ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED POLICY








This section provides an analysis of potential adverse environmental effects of SWRCB adoption of the Water Quality Control Policy on guidance for development of the BPTCP cleanup plans.  The SWRCB and the RWQCBs will use a three phase process for adoption of the Regional and Statewide Toxic Hot Spot Cleanup Plans.  The three phases are:





1.	The SWRCB will adopt a policy outlining the toxic hot spot definition, ranking criteria and other factors needed for the consistent development of the BPTCP cleanup plans (as presented in this program FED).  


.


2.  	The RWQCBs will adopt the regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans.





3.	The SWRCB will compile and adopt the consolidated toxic hot spot cleanup plan.  The SWRCB will develop a FED to facilitate CEQA and APA compliance.  The SWRCB will use the same procedures used for adoption of the Policy in Phase 1 for adoption of the Statewide consolidated toxic hot spot cleanup plan.  Any environmental impacts identified in the development of the Regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans will be evaluated when the consolidated toxic hot spot cleanup plan is considered by the SWRCB.





The analysis that follows identifies differences between existing RWQCB practices under current Water Code provisions and the proposed Policy, and the potential environmental effects of these differences.  Also, this analysis examines whether adoption of the proposed Policy would change anything and, if so, does the change have the potential for significant adverse effects.  





After evaluating the potential adverse effects of each of the issues in the proposed Policy, no issues were found to have the potential for significant adverse environmental effects.


Baseline


The baseline is the existing physical conditions under current RWQCB practices for addressing polluted water and sediments.  The baseline is what is now occurring in the absence of the proposed Policy.





At present, the SWRCB and the RWQCBs have a variety of options for addressing polluted water and sediments in the absence of the BPTCP and the requirements for toxic hot spot cleanup plans.  The various bases for regulation of toxic pollutants and their implementation procedures are discussed below.





The SWRCB and the RWQCBs implement State (Porter-Cologne Act) and Federal law (Clean Water Act) for the protection of water quality.  The RWQCBs regulate point discharges through Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits.  Because the SWRCB and the RWQCBs operate the NPDES permit program in California, one permit is usually issued to point dischargers to comply with State and Federal statute.  For nonpoint dischargers, the RWQCBs can issue WDRs to protect beneficial uses.  The current functions of the SWRCB and the RWQCBs are described below.


Planning


The RWQCBs have Water Quality Control Plans for their Regions (Basin Plans).  The plans contain inventories of beneficial uses of the waters in the regions and water quality objectives to ensure reasonable protection of the beneficial uses.  The plans also contain an implementation program to achieve the water quality objectives.  This program can include the actions necessary to achieve water quality objectives,  a time schedule for the actions, and descriptions of the monitoring necessary to determine compliance with objectives.  





The SWRCB can adopt State policies for water quality control or statewide water quality control plans.  Policies contain water quality principles and guidelines for long range resource planning, including surface water management.  Policies may also contain water quality objectives.  RWQCB basin plans must conform to all SWRCB Policies.  





Plans and Policies are implemented through the issuance of WDRs, NPDES permits, cleanup and abatement orders, and other enforcement actions.


WDRs and NPDES Permits


All dischargers of waste to the waters of the State must apply for and receive from a RWQCB a WDR.  This document lists what can and can not be discharged to the waters of the State.  WDRs implement water quality control plans and are intended to protect the beneficial uses of receiving water.  WDRs are adopted by RWQCBs after interested parties and the discharger has had an opportunity to comment on the provisions of the WDR.





The issuance of WDRs satisfies the requirements of both State and Federal law.  Consequently, for a point discharger WDRs are considered to be a NPDES permit.  Under the Water Code (Chapter 5.5)  the RWQCBs have the authority to issue NPDES permits for a fixed term not to exceed five years.  Other authorities include inspection and monitoring, notice to the public, notice to the U.S. EPA, notice to any other affected state, protection of navigation, enforcement, a pretreatment program, and necessary enforcement authorities.





The RWQCBs regulate nonpoint source discharges of pollutants to surface waters primarily through application of the SWRCB’s Nonpoint Source Management Plan (NPS Plan).  The NPS Plan provides a policy for addressing all types of nonpoint source discharges (such as agricultural return flows).  The NPS Plan gives the RWQCBs the discretion to determine which of three options, individually or in combination, should be used to address a nonpoint source pollution problem.  The options are:  (1) voluntary implementation by dischargers of best management practices (BMPs); (2) regulatory actions by RWQCBs to encourage dischargers to implement BMPs; and (3) RWQCB issuance of effluent limitations in WDRs.


Enforcement


RWQCBs have a variety of enforcement actions that they can use to ensure that WDRs and NPDES permits are met.  The actions can be administrative (actions taken by the RWQCB) or judicial (considered in the courts after referral to the State Attorney General).  The enforcement actions listed below are at the discretion of each RWQCB, and, as a result, there may not be strict uniformity as to method or level of enforcement from Region to Region.


Administrative Civil Liability


The process of imposing administrative civil liability orders begins when the RWQCB staff issues a complaint to an alleged violator for discharging waste, for failure to furnish or furnishing false technical or monitoring reports, for various cleanup and abatement violations, and other issues.  These orders are based on the violation of a WDR, a NPDES permit, or a prohibition in a water quality control plan.


Cease and Desist Orders


 These orders are based on the violation of  a WDR, a NPDES permit, or a prohibition in a water quality control plan.  The violation can be actual or threatened.  The order itself must be adopted by the RWQCB.  


Cleanup and Abatement Orders


This type of order directs a discharger to do or not do something.  The cleanup and abatement order can be based upon a violation of existing regional board orders (e.g., WDRs) or where someone has discharged waste or threatens to discharge waste.  The effect of the order is to cleanup the waste discharged or abate the effects of the waste, or in the case of threatened pollution or nuisance, to take other remedial action.


Potentially Significant Adverse Environmental Effects


The proposed Policy was evaluated in terms of the baseline described above.  The analysis of each issue is formatted consistently as described below.





1.	Existing RWQCB Practices.	





This section provides a brief description of how RWQCBs currently address this issue.














2.	Proposed Policy.





This section provides a brief description of how the Policy addresses the issue and a brief description of why the Policy was developed this way.





3.	Differences Between the Policy and Existing Practices.





Differences between (1) and (2).





4.	Potential Adverse Environmental Effects.





What are the potential effects of the differences between the proposed Policy and the existing RWQCB practices?





5.	Potentially Significant Adverse Environmental Effects.





Are any anticipated potential adverse environmental effects in (4)  significant?





Issue 1:  	Authority and Reference for Guidance on Developing Toxic Hot Spot Cleanup Plans 


1.	Existing RWQCB Practices.	





	Currently, the Water Code requires the RWQCBs to develop Regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans.  The plans are required to contain the following information:  (1) ranked list of all toxic hot spots, (2) estimate of areal extent of each toxic hot spot, (3) estimate of likely sources of  pollution at the toxic hot spot, (4) summary of actions initiated by the RWQCB at the site, (5) preliminary list of actions to remedy the toxic hot spot, (6) estimate of costs to implement actions, (7) estimate of costs recoverable from dischargers, and (8) expenditure schedule.  The provisions of the Water Code are not very specific with respect to these factors.





2.	Proposed Policy.





	The proposed Policy would limit flexibility in interpretation of the Water Code and would ensure consistent development of the toxic hot spot cleanup plans on a Statewide basis.   The proposed Policy allows for site-specific variances similar to the exception processes in Statewide Plans and regulations.  Variance provisions are needed in site-specific circumstances where the Policy cannot be implemented by the RWQCBs.  





	This approach was selected because it provided Statewide consistency in the development of the regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans and will facilitate the development of the consolidated cleanup plan.





3.	Differences Between the Policy and Existing Practices.





	The proposed Policy establishes mandatory requirements for the contents of cleanup plans and requires the use of specific ranking criteria and THS definition.  The RWQCBs will have less discretion in defining and ranking toxic hot spots.  The RWQCBs will also be required to include information in the cleanup plan that they might not have included otherwise (e.g., ranking based on weight-of-evidence or natural remediation potential).





4.	Potential Adverse Environmental Effects.





	The development of a Water Quality Control Policy will have no significant effect on the environment.  The proposed Policy will ensure the consistent development of regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans.  Standardizing the cleanup plans and establishing a consistent toxic hot spot definition and ranking criteria will increase the likelihood of the consolidated plan being completed by the June 30, 1999 deadline.





5.	Potentially Significant Adverse Environmental Effects.





	None.


�
Issue 2:	Toxic Hot Spot Definition


1.	Existing RWQCB Practices.





	The Water Code establishes a general definition. The statutory definition of a toxic hot spot gives the RWQCBs significant latitude in considering which locations in the State are considered toxic hot spots.





	It is very unclear how many toxic hot spots would be identified using the statutory definition.  Conceivably,  every water body that has been previously sampled could be designated as a toxic hot spot. 


 


2.	Proposed Policy.





	The proposed Policy would establish a specific definition of a toxic hot spot.  The specific definition of a toxic hot spot combines consideration of the statutory definition of a toxic hot spot, sediment quality assessment criteria from the SWRCB 1991 workshop, several programmatic and regulatory criteria, SPARC review, and tools currently available to identify toxic hot spots.





	The specific definition is separated into two parts:  candidate and known, based on whether the RWQCBs and SWRCB have adopted cleanup plans identifying the site as a known toxic hot spot.  Under the proposed definition, a site shall be considered a candidate toxic hot spot if it exhibits significant toxicity, high levels of bioaccumulation, impairment of resident organisms, degradation of biological resources, or if water or sediment quality objectives are exceeded.  Once the consolidated cleanup plan is adopted by the SWRCB then candidate sites will become known toxic hot spots.  Dischargers cannot be considered to be toxic hot spots.





	Sites that are not well characterized (i.e., insufficient data to designate as a candidate toxic hot spot) shall be characterized as areas of concern.  Any site designated as an area of concern will be considered for further monitoring to confirm preliminary indications of the site impairments.  





	This alternative was selected because it provided the RWQCBs and the SWRCB a specific definition of  a toxic hot spot that would allow the worst sites to be distinguished consistently from other sites.





3.	Differences Between the Policy and Existing Practices.


	


	Existing RWQCB practice is to broadly interpret the Water Code definition for use in planning for the cleanup or remediation of toxic hot spots.  This approach is problematic because it would be difficult to focus efforts where regulatory response is needed most.  Using the statutory definition would give the same "toxic hot spot" designation to sites with little information available as sites that are well studied.  The RWQCBs would then be required to develop a cleanup plan that planned for the remediation or further prevention of toxic pollutants at these sites. 





	The statutory definition of a toxic hot spot is quite general, and could be subject to an interpretation that would allow large portions (if not all) of California's coastline, including enclosed bays and estuaries, to be designated as a toxic hot spot. Once they are identified the parties responsible for the sites could be liable for the cleanup of the site or further prevention of the discharges or activities that caused the toxic hot spot.  





	The proposed Policy establishes a specific definition that limits the discretion of the RWQCBs but allows them to include Region-specific factors (e.g., use of appropriate species for monitoring, interpretation of toxicity data).  The specific definition also requires that a site should be considered a candidate toxic hot spot until the SWRCB has formally adopted the consolidated cleanup plan.  After this plan is adopted the site will become a known toxic hot spot.  This is necessary because the RWQCBs are required to initiate review of WDRs upon listing of toxic hot spots.  Delaying the designation until the consolidated cleanup plan is completed allows the SWRCB to complete the CEQA analysis before any plan implementation.


	








4.	Potential Adverse Environmental Effects.





	The specific definition of a toxic hot spot in the proposed Policy is not expected to result in adverse impacts to the environment.  The specific definition will allow for a more clear identification of toxic hot spots throughout the State.  The definition will clearly identify the worst sites.  This would allow the RWQCBs to better focus on these problem areas.  Sites with little or contradictory information will not be identified as toxic hot spots.  Sites that are of concern to the RWQCBs but do not meet the criteria of the definition are to be listed separately in the Regional cleanup plan.  As these sites are better characterized they may become candidate toxic hot spots.





	The RWQCBs recently completed proposed toxic hot spot cleanup plans using the specific definition presented in this FED.  For all Regions, a total of 37 sites were identified as candidate toxic hot spots and 63 sites identified as areas of concern (RWQCB, 1997a; 1997b; 1997c; 1997d; 1997e; 1997f; 1997g). 





5.	Potentially Significant Adverse Environmental Effects.





	None.





Issue 3:	Criteria to Rank Toxic Hot Spots in Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California


1.	Existing RWQCB Practices.





	The RWQCBs currently use the SWRCB’s Watershed Management Initiative to establish priorities for funding and addressing problems. 





	The California Water Code, Section 13393.5, requires the State Water Board to develop and adopt criteria for the priority ranking of toxic hot spots in enclosed bays and estuaries.  The criteria are to "take into account pertinent factors relating to public health and environmental quality, including but not limited to potential hazards to public health, toxic hazards to fish, shellfish, and wildlife, and the extent to which the deferral of a remedial action will result or is likely to result in a significant increase in environmental damage, health risks or cleanup costs."  





Each RWQCB is free to rank sites depending on their Regional priorities and needs.  





2.	Proposed Policy.





	The ranking system presented in the proposed Policy has been designed to (1) provide a general criteria for ranking sites, (2) address specific requirements of the Water Code (Water Code Section 13393.5), and (3) establish a categorical ranking of toxic hot spots.  The RWQCBs would be given discretion to rank sites based on the information available.  





	The ranking criteria provides the RWQCBs with five general criteria (plus a summary criterion) that can be used by each Region consistently but still allow for Region-specific interpretation and assessment of the final ranked order of sites.  





	This alternative was selected because it provides the best combination of Statewide consistency with RWQCB flexibility for ranking sites.  The ranking criteria allow for Regional differences in the data used to rank sites, allows RWQCB discretion in establishing the final site ranks and is not so specific to require numerical ranking.





3.	Differences Between the Policy and Existing Practices.





	The major differences between existing practices and the proposed policy is that the ranking criteria address the mandated requirements of the Water Code, is more specific and applies to enclosed bays, estuaries and the ocean.  The proposed Policy sets out a consistent method for ranking sites.  Existing practices are region-specific.





4.	Potential Adverse Environmental Effects.





	The ranking criteria will have no significant impact on the environment.  The role of the ranking criteria is to provide a priority list of sites based on the severity of the identified problem.  The Water Code calls for waste discharge requirements to be reevaluated in the ranked order.  Water Code Section 13395 states, in part, that the RWQCBs shall "initiate a reevaluation of waste discharge requirements for dischargers who, based on the determination of the Regional Board, have discharged all or part of the pollutants which have caused the toxic hot spot.  These reevaluations shall be for the purpose of ensuring compliance with water quality control plans and water quality control plan amendments.  These reevaluations shall be initiated according to the priority ranking established pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 13394 and shall be initiated within 120 days from, and the last shall be initiated within one year from, the ranking of toxic hot spots."





	The priority ranking for each site is to be included in a Regional toxic hot spot cleanup plan which describes a number of factors including identification of likely sources of the pollutants that are causing the toxic characteristics and actions to be taken to remediate each site.  The regional list of ranked hot spots will be consolidated into a statewide prioritized list of toxic hot spots, and included in the consolidated toxic hot spot cleanup plan.





	Within specified periods of time, waste discharge requirements for each source identified as contributing to a toxic hot spot are to be reviewed and revised (with certain exceptions) to prevent further pollution of existing toxic hot spots or the formation of new hot spots.  The reevaluation of permits is to be conducted in the order established by the priority ranking of hot spots.





	The focus on point and nonpoint sources of pollution at highly ranked sites will most likely improve water and sediment quality.  





	Using the categorical ranking criteria, the RWQCBs identified 17 sites Statewide as “high” priority (RWQCB, 1997a; 1997b; 1997c; 1997d; 1997e; 1997f; 1997g).





5.	Potentially Significant Adverse Environmental Effects.





	None.


Issue 4:	Mandatory Requirements for Regional and Statewide Toxic Hot Spot Cleanup Plans


1.	Existing RWQCB Practices.





	The SWRCB and RWQCBs are required by the Water Code (Section 13394) to address a variety of topics including the following information:





A.	A priority ranking of all THS, including recommendations for remedial actions;





B.	A description of each THS including a characterization of the pollutants present at the site;





C.	An estimate of the total cost to implement the cleanup plan;





D.	An assessment of the most likely sources of pollutants; (potential dischargers)





E.	An estimate of recoverable costs from responsible parties;





F.	Preliminary Assessment of Actions required to remedy or restore a THS;





G.	A two-year expenditure schedule identifying state funds to implement the plans;





H.	A summary of actions that have been initiated by the regional boards to reduce the accumulation of pollutants at existing THSs and to prevent the creation of new THSs





I.	Findings and recommendations concerning the need for a toxic hot spot cleanup program.





	No Specific guidance is given on what information should be included in each of these sections.





2.	Proposed Policy.





	The proposed Policy would establish specific requirements for what is required to adequately and consistently develop the Regional and Statewide Cleanup Plans.  This additional guidance does not limit the RWQCBs to the quantity of information presented but rather should establish the basic amount of information necessary to complete the requirements of the Water Code.  This alternative was selected because it will facilitate completion of the Statewide toxic hot spot cleanup plan. A section was also added that lists issues that will be considered in the Statewide consolidated plan.  





3.	Differences Between the Policy and Existing Practices.





	Existing policy provides the SWRCB and the RWQCBs a great deal of flexibility is determining the contents of the cleanup plans.  Beyond basic guidance of the topics to be covered there is no specific guidance on the contents of the plans.  The proposed Policy differs for the existing practices by requiring the RWQCBs to provide a minimum amount of information in the regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans.  The SWRCB will address issues raised by commenters on the draft FED (e.g., delisting sites, guidance on revision of WDRs, etc.).





4.	Potential Adverse Environmental Effects.





	The mandatory requirements for the contents of the toxic hot spot cleanup plans will have no significant effect on the environment.  The proposed Policy will result in more consistently developed regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans.  In most cases, the mandatory requirements will make the RWQCB cleanup plans more specific than would have otherwise been required.  Therefore, the proposed Policy will better protect California enclosed bays and estuaries.





5.	Potentially Significant Adverse Environmental Effects.





	None.














Issue 5:	Remediation Actions and Costs


1.	Existing RWQCB Practices.





	The RWQCBs develop responses to cleanup actions on a case-by-case basis.  Typically, the process the RWQCBs go through is (1) identify the potential problem, (2) identify any potentially responsible parties, and then (3) the existing enforcement authority to address the problem.  RWQCBs cannot specify what means a discharger must use to solve the identified problem (Water Code Section 13360).  





2.	Proposed Policy.





	The proposed Policy presents guidance on a variety of remediation technologies and approaches that are available.  The guidance requires the RWQCBs to consider a variety of remediation methods and requires the RWQCBs to estimate the costs of the cleanup, if possible.  When cost estimates are not available to address a toxic hot spot the RWQCBs will develop a watershed management effort that brings together dischargers so that realistic, problem-specific cost estimates can be made.  This alternative was chosen because it provides the RWQCBs with consistent guidance on estimating the actions necessary to address a sediment pollution problem and the costs associated with the alternatives and because it provides a mechanism to address the problem when cost estimates cannot be made.  The proposed Policy does not require that the estimates be used when the discharger voluntarily or through an enforcement action addresses the toxic hot spot.





3.	Differences Between the Policy and Existing Practices.





	Existing practices are to allow each RWQCB to develop cleanup actions based on the experience of individual staff and the identified dischargers.  The proposed Policy requires the RWQCBs to consider a variety of alternatives and to plan actions necessary to address polluted sites before any enforcement or other actions are implemented.   This alternative was selected because it will require the RWQCBs to complete preliminary plans for addressing toxic hot spots before enforcement or other actions are begun.





4.	Potential Adverse Environmental Effects.





	The remediation and costs guidance will have no significant effect on the environment.  The proposed Policy will result in more consistently developed regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans and will result in the RWQCBs completing preliminary planning for addressing the identified toxic hot spot.  The proposed Policy will better protect bays, estuaries and the ocean because the RWQCBs will complete much of the planning necessary to address the toxic hot spot.  In addition, since these approaches do not limit the RWQCBs once the cleanup plans are implemented (using existing authorities), the effect on dischargers for specifying the methods should be minimal.





5.	Potentially Significant Adverse Environmental Effects.





	None.


Issue 6:	Toxic Hot Spot Prevention Strategies and Costs


1.	Existing RWQCB Practices.





	The RWQCBs develop responses to address toxic hot spots that can include modifying and issuing WDRs or implementing the NPS Management Plan.  In fact, the Water Code requires that the RWQCBs initiate an evaluation of WDRs that may influence a listed toxic hot spot.  Typically, the process the RWQCBs go through is (1) identify the potential problem, (2) identify any potentially responsible parties, and then (3) the existing enforcement authority to address the problem.  There are a variety of programs that can be used to address toxic hot spots identified in the cleanup plans (Please refer to Issue 6 in the Issue Analysis section above).   Depending on the experience of RWQCB staff reviewing the WDRs, some or all of these programs will be considered in revising WDRs to prevent or cleanup a toxic hot spot.





2.	Proposed Policy.





	The proposed Policy presents guidance on a variety of prevention programs available to the RWQCBs.  The proposed Policy requires the RWQCBs to integrate efforts to address polluted sites by addressing pollution prevention of point and nonpoint sources in a watershed management approach.  The guidance restates the NPS Plan requirements for addressing NPS problems and encourages the RWQCBs to involve all interested parties in the development of prevention strategies.  The proposed Policy also provides guidance on what approaches the RWQCBs should use for pesticide residues.  The proposed Policy specifies that the RWQCBs work within existing watershed management efforts to protect water quality.  The proposed Policy recommends several types of analyses that should be considered as part of these efforts.





3.	Differences Between the Policy and Existing Practices.





	The proposed Policy does not represent a substantive change from existing practices but is designed to provide greater Statewide consistency.


	


4.	Potential Adverse Environmental Effects.





	The proposed Policy, as well as the various existing RWQCB practices, protects water quality by providing additional guidance to the RWQCBs on using a watershed management approach when evaluating point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  The proposed Policy does not represent a significant change from existing practices, and, therefore, would not have significant effects on water quality, human health, or aquatic life, or place significant additional requirements on dischargers.





5.	Potentially Significant Adverse Environmental Effects.





	None.


Growth-Inducing Impacts


CEQA defines the expected discussion of growth-inducing impacts and indirect impacts associated with growth in Section 15126(g) of the CEQA guidelines.  That section states:





“...Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas).  Increase in the population may further tax existing community service facilities so consideration must be given to this impact.  Also discuss the characteristics of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.  It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.”





The proposed Policy provides consistent Statewide guidance on the development of Regional cleanup plans and the consolidated toxic hot spot cleanup plans as required by the Water Code (Section 13390 et seq.).  The analysis of environmental impacts concludes that each part of the proposed Policy will not have a significant effect on the environment.  The proposed Policy is not expected to foster or inhibit economic or human population growth, or the construction of additional housing.


Cumulative and Long-Term Impacts


CEQA guidelines Section 15355 provides the following description of cumulative impacts:





“‘Cumulative impacts’ refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.


(a)  The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects.


(b)  The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.” 





One means of complying with CEQA’s requirement to consider cumulative impacts is to provide a list of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects which are related to the proposed action.  There is one project which meets this definition:  the development of the consolidated Statewide toxic hot spot cleanup plan.





The development of the consolidated toxic hot spot cleanup plan will involve compiling the Regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans and incorporating them into the consolidated cleanup plan.  When the SWRCB considers the consolidated plan, it will consider any unaddressed potential effects of the actions identified in the Regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans.  However, we do not know now what actions will be necessary because the Regional cleanup plans have yet to be completed in final form or adopted.  Once the Regional toxic hot spot cleanup plans are adopted and incorporated into a proposed consolidated plan, the SWRCB will conduct a CEQA review and consider unaddressed potential environmental impacts (both direct and indirect) of adoption of the proposed consolidated plan. 





When the program FED is prepared for the Statewide toxic hot spot cleanup plan, the SWRCB will provide the opportunity for public review.  The analysis that will take place in the program FED for the Statewide toxic hot spot cleanup plan will focus on specific issues identified at specific toxic hot spots (i.e., the analysis will most likely be tiered as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15385). 
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