_.urf zone 75 feet requirements of beach water quality
collection) down-coast from point zero down-coast from point zero statutes
outlet stations: when there . . improve protection of the health of
is no surface flow to the gg;szn;gls? ;Potnr:evijl:falzogﬁwz Zsefliet Sir:i:fngi)llﬁ 'Zr;:ge surf zone at those who use beach waters for
ocean P P REC-1
: 62 stations: year-round; S -
7 Sampling seasons 19 stations: April-October all 67 stations: year-round REC-1 activities occur year-round
16 stations: 2/week year-round;
17 stations: 2/week May-October & .
8 Sampling frequency 1/week November-April; all 67 stations: 1/week year-round 2 aTnE(ﬁ-; sftrznﬂ;dcs eizéeagqeeth;\geek
29 stations: 1/week year-round; piing freq Y a
19 stations: 1/week April-October
. N ) . the same triggers should apply to
. e triggers apply to some (49) stations; | triggers apply to all 67 stations . )
9 Public notification April-October only year-round ?(I)Iusr:gtlons and should apply year:
10 | Additional sampling triggers apply to some (33) stations triggers apply to all 67 stations g;le;:t?;i;nggers should apply to
assessment of human health risks
investigations to be conducted and identification of sources of
11 Investigations not included where REC-1 standards are not elevated FIB levels is needed to
consistently met guide decision-making and
management actions
. monitoring programs & results
12 | Annual review & assessment no yes should be reviewed regularly
improve dissemination of
13 | Reporting separate reporting unified reporting information; improve accountability
& transparency
all information easily available at or
14 | Public access to information different information available at through the websites of SOCWA, improve public access to

different websites

OCPW, OCHCA, & SD Water
Board

information




Responsibility and Arrangements for Implementation

SOCWA, OCPW, and OCHCA would share responsibility for implementing the unified program.
These agencies would jointly make arrangements for implementing the unified program and
would have the flexibility to jointly make short and/or long term changes in those arrangements
(to change the agency that collects and/or analyzes samples from any particular sampling
station, for example).

Rationale

The workgroup agreed that SOCWA, OCPW, and OCHCA, the public agencies that currently
conduct almost all of the routine, ongoing beach water quality monitoring in south Orange
County, should be responsible for implementation of the unified program. The workgroup
agreed that, because the responsibilities and interests of these agencies may overlap in some
respects and differ in others, the best way to ensure an equitable allocation of the tasks and
associated costs of the unified program would be to allow these agencies to jointly make
arrangements for implementing the unified program and to have the flexibility to jointly change
those arrangements. The workgroup agreed that this approach could also result in efficiencies
and make it easier to deal with out-of-the-ordinary situations.

The workgroup agreed that other entities, such as those that operate wastewater collection
systems, should participate in investigations, as appropriate, but not in the routine, ongoing
monitoring conducted as part of the unified program (see Investigations, below).

Indicators

All samples collected in the routine, ongoing monitoring conducted as part of the unified
program, including repeat samples and samples collected at a frequency of more than once per
week (see Additional Sampling, below), would be analyzed for all three types of FIB for which
REC-1 standards or REC-1 monitoring requirements are established by State law.

Rationale

The workgroup agreed that monitoring for all three types of FIB (enterococcus, fecal coliform,
and total coliform) for which State law establishes REC-1 standards or monitoring requirements
should continue at all stations.

The workgroup recognized that “Recreational Water Criteria,” released by USEPA in November
2012, recommends that REC-1 standards be based only on enterococcus (not fecal coliform or
total coliform). Although the workgroup agreed with that recommendation, it also agreed that
monitoring enterococcus, fecal coliform, and total coliform in coastal beach waters should
continue as long as State law includes REC-1 standards or monitoring requirements for these
types of FIB in such waters.

® See http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/health/recreation/index.cfm.




Sample Collection, Handling, and Analysis
The protocols specified in State law for FIB sample collection, handling, and analysis for coastal
beach waters used for REC-1 would be used for all sampling stations in the unified program.

Rationale

The workgroup agreed that approved standard methods for FIB sample collection, handling, and
analysis should be used for all stations in the unified program. The workgroup agreed that it
would be appropriate and reasonable to use the protocols specified in State law. Although the
workgroup agreed that analytical methods that enable FIB results to be produced rapidly would
be very useful for purposes of protecting the health of those who use beach waters for REC-1
and avoiding unnecessarily prolonged public notifications, it recognized that such “rapid
methods” have not yet been approved for purposes of meeting requirements of State law.

Sampling Station Locations

The unified program includes sixty-seven sampling stations, all of which are stations in the
existing programs. Two stations in the existing programs would not be included in the unified
program. Twelve stations in the existing programs would be combined with twelve other nearby
stations in the existing programs. Appendix 5 lists and shows the location of each station in the
existing programs and the unified program.

All of the sampling stations in the unified program are located along the open coast or in Dana
Point Harbor. At stations located along the open coast, samples would be collected in ankle
depth water in the surf zone. At stations located at Baby Beach in Dana Point Harbor, samples
would be collected in ankle depth water. At stations located on a pier or dock in Dana Point
Harbor, samples would be collected at the water surface.

Rationale

The workgroup agreed that routine, ongoing monitoring conducted as part of the unified
program should focus on waters in the surf zone along the open coast and in Dana Point
Harbor, which are the areas where the intensity of REC-1 activity is highest. The workgroup
agreed that monitoring in these areas produces meaningful information that is useful for
protecting the health of those who use beach waters for REC-1. Although the workgroup
recognized that sampling creeks, ponded water at beaches, and/or or cross-beach flows from
creeks, canyons, or storm drains to the surf zone might be useful as part of source identification
investigations or other special studies, it agreed that the intensity of REC-1 activity in such
areas is low and agreed that such waters should not be included in routine, ongoing monitoring
conducted as part of the unified program. The two stations in the existing programs that would
not be included in the unified program are both located in such areas.

The workgroup agreed that collecting samples from stations that are in close proximity and that
have consistently similar FIB levels is duplicative and does not produce meaningful information
that is useful for protecting the health of those who use beach waters for REC-1. The
workgroup agreed that FIB levels at twelve pairs of existing stations that are close together (not
more than 600 feet apart) have been consistently similar (see Appendix 2 and Attachment 1).
The workgroup agreed that such paired stations should be combined and that sampling should
continue at only one station in each pair. Where a pair of stations that would be combined
includes a “fixed” station and an “outlet” station (see Types of Sampling Stations, below), the
workgroup agreed that sampling should continue at the outlet station.



The workgroup agreed that the current practice of collecting samples in ankle depth water in the
surf zone at open coast stations is appropriate and in conformance with the Ocean Plan and
should continue. The workgroup also agreed that the current practice of collecting samples in
ankle depth water at the Baby Beach stations and from the water surface at the pier and dock
stations in Dana Point Harbor is appropriate and should continue.

Sampling Station Types
The unified program includes two types of sampling stations: fixed stations and outlet stations.

Fixed stations are located at positions along the shoreline (up-coast / down-coast) that do not
change. Each time a fixed station is sampled, one sample would be collected in the surf zone.

Outlet stations are located where flows from creeks, canyons, or storm drains enter the ocean.
Because the positions along the shoreline where such flows enter the ocean sometimes move
up-coast or down-coast as a result of beach sand movement, the position along the shoreline
where samples would be collected at each outlet station would move accordingly. The number
of samples collected at an outlet station would depend on whether there is surface flow from a
creek, canyon, or storm drain entering the ocean at that station. Each time an outlet station is
sampled when there is such a flow at that station, three samples would be collected in the surf
zone, one at each of the following:
e “Point zero,” which is the position along the shoreline where the surface flow enters the
ocean;
e Seventy-five feet up-coast from point zero; and
e Seventy-five feet down-coast from point zero.
Each time an outlet station is sampled when there is no such flow at that station, one sample
would be collected in the surf zone; that sample would be collected at:
e “Virtual point zero,” which is the position along the shoreline where it appears that
surface flow would enter the ocean if there were a surface flow (immediately adjacent to
the low point in the sand berm separating ponded water from the ocean, for example).

Appendix 5 indicates the type of each station in the existing programs and the unified program.

Rationale

The workgroup agreed that when there is surface flow from a creek, canyon, or storm drain to
the ocean at an outlet station, samples should be collected at point zero in the surf zone rather
than in the surface flow, as is the current practice at most outlet stations. The workgroup
agreed that doing so would conform to the Ocean Plan, meet conditions attached to State
funding OCHCA receives to meet requirements of beach water quality statutes, and produce
information that is more useful for protecting the health of those who use beach waters for
REC-1 than that produced by collecting samples in the surface flow. The workgroup agreed
that when there is surface flow to the ocean at an outlet station, the current practice of also
collecting samples in the surf zone seventy-five feet up-coast and down-coast from point zero is
useful in determining the length of shoreline where REC-1 standards are not met and should be
continued.

The workgroup agreed that when there is no surface flow to the surf zone at an outlet station,

samples should be collected at virtual point zero in the surf zone, rather than seventy-five feet
down-coast from virtual point zero in the surf zone, as is the current practice at outlet stations.
The workgroup agreed that this would provide for better protection of the health of those who

use beach waters for REC-1 than the current practice.



Sampling Seasons
All sampling stations in the unified program would be sampled year-round. Appendix 5
indicates the sampling season at each station in the existing programs and the unified program.

Rationale

Although beach water quality statutes require beach water quality monitoring only in the months
of April through October, beach waters in south Orange County are used for REC-1 activities
year-round. Consequently, the workgroup agreed that all sampling stations should be sampled
year-round, in keeping with the intent that the unified program help to protect the health of those
who use beach waters for REC-1. The workgroup agreed that the additional cost of sampling all
stations year-round would be modest, because a large majority of the stations that would be
included in the unified program are currently sampled year-round.

Sampling Frequency

All sampling stations in the unified program would be sampled at a minimum frequency of once
per week unless sampling would be hazardous. Appendix 5 indicates the minimum sampling
frequency at each station in the existing programs and the unified program.

Rationale

The workgroup agreed that sampling should be done at a minimum frequency of once per week
at all sampling stations, as specified in the Ocean Plan. Beach water quality statutes also
require weekly sampling, but only for the April through October period. In the existing programs,
the required minimum sampling frequencies are different at different stations and/or at different
times of the year (see Appendix 4 and Appendix 5). The workgroup agreed that sampling at a
minimum frequency of once per week at all stations, combined with additional sampling when a
REC-1 standard is not met, would provide for reasonable protection of the health of those who
use beach waters for REC-1 (see Additional Sampling, below).

Public Notification

The criteria and procedures for monitoring-based public notification established by beach water
quality statutes would be used for all sampling stations in the unified program and would be
used year-round. Such public notification would be based on the results of the monitoring
conducted as part of the unified program. Public notification based on circumstances other than
monitoring results (such as sanitary sewer overflows and wet weather) would be provided in
accordance with beach water quality statutes, but such public notification would not be
considered part of the unified program. Table 3 lists triggers for monitoring-based public
notification.

Rationale

In keeping with the intent that the unified program help to protect the health of those who use
beach waters for REC-1, the workgroup agreed that, regardless of sampling station location or
time of year, the same public notification should be provided for any given set of monitoring
results. The workgroup agreed that using the criteria and procedures for monitoring-based
public notification established by beach water quality statutes for all stations in the unified
program (rather than only those stations currently used to meet requirements of beach water
quality statutes) and doing so year-round (rather than only in the months of April through
October, as required by beach water quality statutes) would better protect the health of those
who use beach waters for REC-1 than current public notification practices. The workgroup
agreed that providing public notification as outlined above could be done at modest additional
cost.



TABLE 3

Triggers for Monitoring-Based Public Notification and Additional Sampling

Tr'?gf rs Trigger Action
public notification in
accordance with beach water
. : , lity statutes (year-round);
Public single sample maximum qua : e
Notification (SSM) standard not met such public notification to
remain in effect until SSM
and 30-day geometric mean
standards are met
repeat sampling in
SSM standard not met accordance with the Ocean
in dry weather* Plan until SSM standard is
Additional met |
Sampling additional sampling as

30-day geometric mean
standard not met
in dry weather*

deemed appropriate by
OCHCA until 30-day
geometric mean standard is
met

*Each storm event starting when 0.2" of precipitation has
fallen and continuing until 72 hours after precipitation ends is
considered "wet weather;" all other periods are considered

"dry weather."



Additional Sampling

When a REC-1 standard is not met at a sampling station in the unified program during dry
weather, additional sampling would be done at that station unless sampling would be
hazardous. When a single sample maximum (SSM) standard is not met, repeat sampling, as
specified in the Ocean Plan, would be done until that standard is met. When a 30-day
geometric mean standard is not met, additional sampling, as deemed appropriate by OCHCA,
would be done until that standard is met. Additional sampling triggered by circumstances other
than monitoring results (such as sanitary sewer overflows) would be done in accordance with
beach water quality statutes, but such additional sampling would not be considered part of the
unified program. Table 3 lists triggers for monitoring-based additional sampling.

Samples collected as part of additional sampling triggered when a station does not meet a
REC-1 standard would be analyzed for all three types of FIB, regardless of which type(s) of FIB
did not meet the REC-1 standard(s). Additional sampling triggered when a station does not
meet a REC-1 standard would be part of the unified program and the results from all samples
collected during any 30-day period would be used to calculate 30-day geometric mean values.

Rationale

The workgroup agreed that when a REC-1 standard established by State law is not met at a
sampling station in the unified program during dry weather, additional sampling should be done
in order to determine if levels of FIB continue to be elevated and if public notification should
remain in effect.

The workgroup agreed that when a REC-1 standard expressed as an SSM is not met during dry
weather, repeat sampling would be done, as specified in the Ocean Plan. The workgroup noted
that the Ocean Plan specifies that results from such repeat sampling are to be used to calculate
30-day geometric mean values.

The workgroup recognized that the Ocean Plan does not require repeat sampling if a sanitary
survey has been conducted to determine the source of elevated FIB levels. The workgroup
agreed, however, that additional sampling may be appropriate even if such a sanitary survey
has been conducted, in order to determine if public notification should remain in effect. The
workgroup agreed that OCHCA should determine if and when additional sampling is appropriate
under such circumstances because OCHCA is the local agency with primary responsibility for
protecting public health in Orange County.

The workgroup recognized that State law does not require additional sampling when a REC-1
standard expressed as a 30-day geometric mean is not met during dry weather. Nevertheless,
the workgroup agreed that additional sampling may be appropriate under such circumstances in
order to better characterize variability in beach water quality and to ensure that public
notifications do not remain in effect longer than necessary. The workgroup agreed that OCHCA
should determine if and when additional sampling is appropriate under such circumstances
because OCHCA is the local agency with primary responsibility for protecting public health in
Orange County.

The workgroup agreed that, because there are REC-1 standards for three types of FIB, all
samples collected as part of additional sampling triggered when a REC-1 standard is not met
should be analyzed for all three types of FIB, regardless of which type(s) of FIB did not meet the
REC-1 standard(s).



Investigations

Where REC-1 standards are not consistently met, investigations would be conducted to produce
information needed to guide decision-making and management actions. Accordingly, these
investigations would assess human health risks, identify sources of elevated FIB levels, and/or
evaluate other pertinent factors, as appropriate. Such investigations would be conducted
systematically, using a hypothesis-driven approach.

The results of routine, ongoing beach water quality monitoring conducted as part of the unified
program would be analyzed to determine where REC-1 standards are not consistently met. The
protocols and criteria used to determine whether waters should be listed a