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ES.8 MISSION BAY AND LA JOLLA
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This section sumarizes the results and assessment of thei2008
2009 monitoring programs conducted in the Mission BagtLa
Jolla Watershed Management Area (WMA). Monitoring
activities conducted in compliance with Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) Order R20070001 (Permit) are
provided inTable ES.8L.

_A Mission Bay and h"\z
La Jolla WMA

Table ES.81.2008 2009 Monitoring Program Activities

Program Data Set | Constituents Assessed

Receiving Water Monitoring

Ambient Monitoring Water chemistry and toxicity

Rapid Stream Bioassessments Egglttr;l:: macroinvertebrates, periphyton, and phys

Wet Weather Monitoring Water chemistry, bacteria, taily, and trash

PostStorm Sediment Pyrethroid Monitoring Grain size, synthetic pyrethroid pesticides, and T(
RHMP - water general chemistry, bacteria, metals

Third-Party Data pesticidey and sediment (chemistry, toxicity, and

benthic macroinvertebras)

Urban Runoff Monitoring

Jurisdictional Dry Weather Monitoring Field and analytical chemistry, bacteria, and trash
MS4 Outfall Random Dry Weather Monitoring Chemistry and bacteria

MS4 Outfall Random Wet Weather Monitoring Chemistry and bacteria

MS4 Outfall Targeted Monitoring Chemistry, metals, and bacteria

Coastal Storm Drain Monitoring (CSDM) Program Fecal indicator bacteria

The Mission Bayand La JollaWMA is the smallest WMA lying entirely within San Diego
County at 43,221 acres. Théission Bay and La JollAVMA consists of six hydrologic areas

(HAs). Overall, residential and open space / parks and recreation land use each comprise
approximately onguarter of the WMA. Within the Scripps and Tecolote HAs, residential land

use is predominar{t40%), whereas in the smaller HAs surrounding Mission Bay (Vacation Isle

and Fiesta Island), open space / parks and recreation is the primary land use category. Land use
within the Mission Bay HA is primarily comprised of water (93%Mhe Mission Bay and.a
JollaWMA is located entirely within City of San Diego jurisdiction aisdthe most densely
populated WMA inSan DiegdCounty,

Within this watershed, contaminants identified on the 2006 State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) Section 303(d) list arprovided in Table ES-8 with relevant total maximum daily

load (TMDL) status. However, several changes are currently proposed in the 2008 Draft 303(d)
List currently under development.

20081 2009 Urban Runoff Monitoring Report ES-1
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Table ES.82. Mission Bay and La JollaWatershedM anagementArea State Water
ResourcegControl Board Section 303(d) Listed Waterbodies and
Total Maximum Daily L oad Status

Waterbody Name | Pollutant/Stressor on 2006 SWRCB 303(d) List| ~ TMDL Status
Under develoment for

Mission Bay Shoreline Indicator bacteria (added by USEPA, 2006) o X
fecal indicator bacteria

Mission Bay (ara near the mouth .

of Rose Creekrly) Eutrophic,lead Not developed

Mission Bay (area r& the mouth Eutrophic,lead Not developed

of Tecolote Creekmly)

Indicator bacteria, cadmium, coppkead, toxicity, | Under development for

Tecolote Creek zinc, phosphorus, and turbidity fecal indicator bacteria

Summary of Monitoring Program Data to Address the Permit Core Management
Questions

Receiving water monitoring was conducted during one ambient weather (@ewo SMC

sites) and one wet weather event (at the Tecolote MLS). Annual receiving water monitoring is
conducted on a rotating schedule between the north and south portions of San Diego County as
described in Table 1 of the Permiith the exception o€hollas Creekwhichis monitored each

year. In 20082009, the scope of the monitoring program was adjusted due to the Copermittees
participation in the Southern California Bight Regional Monitoring Program.

Each element of the Peramggquired monitorig program was designed to provide scientific data
to address five core management questions. The core management questions, as listed in the
Permit, are presented as follows:

1. Are conditions in receiving waters protective, or likely to be protective, néfimal
uses?

What is the extent and magnitude of the current or potential receivingwaldéems?
What is the relative urban runoff contribution to the receiving water pros)@m(
What are the sources of urban runoff that contribute to receiving pratelem(s)?

Are conditions in receiving waters getting better or worse?

abrown

The core management questions were designed to provide focus in the research and development
of specific study objectives and the execution of data collection, data analysis, atidgdpo

this monitoring program. Elements of the monitoring program for each WMA vary across spatial
and temporal scales. Therefore, data support only partial resolution of each core management
qguestion. Through continued monitoring and the refinemetitiefPermit requirements a more
complete understanding of the answers to each of the overarching management questions may be
obtained.

Assessments were conducted using data from multiple monitoring proguadrike results were
applied to the relevant o® management questions using a weafrevidence approactihe
results for theMlission Bay and La Joll&/MA are summarized iffable ES.&3.
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Table ES.83. Summary of WatershedM anagementArea Assessment Findings

(=)
=
S
]
=
=
o
=

Receiving Water Monitoring Program

Elements

Assessment

Ambient Receiving
WaterSummary

Summary of Findings

ConstituentSummary
- Total nitrogen > benchmark in 100% of
samples
- Chloride, sulfate, and total phosphorus >
benchmark in 50% of samples
No constituents were observed at a magnitude of
exceedance more than five times the benchmark.
Ambient toxicity was observed at one location in the
upper Tecolote Creek Site during the SM@rioring.
No toxicity was observed #te Rose Canyon Creek
SMC Site.

Wet Weather
Receiving Water
Assessment

Constituents of concemn
- High frequency of occurrence (turbidity, total
coliform, fecal coliform, enterococcus).
Fecal coliform was the only constituent with a mean
magnitude bexceedance more than five times the
benchmark.
No persistent toxicity was observed.

Rapid Stream
Bioassessment

Altered benthianacroinvertebrate communities (Very
Poor IBI ratings) were observed at both monitored sit

Third party

RHMPT dissolved copper was the only analyte to
exceed water quality benchmarks. Throughout Missig
Bay, overall sediment quality was determined to be
unimpactedat 8 of 8 sites monitordoased on SQO
Guidelineassessments

1,2

Mission Bay and La JollaWMA

Urban Runoff Monitoring

Ambient Urban
Ruroff Summary
(Jurisdictional, MS4,
CSDM)

Results above action levels or benchmarks
- Jurisdictional: pH, Conductivity, Turbidity,
Nitrate, Total coliform, Enterococci
- MS4: TDS, Total nitrogen, Total phosphorus
Fecal coliform, Enterococci
Fecal coliform ane@nterococci were the only
constituents with a magnitude of exceedance greatel
than five times the benchmark.
Trash assessment found no Submarginal or Poor rat|
sites.
CSDM: coastal storm drains do not impact coastal
receiving waters with any regular frezpcy.

Wet Weather Urban
Runoff Areas
Assessment (MS4

CSDM)

The MS4 random wet weather data suggest that at n
sites, loads appear to have been influenced by the
characteristics of the catchment, particularly land use
and drainage area. Additidmaonitoring is needed to
assess the extent to which wet weather effluent from
MS4 influences receiving water conditions.

CSDM: coastal storm drains do not impact coastal
receiving waters with any regular frequency

3,4

W /SOLUTIONS]
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Table ES.83. Summary of WatershedM anagementArea Assessment Findings

Assessmnt Summary of Findings

[ N
c E &
g8
=2 O E
seo
o
s Ll

A Significantly increasing trends were observed for totg
Receiving Water hardness and enterococcus.

Trend Assessment | A Significantly decreasing trends were observed for
Diazinon and TSS.

A WMA high frequency obccurrence ratings for turbidity
and indicator bacteria (total coliforms, fecal coliforms| 9
and enterococciyjere consistent with the 2002006
BLTEA ratings as it relates to the Tecolote HA.

A In contrast to the 2002006 BLTEA rating, heavy
metals dissolvel minerals and nutrientsvere not
identified as high frequency of occurrence COCs

! Constituents of concern are determined by a rating system that evaluates the frequency and magnitude of a constitaesteatamte i
criteria. Low, medium, and higinequency of occurrence describe the relative ranking of those constituents. The ranking methodology is
described in Appendix B.

2001 2006 Baseline
Long-Term
Effectiveness
Assessment Ratings

WMA Assessment

Based on these results, each of the five Core Management Questions are addressed below.

1. Are conditions in receiving watersprotective, or likely to be protective, of beneficial
uses?

Core Management Question 1 was addressed with the wet weather data ass&ésenmestilts

of the 20082009monitoring program in theMission Bay and La Joll&/MA indicate thatsome

of the constuents monitored wer&entified as high frequency of occurrence GO&hose
concentrations have frequently exceeded their respective benchmarksMisdiom Bay and La
JollaWMA, these COCs includeditbidity and indicator bacteria (total coliform, &coliform,

and enterococci)This suggests that some beneficial uses may be impaired by these constituents.

Historical stream bioassessmeasults indicate evidence of benthic community impairment in
the Mission Bay and La Jolla WMA, with Poor orevy Poor IBI ratings at th&ecoloteCreek
site since 2001and similar ratings at the Rose Credidditional bioassessment monitoring
conducted at SMC sites in the WMA producédry Poor ratingsThese low ratings may be
influenced bya number of factorsncluding poor instreamphysicalhabitat and the presence of
pesticides(the synthetic pyrethroid Bifenthriexceeded the benchmaduring wet weather
monitoring or other constituents not monitored in this progrdarhe bioassessment results
suggest that theeceiving waters may not be protective of beneficial uses.

Toxicity to H. aztecaduring wet weather conditions in tiMission Bay and La Joll&WMA was
observed ofNovember 42008 at the Tecolote Creek ML$1 previous years, toxicity has been
sporadicat this site. Since 2000, toxicity has been identified seven tion@sdubig four times

to H. aztecaand once t&. capricornutumThere is no evidence of persistent toxicity at this site
in ambient or wet weather monitorinbhe lack of persistent t@ity at this site indicates that the
receiving waters are likely protective of beneficial uses.

20081 2009 Urban Runoff Monitoring Report ES-4
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Third party data provided by the Regional Harbor Monitoring Program indicate that Mission Bay
sediments were unimpacted at 8 of 8 sites based on SQO Gusd®lission Bay also had the
lowest level of chemical pollutants of all the RHMP harbors.

2. What is the extent and magnitude of the current or potential receiving water
problems?

Core Management @@stion 2 was addressed with magnitude of exceedance fatiasbient
and wet weather conditioms the receiving waterand a spatial analysis of COC during ambient
conditions (wet weather monitoring was conducted amgeat the MLS in 20082009due to
participation in the Bight 608 Program

The greatest caentrationto-benchmark ratios during ambient conditions in kission Bay

and La JollaWMA were observed for total nitrogetotal phosphoryschloride, and sulfate

Total nitrogen concentrationgried from1.4 to 1.1times greater than the benchmatkhe two

sites. At one site in the Miramar HA, thatal phosphorus concentratioras2.3 times greater

than the benchmark and the chloride and sulfate concentrations were 2.0 times greater
Concentratiorto-benchmark ratios during wet weather at Tleeobte Creek MLSwvere greatest

for indicator bacteria. The fecal coliform concentration during the 2008 storm event was more
than 18 times greater than the benchmark. Bacterial concentrations vary widely in storm water
runoff, but fecal coliform concentratieratthe MLS on average have been nearly sduers
greater than the benchmark. The TDS concentration during wet wesa#regin 2008 2009 was
approximately three timegeater han the benchmark

Receiving water spatial patterns in thession Bay and.a JollaWMA varied by constituent.
During ambient conditions, receiving water concentrations of total nitrogen, total phosphorus,
constituents comprising TDS (chloride and sulfaeg)d the synthetic pyrethroid, Bifenthrin,
were greater than their respget benchmarks. Total nitrogen concentrations were greater than
the benchmark dioth ambient sites monitored in the WMA. The concentration was greatest at
one site in the Miramar HASimilarly, ambient conditio exceedances of total phosphsr
chloride,sulfate, and Bifenthrin were only observed at one $itese results provide a snapshot

of receiving water conditions during the time of the surigwever, additional data areeeded

to provide a more robust assessment of the spatial patterns of waliéy gonstituents within
theMission Bay and La Joll&/MA.

Historical stream bioassessment ratings conducted in the WMA indicate a Very Poor benthic
community at botimonitoring locationsThe consistent ratisgpf Poor /Very Poor at botlsites

since nonitoring began in 2001 and 20@Rggest that the extent of thhenthic community
impairment is not isolated to one area. This is supported by thé& 20WB bioassessment results,
which indicate a VeryPoor benthic community at &@IMC sitesmonitoredwithin the WMA.

As stated above, the third party data provided by the Regional Harbor Monitoring Program
indicate that Mission Bay sediments were unimpacted at 8 of 8 sites based on SQO Guidelines.
No patterns were evident and indicate that spatially, tlyesBdiments are unimpacted based on

the SQO Guidelines.

20081 2009 Urban Runoff Monitoring Report ES-5
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3. What is the relative urban runoff contribution to the receiving water problem(s)?

Core Management Question 3 was partially answered through the MS4 Outfall Monitoring
Program. In 2008009, theMission Bay and La JollAVMA MS4 was assessed through the
random dry, random wgand targeted dry programs.

Elevensites were visited as part of the random dry program, buttbrégwereflowing at the

time of the survey.Total nitrogen concentrations weebove the benchmark for all three
monitored sites. Total phosphorus, fecal coliform, and enterococcus concentrations were above
the benchmarks at one site in the Tecolote HA and one in the Miramar HA. General\ye a
concentrations werenuch greater irthe Tecolote HAcomparedwith the two sites in the
Miramar HA

Four sites were assessed during storm events as part of the random wet weather program.
Concentrations of several analytes including total nitrogen, total phospladsindicator
bacteria vere greater than benchmarks at some sites, suggesting that wet weather runoff from the
MS4 may have the potential to contribute to receiving water problems at these locations.
However, t is important to note that the benchmauked in the assessmeameapplicable only

to receiving waters and do not apply directly nanoff emanating from the MS4. The
benchmarks havbeenusedonly to help identify areas where MS4 runoff has the potential to
contribute to receiving water problems, thus addressing Coreadéament Question 3.
Normalized loads calculated for the sites assessed were gfeatesist constituentprimarily

ata sitein theupper region of HSA 906.30 (Scripps HAyhere thecatchment was characterized

by primarily residentiagland transportatimland uses.

A total of 14 sites in th#lission Bay and La Joll&WMA were visited as part of the targeted dry
weather program, eight of whiclere flowing at the time of the survey. Thus, 43% of the
targeted dry weather sites were ponded or dry, comparecer 73% of the random dry weather
sites.Drought restrictions implemented in the summer of 2009 may have helped to reduce flows
from some areaslhe chemistry data from the flowing and ponded sites were used to address
Core Management Question 3 byngmaring concentratianof chemical analytes in the MS4
runoff to receiving water quality benchmarks for the following constituemits& grease,
chloride, nitrate, total nitrogen, total phosphorus, TDS, and indicator bactexiafdcal
coliforms and ererococc). Each of these constituents had concentrations that were greater than
their respective benchmarks at least five of the 14 sites assessed. Concentrations of total nitrogen
exceeded the benchmark most frequently followed by total phosphorusediies isuggest that
effluent from the MS4 has the potential to contribute to receiving water problems at those
locations where benchmarks were exceeded.

A comparison of instantaneous loads, based on constituent concentrations and flow at the time of
the aurvey, suggests that loads wdrequentlygreatest where flow rates were higheshich

was found atwo sites along Rose Creek in the Miramar HAS4 runoff from these sites may

have a greater potential for contributing to the receiving waters becaudiee afjreater
instantaneous loads measured at the time of the surveys. Th&2@008targeted MS4
monitoring data allow for a relative comparison of instantaneous loads among sites in the
Mission Bay and La Joll&/MA; however, the results should not be ddesed representative of

20081 2009 Urban Runoff Monitoring Report ES-6
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dry weather MS4 runoff in the watershed. More meaningful spatial comparisons can be made as
a more robust data set is developed in subsequent years of the MS4 Outfall Monitoring Program.

The results of the CSDM Program suggést coastal storm drains do reggpear to be affecting
bacterial densities ioastal receiving waters with any regular frequedaying dry or wet
weather conditions among the sites sampled

4. What are the sources of urban runoff that contribute to receivirg water problem(s)?

Core Management Question 4 is partially answered through land use analysis and limited
monitoring data. The Jurisdictional DWM Program, the CSDM Program, and trash assessment in
the receiving waters provide some information on urbaofftsources. More detailed discussion

of urban runoff sources can be found in each Coperrésttdarisdictional Urban Runoff
Monitoring Program Annual Report and in the CSDM Program Annual Report (Appehdix

The trash assessment conducted in PR089as part of the Jurisdictional DWM Program was
used to identify sources of trash in tiession Bay and La Joll®/MA. A total of 150 sites were
assessed for trash in the WMA, including four HABe Mission Bay and La Jolla WMA is
relatively trash free anthe distribution of trash is homogous The Tecolote HA had the
greatest percentage of sites with Marginal ratings, indicating that this portion of the watershed
contained the greatest amount of trash in the WMA. The WMA had no siteSwtharginal or

Poor ratings.This result coincides with one of the major urbanized population centers in the
WMA.

A dry weather source identification study of single family residences was conducted by the
Copermittees during the 2008009 Monitoring Season. Results icalied that synthetic
pyrethroids were commonly detected in runoff from residential land uses in concentrations above
published toxicity benchmarks for aquatic invertebratéswvever, the Stormwater Monitoring
Coalition suggests that the synthetic pyretthamalytical method may be highly variable (Schiff,
2009). Pyrethroid benchmarks presented in this document are for comparison purposes only and
for further assessment with toxicity resul®acteria results were generally higher at sites
influenced from werland runoff in comparison to one site influenced from continuous
groundwater flowsAdditionally, nitrate, chloride, and elevated conductivities were associated
with areas influenced by groundwater discharges (which may be a result of perched water
tables).

5. Are conditions in receiving waters getting better or worse?

Core Management Question 5 was addressed through trend analysis of constituent concentrations
from wet weathemonitoring over time at th€ecolote Creek MLSBased on the trend analysis,
indicator bacteria (i.e., enterococemnd total hardnesare increasing over time at this site. In
contrast, concentrations Diazinon and TS&re decreasing over time.

Although the trend analysis indicates a significant increasing trend for hardmesdppe is
relatively shallow. Hardness does not have a specific benchmark but is the balses @R
benchmarkdgor dissolved copper, lead, and zinc. The inverse relationship between hardness and
toxicity means that increases Irardnesgesults in a tyher benchmark for dissolved metals
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Enterococcus concentrations currently exceed the benchmark and exhibit a moderately
increasing trend. Theoncentrations expected to increase approximately 887N/100 mL per
year.

Diazinonand TSS concentrationpear to be decreasing over time at the Tec@oséekMLS.

In 2008 2009, the resultdor Diazinon were nofetect. There is alecreasing trend for
Diazinon, but its magnitude cannot be quantified due to the high percentagedstactresults.

Due to tle ban on pesticides containing Diazinon, this pattern is expected to continue in the
future. The TSS concentration was above the benchmark foii 2008 Monitoring Season.
Trend analysis indicates a significant decreasing trend for TSS, bempgheteddecreaseof 1.51

mg/L per year is not expected to result in concentrations falling below the benchmark in the
current Permit cycle.

The bioassessment ratings at the two monitoring sites in the WMA have been Poor or Very Poor
in all assessments conductednir@001 to 2008 and there are no apparent trends in the benthic
community.

Toxicity has sporadically been observed in samples collected from the TeCoémkMLS.

Since 2000, toxicity has been identified six time€talubig four times toH. aztecaand once

to S. capricormitum. However, there is no evidence of persistent toxicity at thisHite.lack or
persistent toxicity at this site indicates that the receiving waters are likely protective of beneficial
uses.

Overall water and sediment qualityoughout RHMP harbors, including Mission Bay, appears
to be improving based on a weigbftevidence approach. Primary indicators of kiegn water
qguality as well as sediment chemistry, toxicity, and benthic infaunal community all showed
significant impovements over historical conditions.

Recommendations

The recommendations for this watershed are to continue with the requirements of the Permit,
including monitoring athe MLS to determine lonrterm trends, monitoring for toxic and benthic
impacts, anddentification of upstream sources d8OCs The addition of TWAS locations
within the Mission Bay and La JollAVMA during the 20082010 Monitoring Seasowill

provide informatiornregardingconditions in other areas of the WMA. Furthermore, conducting
ambient weathemonitoring at the Tecolote Creek MLS and future TWAS locations will provide
information regardingthe conditions in the receiving water during dry weather. MS4 Outfall
Monitoring and Source ldentification Monitoringiill augment the data collesd during the

2008 2009 Monitoring Season.

Specific recommendations for the Mission Bay and La Jolla WMA are based on the triad
assessment in the Permit. Based on wet weather conditions, addressing upstream sources of
turbidity are recommended. In additi, it is recommended to address the potential role of urban
runoff in causing physical habitat disturbance.
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8.0 MISSION BAY AND LA JOLLA WATERSHED MANAGEMENT
AREA

This section presents thdission Bay and La JollAVatershed Management Area (WMA)
monitoring data for the 2002009 Monitoring Season. The following subsections are presented
in compliance with thd&keceiving Waters and Urban Runoff Monitoring Progransam Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) OrderZE® 70001 (Permit) to addss core
management questions listed in the Permit. The organization of this WMA section is as follows:

A A discussion of the core management questions listed in the Permit and how this
Monitoring Report addresses each question.

A An overview of the WMA, regulary water quality challenges, and the monitoring site
descriptions used to assess the WMA.

>

Watershed monitoring activities and discussion of results.
A loading analysis and discussion of flow within the watershed.

> >

WMA assessments, triad assessment, andelBe LongTerm Effectiveness
Assessment (BLTEA) priority ratings.

A Conclusions and recommendations.

The 20082009 report includes several changes from the Z8WI8 Monitoring Program, due
primarily to the 2008 Sout hemanMoreihgi Hrograrmi a B
sampling conducted in 2008009. Monitoring under the Regional Monitoring Program
conducted in 2008009 included the following:

A Monitoring was required at mass loading stations (MLS) as in previous years, but not at
the temporary warshed assessment stations (TWAS). One wet weather event was
monitored, but dry weather monitoring was not conducted at the MLS. During thie 2007
2008 Permit year, the Copermittees developed a new set of benchmarks based on current
and environmentally rel@nt water quality values. The benchmarks and their associated
references are provided in the Methods Section (Appendix B). A trash assessment was
conducted as part of the storm event monitoring.

A Ambient Bay and Lagoon Monitoring (ABLM) was not conductesl & separate
Copermittee program.

A The MS4 Outfall Monitoring Program was implemented in 2@Q0®9. The program
used a stratified random design for a regional evaluation of the MS4 outfalls as well as a
targeted approach at the watershed level. Targetedvelagher MS4 monitoring was
conducted by the jurisdictions.

A The Source Identification Program was implemented in 2P0@9. Two sites were
assessed, including one in the City of La Mesa in the San Diego Bay WMA and one in
the City of Del Mar in the Los Pagquitos WMA.

A The Copermittees participated in the Stormwater Monitoring Coalition (SMC)
Bioassessment Workgroup and the Southern California Regional Watershed Monitoring
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Program. Ambient water quality monitoring and rapid stream bioassessments were
conduded at 16 randomly selected sites throughout the region, which included some
WMASs, but not all.

A The WMA assessment methods were modified to utilize bioassessment data from
previous years since the MLS sites were not sampled infi200800 9 due t0® t he I
Monitoring Program. This provides an assessment of wet weather and dry weather as
well as an integrated assessment of water quality conditions in the WMA.

8.1 Watershed Core Management Questions

This WMA Monitoring Report is designed to answer the follayvfive core management
guestions listed in Section I.B of the Receiving Waters and Urban Runoff Monitoring Program:

1. Are conditions in receiving waters protective, or likely to be protective, of beneficial
uses?

2. What is the extent and magnitude of the cuwent or potential receiving water
problems?

3. What is the relative urban runoff contribution to the receiving water problem(s)?

4. What are the sources of urban runoff that contribute to receiving water problem(s)?

5. Are conditions in receiving waters getting bter or worse?

While some of the core management questions can be answered through the monitoring and data
analyses that occur each year consistent with addressing the intended goals of the Permit, some
guestions can only be partially answered. HoweVss, grogram can provide needed data to
support other monitoring programs (e.g., bacterial source tracking studies) designed to answer
specific questions.

Watershed monitoring results were evaluated to answer the core management questions
presented above.oF the purposes of assessing this Urban Monitoring Runoff Program, results
were categorized and assessed as follows:

A Receiving water quality was assessed for ambient and wet weather conditions
separately.

A Trend analyses were conducted for receiving wsites.

A Urban runoff data were assessed for wet weather and ambient weather conditions
separately.

A Loading analysis was conducted to determine wet weather, ambient weather, and annual
loading as data availability allowed.

A Watershed area evaluations weredimied using the following assessments: frequency
of occurrence assessments for ambient and wet weather monitoring; an integrated
assessment that combines both ambient and wet weather data; a triad decision matrix
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that uses chemistry, toxicity, and bioassment results; and a comparison to a-teng
effectiveness assessment.

A Conclusions and recommendations provide a final summary of the results and steps
forward.

8.2 Mission Bay and La Jolla Watershed Management Area
Description

The Mission Bay and Lalolla WMA (within the Pefasquitoslydrologic Unit (HU) 906.00)
includes the Ros€reek Watershedndthe Tecolote CreekVatershed and is the small&¥8MA

in San Diego County. Th#lission Bay and La JollAVMA land area is 4321 acres.The
watershed includesix hydrologic areagHAS): Scripps (HA 906.30), Miramar (HA 906.40)
Tecolote (HA 906.5Q)Vacation Isle (HA 906.60), Fiesta Island (HA 906.70), and Mission Bay
(HA 906.80). The watershed is drained WByose Ceek which discharges into the northern
portion of Mission Bay andiy Tecolote Creekwhich discharges to the southern portion of
Mission Bay In the 1940smuch of the existing coastal marshland encompassed by Mission Bay
was converted to a,@00-acre aquatipark and residential land use aréanual precipitation
ranges from 10.5 inches near the coast to 13.5 inches in the eastern portion of the watershed.
HAs and named tributaries are shownFogure8-1.

8.21 Land Use

Land use categories within thdission Bay and La JollAVMA are shown onFigure 8-2

(SANDAG, 2007).Land use within the watershed is classified primarily as open $pzaés

and recreatio1i26%), residential (26% andtransportation (16%)Otherland useclassificatiors

include vacant and undeveloped land (6%), water (Fblic facility (5%), military (5%),

industrial (4%), commercial (4%), and commercial recreatich)(3Agriculture and under
construction land uses each make up less than 1b& ¢dnd use acreage.

When comparing the land use at the subwatershed level, the Scripps HA is comprised of
primarily residential (46%), transportation (20%), and open sppeeksand recreation (18%)

land usesThe Tecolote HA is comprised of simillend uses, primarily residential (41%) and
transportation (21%)The Miramar HA which is the largest HA in this WMAj)as more open
space parksand recreatioli33%) and less residential (19%) and transportation (1&f4) use

This HA is alsowhere the rajority of the military land useccurswithin the WMA, which
comprises 8%f the land use within this HA.

The three smaller HAs are Vacation Isle, Fiesta Island, and Mission Bay. In Vacation Isle, open
space / parks and recreation is 49% of the landandecommercial is 40%f the land use. Land

use for the Fiesta Island HA is open space / parks and recreation (63%), transportation (17%),
and commercial recreation (16%). Finally, the Mission Bay HA land use is primarily comprised
of water (93%), and comercial recreation and open space / parks and recreation comprise the
remaining 7%JLand use data tables and pie chartshipgirologic subarea (HS are presented

for each WMA inAppendix C.
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8.2.2 Population and Jurisdiction

The population in the watershed &imated at 231,730 penss or 3,602 persons per square mile
(SANDAG, 2005). TheMission Bay and La Joll&/MA is located entirely within City of San
Diego jurisdiction and is the most densely populated WMA in San Diego County. The higher
population densiéis are located in the Scripps and Miramar HAgyre8-3), which is reflective

of the more urban land use categories in those .aféaspopulation in the WMA is projected to
increase by 8%, reaching approximat2s0,000pemle by 2020 (SANDAG, 2005).

8.2.3 Beneficial Uses

The Mission Bay and La JollAWWMA supports a variety of ecosystems and provides many
beneficial uses. A listing of the beneficial uses in the San Diego Basin Plan is preséiable in

8-1. Contact and nenontact recreation, cold and warm freshwater habitat, and wildlife and
endangered species habitat uses are supported in the inland surface waters. The coastal waters of
Mission Bay support a variety of amtipogenic uses, including contact and -“oomtact
recreation and commercial and sport fishing, as well as a vaietgtuarine(i.e., wildlife,

marine rare, threatened, and endangered species hakatads shellfish havesting usesin

addition to watemresourcesthe watershed contains Mission Bay Raskich provides 4,235

acres of land and aquatic recreation areas.
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Table 8-1. Mission Bay and La JollaWatershed Management AreaBeneficial Uses

Inland
Beneficial Uses Surface

Waters @ waters

Waters ® Ocean

Coastal Pacific | Ground-

Municipal anddomesticsupply
Agricultural supply

Industrial grvicesupply (0]
Industrial pocesssupply

Groundwaterecharge

Freshwater replenishmen
Hydropowergeneration

Navigation

Contact wateragcreation

Non-contact vaterrecreation

Commercial andportfishing

Warm freshwater dbitat

Cold freshwatehabitat

Biological habitats ofspecial gnificance
Estuarine hbitat

Wildlife habitat

Rare, threatened, or endangerpécies

Marine habitat

Migration of aquaticorganisms

Shellfish tarvesting

Aquaculture
Spawningreproductionand/orearly cevelopment
, = Existing

O = Potential

@ Rose Canyon and Tecolote

® Mission Bay

Note: Beneficial uses vary bidU basin numberRlease refer to the Basin Plan for individdéls.

Source: Basin Plan September 8, 199dkles 22, 2-3, 24, and2-5), ameniments adopted through February 8, 2006.

8.24 Regulatory Water Quality Challenges

Potential mpacts to theMission Bay and La JollaVMA include surface water quality
degradation, beach closures, sedimentation, habitat degradation and loss, invesies, sp
natural sources, and eutrophication (San Diego Countyd)20be 2006State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) Sectias03(d) list was adopted by the SWRCB on October 25, ,2006
and finalized by thé&nited States Environmental Protection Agend$EPA on June 282007.
Table 8-2 presentghe watebodies in theMission Bay and La Joll&Vatershed that have been
placed on the 2006 SWRCB Section 303(d) IStnstituentsplaced on the 2006 SWRCB
Section303(d list includeindicatorbacteria along the Pacific Coabireline in the Scripps HA
andalong the Mission Bay shorelineutrophic conditions and lead in Mission Bay at the mouths
of Tecolote Creek and Rose Creednd cadmium, copper, lead, zinc, indarabacteria
phosphorus, toxicityand turbidity in Tecolote Credkigure8-4).

20081 2009 Urban Runoff Monitoring Report 8-5




Mission Bay and La Jolla

Watershed Management Area SECTION 8

Table 8-2. Mission Bay and La JollaWatershed Management Area Waterlodies on the
2006 State Water ResourcesControl Board Section303(d) List

Waterbody Name ‘ HA ‘ HA No. | Pollutant/Stressor
Mission Bay Shoreline Scripps 906.30 Indicator bacteria (added by USEPA, 200
Pacific Ocean Shoreline
(3.9 miles of the Childrén Scripps 906.3 Indicator bacteria

Pool Beach area only)
Mission Bay (area near the
mouth of Rose Creek Only)

Mission Bay (area near the
mouth of Tecolote Creek Only

Miramar 906.40 Eutrophicandlead

Tecolote 906.50 Eutrophicandlead

Indicator bacteria, chmium, copper, lead,
toxicity, zinc, phosphorus, and turbidity

Tecolote Creek Tecolote 906.50

Source: SWRCB, 206

The San Diego RWQCB adopted a Basin Plan amendment on December 12, 2007, to incorporate
the 19indicator bacteriagotal maximum daily bads (TMDLs) developed in theroject | i
Beaches and Creeks in the San Diego Regioject | involved calculating TMDLs for
numerous surface waters throughout San D{@gonty. Creeks discharging to lagoons, bays, or
harborswere not includedA bacterialTMDL for the Pacific Ocean sheline along the Scripps

HA was adopted (Resolution No. 29070044) and several municipalities have been
identified as responsible partiegnterim and final goals for reducing fecal coliform and
enterococusloading overtenyears are detaileih the TMDL. Municipalities will achieveliese
reductions through conditiorte be written into theMunicipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) Storm Water Permit by thBan DiegoRWQCB. However, recent information indicates
that the San Diego RWQCB will revise th@ MDL load allocations based on number of
allowableexceedancelays within the watersheds as opposed to a listed bacterial density most
probable number (MPNRs it is currently written (Toblepers comm2008).The Beaches and
Creeks Bacteria TMDL is due be adopted in 2009 (Chiu, pers comm, 2009).
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Figure 8-4. Mission Bay and La JollaWatershed Management Area2006 Sate Water ResourcesControl Board Section303(d) Listed Watetbodies
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