From: Mark Morley

To: Reed, Charles@Waterboards

Subject: 10-7-2015 MARK MORLEY, ODD FELLOWS RECREATION CLUB
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 2:26:46 PM

Attachments: Russian River Bacterial TMDL Implementation Plan.pdf

Hi Charles,

| have attached the comments of the Odd Fellows Recreation Club Board of Directors in
response to the NCRWQCB's proposed Russian River Basin Plan Amendment. | will forward
these same comments by mail. Please let me know if you have any problems with the
attachment.

Thank you.

Mark Morley

General Manager

Odd Fellows Recreation Club
707-396-4779
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October 3, 2015

via US Mail and email to : Charles.Reed@waterboards.ca.gov
California Regional Water Quality Control Board North Coast Region
ATTN: Charles Reed

5550 Skylane Blvd., Suite A

Santa Rosa, California 95403

RE: Russian River Basin Plan Amendment
Bacterial TMDL Implementation Plan

To Whom It May Concern:

0Odd Fellows Recreation Club (OFRC) strongly supports the goal of cleaning up the Russian River. OFRC
was built around river recreation and for generations our families and friends have recreated in and
along the River. Moreover, our drinking water is influenced by the quality and flow of the river. The
health of the river, and the health of those recreating in and otherwise depending upon the river, is
therefore critical to us. This late summer season, with algae blooms limiting access to the river, has
served to highlight the importance of clean water both for recreation and for the local economy that
river recreation sustains.

Faced with a number of failing septic systems within its own community of 200 seasonal and year-round
homes, OFRC, at great cost to its members, embarked upon the construction of a community-wide
septic system at the turn of the millennium. This engineered and permitted system includes a winter
leach field and a summer leach field. It also includes a number of monitoring wells that, under the terms
of its operating permit with the Water Board, must be sampled, tested and reported regularly to ensure
that the system is functioning properly. Properly monitored and maintained, this system has functioned
perfectly since its installation, ensuring that the wastewater generated by OFRC families does not lead
to bacterial contamination of the river we all cherish. It clearly demonstrates that properly sited,
designed and monitored facilities can prevent adverse bacterial impacts to the river. This is the
responsibility that we have as part-time and full-time residents along the river: to ensure that our use of
the river does not diminish the benefits that the river in turn provides to all other river users.

OFRC therefore commends the efforts of the NCRWQCB in ensuring that the water quality of the Russian
River continues to support recreational and other benefits the river has historically provided. It is clear
that the Water Board takes its mandate seriously. It is equally clear that this much loved and much used
river is vulnerable to being over loved and over used. It has required, and will continue to require,
vigilant, conscientious and adaptive regulation to ensure that the river can sustain the needs of future
generations, especially as population pressures increase. '

However, while OFRC broadly supports the work of the Water Board to address excessive bacterial
loading of the Russian River, and indeed has undertaken extensive work of its own in support of this
same goal, we are troubled by a plan that, we believe, is predicated upon unclear science, is not
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equitable, is unlikely to achieve the desired bacterial count targets, and has not sufficiently engaged
those who will bear the brunt of impending regulation.

Based upon our review, the Bacterial TMDL Implementation Plan does not appear to establish a clear
link between historical bacterial readings along the Russian River and any observed iliness among river
recreators. Indeed the plan documents do not purport to establish load standards based upon observed
iliness. Rather, the plan relies upon broadly established links between waterway bacterial
concentrations and gastrointestinal illness derived from studies of other water bodies. It must be
acknowledged that 1) the plan’s load standard for the Russian River is not based upon a large body of
Russian River bacterial count data; 2) historic high bacterial counts along the river are typically of a
temporal nature (wet periods); and, 3) the intensity of recreation along the river is also of a temporal
nature (dry periods). Sonoma County has sampled the river for years during peak recreation times
(summer) and has reported the health risks, if any, to recreators according to standards developed by
the State of California. Few stretches of river, and few readings within those stretches, demonstrate
unhealthy or potentially unhealthy conditions for recreators. Indeed, when high bacterial counts have
been observed during periods of high recreational use it almost invariably can be associated with the
presence of large numbers of recreators. Of course, exposure to unhealthy water is serious regardless of
the time of year. But the exposure of recreators to such water is not established by this plan. Although it
may be accepted practice, it makes little sense to treat swimming and fishing as having the same level of
“water contact” exposure. Clearly, swimming, a dry season recreational activity, involves greater
exposure than fishing, which occurs year-round along the river. Because water contact recreation, even
when defined as including fishing, is engaged in by far more participants during the dry season than the
wet season, it must further be acknowledged that an illness standard of 32 illnesses per 1000 recreators,
which is regarded as sufficiently protective during the dry season, will yield dramatically fewer illnesses
during the wet season. If the goal of the plan is to minimize total illnesses among recreators, which it
should be, then a far more efficient and cost-effective approach would be to set different iliness ratio
targets for wet and dry seasons and/or to focus primarily on reducing bacterial loading during the dry
season when more recreators mean more exposure.

If, given an apparent lack of data supporting exposure of recreators to unhealthful bacterial loads, the
public health imperative of this plan is not immediately evident, this plan appears to rely upon an
equally unclear causal association between properly functioning OWTS and excessive bacterial
concentrations. The plan presents research specific to the Russian River linking large concentrations of
OWTS with-increased bacterial concentrations in the river. However, like the implementation strategies
themselves, the analysis of the contamination problem lumps together properly functioning OWTS and
improperly functioning OWTS. The research purporting to show the negative impacts to water quality of
OWTS on the Russian River is itself contaminated by an apparent failure to consider the impact of
properly functioning OWTS apart from failing OWTS. It seems to make little sense to mandate new
design requirements for all OWTS when it has yet to be established that all OWTS are part of the
problem and when enforcement of current design standards on currently failing systems has yet to be
shown as insufficient to address the excessive bacterial loading that the plan attributes to QWTS in
general.
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Of course, the implementation plan does not target all OWTS or even all potentially failing OWTS. That
makes it all the more troubling that the plan focuses on certain OWTS that, potentially, are properly
functioning, simply because of their proximity to OWTS that are failing. This inequity is substantially
compounded by the scant attention the plan directs toward direct fecal contamination to the riverine
environment by recreators, the homeless and itinerant laborers. Those of us who live along the river are
very familiar with the impacts of these populations. We have observed these populations, whether for
lack of facilities or concern, or both, defecating in and along the river. We are troubled that the plan
directs so little attention to the impacts of these users while creating regulatory framework and
strategies related to OWTS that are highly prescriptive. At the September 22 public hearing in Monte Rio
NCRWQCB staff presented the implementation plan as a “plan to plan”. Indeed, in regard to the obvious
deleterious impacts of recreators, the homeless and itinerant laborers, this implementation plan is little
more than a plan to plan. There is little exploration of the problem and of demonstrated effective
remediation strategies. However, in regard to OWTS, where the impact to recreation appears largely
speculative and poorly defined, the implementation plan mandates particular, elaborate and expensive
remediation strategies.

Moreover, given the lack of focus on the impacts to recreational waters caused by recreators
themselves, the homeless and itinerant laborers, this plan seems unlikely to succeed at actually reducing
illnesses associated with water contact recreation. And what then? Individuals and communities with
OWTS will have directed substantial energies and monies to upgrading their systems with no apparent
reduction to the total number of water contact recreation illnesses. We are concerned that this plan will
fail to meet its bacterial load standards, and that when those standards are not met, this plan will have
opened the door to making greater demands of the owners of OWTS despite a lack of correlation
between OWTS in general and water contact illnesses, much as is occurring with this very
implementation plan.

Our discomfort with the research supporting this plan, the unequal burden of the implementation
strategies, and the poor prospect for success despite the high costs to numerous OWTS owners, is
compounded by the uncertainties created by the plan’s lack of geographic specificity. As has been
widely decried at the public hearings, the plan does not provide a map outlining the specific high, low
and no priority areas. Rather, the plan makes reference to community names and general geographic
areas without providing any greater definition. For a plan that is so prescriptive in its requirements for
OWTS owners, it is indeed hard to understand how there can be so little definition of the areas to be
most impacted by the plan’s mandates. Is there so little analysis of existing OWTS that the plan cannot
provide greater specificity as to where it is believed the problem of alleged OWTS-related contamination
derives? If so, then the plan would seem premature. If not, then it seems appropriate to document the
specific target areas so that those owners of OWTS who will be immediately affected can know and
respond with certainty, and so those owners of OWTS whose systems are not specifically designated can
have some assurance against “plan creep” once the plan moves to the implementation stage.
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Had the plan included a map of its high, low and no priority areas, NCWRQCB could have provided
individual notice to all OWTS owners in high and low priority areas. We are concerned by the lack of
notice of this plan to the communities affected by it and to the individual owners of OWTS most likely to
be affected by it. The comment made by NCRWQCB staff at the September 22 meeting that mailing of
individual notices would have been “too expensive” seems like a shirking of the responsibility of
transparency, especially given the substantial costs that this plan will impose on those who come under
its mandates. Beyond the lack of noticing, it appears that NCRWQCB did not seek the participation of
those likely to be most affected by the plan as it developed its implementation plan. The hearing
calendar for plan development shows that the public was invited at the initial stages of plan
development and then again only when the plan was ready to be submitted to State-level agencies for
approval. Although stakeholders were invited to meetings to discuss implementation strategies, these
stakeholders did not include the owners of OWTS, those who will be most impacted by the plan. It is
unfortunate that OWTS owners were not included in this process. Their inclusion might have led to a
plan that would have been more flexible, less costly, and more widely accepted.

There is already a set of standards in place for OWTS in Sonoma County. Many systems clearly do not
meet the current standards in place. Rather than focus on enforcing the current OWTS standards and
making subsequent evaluations of resulting impacts to bacterial counts, this plan, largely ignoring the
impacts of recreators, the homeless and itinerant workers, drawing upon an unclear linkage between
temporal bacterial counts and health impacts to recreational users, and an equally unclear linkage
between bacterial counts and dense concentrations of properly functioning OWTS, takes a laudable river
health and public health goal and uses that as the pretext for promulgating a plan that imposes huge
costs on owners of OWTS and promises little improvement in water contact recreation illnesses in
return. Accordingly, despite OFRC’s support for clean water standards in general, and regulations to
ensure the proper operation of OWTS specifically, we do not support NCRWQCRB’s Russian River
Bacterial TMDL Implementation Plan in its current iteration.

Sincerely,
ODD FELLOWS RECREATION CLUB

ident Robin Carlson, Vice President

Joanne Fauss, Mike Nelson, Board Member
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Pat Barnard, Board Member







