From: Brenda Adelman

To: NorthCoast

Cc: St.John, Matt@Waterboards; Reed. Charles@Waterboards

Subject: 10-8-2015 BRENDA ADELMAN, RUSSIAN RIVER WATERSHED PROTECTION COMMITTEE
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 4:26:06 PM

Attachments: 2015 Estuary GS Data Sum Provisional 09 30 15[1].pdf

High Water Use Wastewater Irrigators.doc

Comments SR Draft NPDES Permit #2.doc

Comments SR Draft NPDES Addendum.doc

Comments SR Draft NPDES Addendum #2.doc
RussianRiverWatershedProtectionCommittee 12-3-12.pdf
RRWPC comments on Draft Action Plan for Bacteria TMDL.doc

Importance: High

Matt and Charles:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Pathogen TMDL .

| decided to skip all the meetings today (I had another one besides yours) and work on my comments.
Please toss the ones | sent you yesterday; these are much more finished, although still far from perfect. |
have included the same attachments | sent you previously. Please send me brief response to let me know
you received these.

Brenda

Brenda Adelman

Russian River Watershed Protection Committee
P.O. Box 501

Guerneville, CA 95446

Email: rrwpc@comcast.net

RRWPC Website: www.rrwpc.org
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MDL* 0.200 0.10 0.00010 0.030 0.030 0.10 0.020 0.020 0.0400 0.0400 4.2 0.020 | 0.000050 20 20 2 Flow Rate**** | Estuary Status | Jenner
Date °C mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L NTU mg/L PN/100m{IPN/100mMPN/100mMPN/100mMPN/100m| (cfs) Gauge (ft)
5/12/2015 10:40:00 19.5 8.2 0.28 ND ND 0.075 ND 0.28 0.36 0.040 0.085 1.82 2.50 170 23 0.0011 770.1 521 4.1 10 31 199 Open 1.77
5/19/2015 11:20:00 20.0 8.2 0.21 ND ND 0.054 ND 0.21 0.26 0.031 0.066 171 1.82 170 0.82  0.00083 547.5 512 14.8 20 6.3 195 Open 0.59
5/26/2015 12:00:00 20.6 8.0 0.21 ND ND 0.051 ND 0.21 0.26 0.034 0.078 1.67 2.04 160 15 0.0019 770.1 1050 14.6 10 73 156 Open 0.97
6/2/2015 10:40:00 203 8.0 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.035 0.084 1.68 213 170 1.5 0.0016 1046.2 906 26.2 10 327 137 Closed 4.42
6/4/2015 10:50:00 210 8.2 ND ND ND 0.051 ND ND 0.23 0.043 0.11 1.63 2.19 170 16 0.0010 1299.7 1674 327 10 49.6 129 Closed 5.14
6/9/2015 11:30:00 236 8.2 0.21 ND ND 0.14 0.048 0.21 0.40 0.036 0.091 1.60 2.08 160 1.3 0.00082 17329 2481 36.9 41 22.8 126 Closed 6.45
6/16/2015 10:00:00 225 79 0.24 ND ND 0.058 ND 0.24 0.30 0.064 0.15 1.78 249 160 1.2 0.00082 >2419.6 4352 20.1 30 20.0 118 Open 0.84
6/23/2015 11:10:00 22.7 7.9 0.35 ND ND ND ND 0.35 0.35 0.038 0.099 175 2.25 160 1.6 0.0021 2419.6 1722 52 <10 18.7 109 Open 0.76
6/30/2015 10:50:00 235 7.8 ND ND ND 0.045 ND ND 0.22 0.041 0.081 1.66 2.20 160 1.2 0.0018 1553.1 2603 399 20 16.9 116 Open 0.84
7/7/2015 10:10:00 237 8.1 0.24 ND ND ND ND 0.24 0.24 0.045 0.085 173 231 160 1.2 0.0022 >2419.6 2909 12.2 41 14.1 77 Open 0.76
7/14/2015 11:00:00 238 77 0.21 ND ND 0.049 ND 0.21 0.26 0.039 0.031 1.39 192 150 3.6 0.0014 1986.3 1904 373 31 42.5 77 Open 1.01
7/21/2015 10:30:00 24.8 7.9 0.28 ND ND ND ND 0.28 0.28 0.041 0.092 1.40 1.94 140 1.6 0.00094 1986.3 2143 6.3 10 4.1 86 Open 0.80
7/28/2015  9:50:00 241 7.8 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 0.036 0.053 1.49 191 140 1.8 0.0016 1046.2 1872 52.0 52 6.3 69 Open 1.18
8/4/2015 10:30:00 235 7.9 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.031 0.088 1.42 1.99 150 2.9 0.00091 1553.1 2187 52 10 12.8 102 Open 0.67
8/11/2015 10:30:00 232 7.8 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.14 0.023 0.048 1.52 1.98 130 0.88 0.0013 1553.1 2143 6.3 <10 3.1 86 Open 1.18
8/18/2015 10:10:00 23.2 7.8 ND ND ND 0.071 ND ND 0.25 0.030 0.057 1.55 1.98 140 1.5 0.00050 1553.1 2046 4.1 10 7.4 89 Open 0.63
8/25/2015 10:05:00 221 79 0.24 ND ND ND ND 0.24 0.24 0.029 .047 151 2.01 150 1.3 0.00094 920.8 1145 17.5 <10 19.9 76 Open 1.56
9/1/2015 12:00:00 235 7.9 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.070 0.025 0.060 1.56 2.14 150 1.5 0.0011 472.1 1081 8.6 20 69 Open 1.05
9/8/2015 11:30:00 219 8.0 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 ND 0.039 1.62 213 120 1.4 0.00068 770.1 749 5.2 31 10.0 62 Closed 261
9/10/2015 11:30:00 221 8.0 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.029 0.037 1.54 212 130 1.2 0.0016 866.4 1198 9.0 <10 8.4 66 Closed 3.16
9/15/2015  11:30:00 20.8 7.8 2419.6 2046 69.1 74 26.5 91 Closed 4.09
9/22/2015 12:05:00 21.0 7.8 1299.7 1333 96.0 98 95.9 87 Closed 5.69
9/24/2015  9:50:00 204 79 77 Closed 5.94
9/29/2015
10/6/2015
10/13/2015
10/20/2015
10/27/2015

* Method Detection Limit - limits can vary for individual samples depending on matrix interference and dilution factors, all results are preliminary and subject to final revision.
** Total nitrogen is calculated through the summation of the different components of total nitrogen: organic and ammoniacal nitrogen (together referred to as Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen or TKN) and nitrate/nitrite nitrogen.

*** United States Geological Survey (USGS) Continuous-Record Gaging Station
**** Flow rates are preliminary and subject to final revision by USGS.

Recommended EPA Criteria based on Aggregate Ecoregion Ill
Total Phosporus: 0.02188 mg/L (21.88 ug/L) =~ 0.022 mg/L
Total Nitrogen: 0.38 mg/L

Chlorophyll a: 0.00178 mg/L (1.78 ug/L) = 0.0018 mg/L
Turbidity: 2.34 FTU/NTU

CDPH Draft Guidance for Fresh Water Beaches - Single Sample Values:

Beach posting is recommended when indicator organisms exceed any of the following levels:
Total coliforms: 10,000 per 100 ml

E. coli: 235 per 100 ml

Enterococcus: 61 per 100 ml
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Casini Ranch i & S 2z < <5 =z Z 2z L & e} 538 2 2 2 S 29 23 i WO & @ | (Hacienda)***
MDL* 0.200 0.10 0.00010 0.030 0.030 0.10 0.020 0.020 0.0400 0.0400 4.2 0.020 | 0.000050 20 20 2 Flow Rate**** [ Estuary Status | Jenner
Date °C mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L NTU mg/L PN/100m{IPN/100mMPN/100mMPN/100mMPN/100m| (cfs) Gauge (ft)
5/12/2015 10:20:00 201 83 ND ND ND 0.066 ND ND 0.24 0.044 0.18 1.87 257 180 1.6 0.0015 547.5 677 52 <10 2.0 199 Open 1.77
5/19/2015 10:50:00 204 83 0.24 ND ND 0.21 ND 0.24 0.30 0.035 0.074 167 198 170 21 0.0013 816.4 749 228 10 52 195 Open 0.59
5/26/2015 11:30:00 206 8.1 ND ND ND 0.051 ND ND 0.23 0.036 0.082 1.64 1.97 160 22 0.0027 686.7 932 6.3 <10 8.5 156 Open 0.97
6/2/2015 10:10:00 215 8.1 ND ND ND 0.14 ND ND 0.32 0.040 0.099 167 218 170 2.0 0.0028 1299.7 1607 279 75 47.4 137 Closed 4.42
6/4/2015 10:30:00 21.2 8.4 0.21 ND ND 0.053 ND 0.21 0.26 0.044 0.095 1.42 1.93 170 21 0.0024 1553.1 1720 47.1 98 355 129 Closed 5.14
6/9/2015 11:10:00 228 83 ND ND ND ND 0.051 ND 0.19 0.036 0.091 157 2.04 160 11 0.0016 17329 1354 435 31 25.6 126 Closed 6.45
6/16/2015  9:30:00 223 7.9 0.28 ND ND 0.053 ND 0.28 0.33 0.047 0.14 1.76 2.28 170 1.3 0.00082 >2419.6 2489 8.4 <10 2.0 118 Open 0.84
6/23/2015 10:50:00 222 79 0.21 ND ND 0.040 ND 0.21 0.25 0.042 0.10 1.78 230 160 0.85 0.0021 2419.6 2014 6.3 10 7.3 109 Open 0.76
6/30/2015 10:20:00 236 8.0 0.28 ND ND 0.044 ND 0.28 0.32 0.038 0.085 172 2.20 160 1.4 0.0012 >2419.6 7270 15.8 31 7.4 116 Open 0.84
7/7/2015  9:50:00 231 85 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.040 0.093 1.77 228 150 0.66 0.0014 >2419.6 11199 7.4 10 20 77 Open 0.76
7/14/2015 10:30:00 24.0 7.9 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.035 ND 1.50 2.00 140 0.65 0.0013 2419.6 1860 8.4 <10 16.0 77 Open 1.01
7/21/2015 10:10:00 248 8.2 0.28 ND ND ND ND 0.28 0.28 0.046 0.10 1.48 2.06 140 0.66 0.0012 2419.6 1421 4.1 20 31 86 Open 0.80
7/28/2015  9:30:00 234 8.2 ND ND ND 0.049 ND ND 0.19 0.038 0.070 1.53 2.07 120 1.0 0.0009 1119.9 960 5.1 20 9.6 69 Open 1.18
8/4/2015 10:00:00 227 77 0.24 ND ND ND ND 0.24 0.24 0.029 0.083 1.58 2.06 140 1.0 0.0014 770.1 809 4.1 10 1.0 102 Open 0.67
8/11/2015 10:00:00 231 7.9 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.028 0.052 1.59 2.08 92 0.75 0.00064 1299.7 1100 6.2 <10 4.1 86 Open 1.18
8/18/2015  9:50:00 223 8.0 0.21 ND ND 0.076 ND 0.21 0.29 0.031 0.049 162 2.06 140 1.4 0.00074 1119.9 767 5.2 <10 20 89 Open 0.63
8/25/2015  9:45:00 213 8.1 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.25 0.036 0.051 1.58 233 140 0.67 0.00094 816.4 851 14.6 10 31 76 Open 1.56
9/1/2015 11:30:00 235 79 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.027 0.078 167 227 140 0.78 0.0012 816.4 689 8.6 <10 20 69 Open 1.05
9/8/2015 11:00:00 215 8.1 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 ND 0.043 1.65 223 79 0.98 0.00096 920.8 884 7.4 10 41.0 62 Closed 261
9/10/2015 11:00:00 217 8.1 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 0.021 0.049 1.69 1.68 130 0.92 0.0011 980.4 620 13.4 20 31 66 Closed 3.16
9/15/2015 11:00:00 21.2 8.0 1413.6 1664 38.4 75 60.2 91 Closed 4.09
9/22/2015 11:40:00 217 8.0 1413.6 1354 422 63 45.0 87 Closed 5.69
9/24/2015  9:20:00 20.0 8.0 77 Closed 5.94
9/29/2015
10/6/2015
10/13/2015
10/20/2015
10/27/2015

* Method Detection Limit - limits can vary for individual samples depending on matrix interference and dilution factors, all results are preliminary and subject to final revision.
** Total nitrogen is calculated through the summation of the different components of total nitrogen: organic and ammoniacal nitrogen (together referred to as Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen or TKN) and nitrate/nitrite nitrogen.

*** United States Geological Survey (USGS) Continuous-Record Gaging Station
**** Flow rates are preliminary and subject to final revision by USGS.

Recommended EPA Criteria based on Aggregate Ecoregion IlI
Total Phosporus: 0.02188 mg/L (21.88 ug/L) = 0.022 mg/L
Total Nitrogen: 0.38 mg/L

Chlorophyll a: 0.00178 mg/L (1.78 ug/L) = 0.0018 mg/L
Turbidity: 2.34 FTU/NTU

CDPH Draft Guidance for Fresh Water Beaches - Single Sample Values:

Beach posting is recommended when indicator organisms exceed any of the following levels:
Total coliforms: 10,000 per 100 ml

E. coli: 235 per 100 ml

Enterococcus: 61 per 100 ml
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Ramp S & S 2z < <5 =z Z 2z L & 2o 538 L 2 2 S 29 23 i WO & @ | (Hacienda)***
MDL* 0.200 0.10 0.00010 0.030 0.030 0.10 0.020 0.020 0.0400 0.0400 4.2 0.020 | 0.000050 20 20 2 Flow Rate**** [ Estuary Status | Jenner
Date °C mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L NTU mg/L PN/100m{IPN/100mMPN/100mMPN/100mMPN/100m| (cfs) Gauge (ft)
5/12/2015  9:50:00 16.7 8.4 0.32 ND ND 0.063 ND 0.32 0.38 0.065 0.13 1.74 224 4200 12 0.0015 >2419.6 2481 1732.9 1956 435.2 199 Open 1.77
5/19/2015 10:30:00 17.7 8.0 0.35 ND ND 0.26 ND 0.35 0.62 0.044 0.086 1.09 123 7400 2.6 0.0059 >2419.6 583 121 31 6.3 195 Open 0.59
5/26/2015 11:00:00 17.1 8.0 0.24 ND ND 0.27 ND 0.24 0.52 0.050 0.086 132 1.20 6600 2.8 0.0074 >2419.6 2142 9.7 10 3.0 156 Open 0.97
6/2/2015  9:50:00 18.0 83 0.21 ND ND 0.28 ND 0.21 0.49 0.033 0.072 2.07 2.05 2100 18 0.0027 >2419.6 3876 243 50 58.3 137 Closed 4.42
6/4/2015 10:00:00 18.1 83 ND ND ND 0.053 ND ND 0.23 0.039 0.072 2.00 1.94 2400 1.5 0.0023 >2419.6 1789 290.9 183 98.5 129 Closed 5.14
6/9/2015 10:40:00 20.0 8.2 0.28 ND ND ND ND 0.28 0.28 0.035 0.052 2.09 224 1600 13 0.011 1299.7 1539 933 121 243 126 Closed 6.45
6/16/2015  9:10:00 20.2 7.7 0.32 ND ND 0.029 ND 0.32 0.60 0.052 0.15 1.45 1.59 7000 1.8 0.00047 >2419.6 >24196 2.0 10 816.4 118 Open 0.84
6/23/2015 10:30:00 17.7 77 0.21 ND ND 0.59 ND 0.21 0.80 0.042 0.11 0.931 0.950 14000 13 0.0014 >2419.6 3076 3.0 <10 355 109 Open 0.76
6/30/2015  9:50:00 19.2 8.1 ND ND ND 0.80 ND ND 0.94 0.032 0.056 0.849 0.852 15000 1.6 0.0022 >2419.6 >2419 459 122 290.9 116 Open 0.84
7/7/2015  9:20:00 194 79 0.32 ND ND ND ND 0.32 0.32 0.036 0.059 0.623 0.731 22000 18 0.0044 >2419.6 >24196 98.3 <10 313 77 Open 0.76
7/14/2015 10:10:00 20.0 8.1 0.32 ND ND 11 ND 0.32 14 0.045 0.023 0.748 0.807 19000 3.5 0.0031 >2419.6 12033 31.8 <10 261.3 77 Open 1.01
7/21/2015  9:30:00 203 8.0 0.35 ND ND ND ND 0.35 0.35 0.043 0.048 0.702 0.718 17000 18 0.0024 >2419.6 17329 327 10 337 86 Open 0.80
7/28/2015  9:10:00 18.9 8.0 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 0.033 ND 0.785 0.742 17000 13 0.0058 >2419.6 >24196 >2419.6 20 1046.2 69 Open 1.18
8/4/2015  9:40:00 19.5 79 0.24 ND ND ND ND 0.24 0.24 0.025 0.048 0.684 0.600 18000 18 0.0029 >2419.6 24196 1203.3 109 1299.7 102 Open 0.67
8/11/2015  9:30:00 19.8 8.0 0.28 ND ND 11 ND 0.28 14 0.027 0.044 0.851 0.901 17000 1.9 0.0033  >2419.6 12033 85.1 62 1413.6 86 Open 1.18
8/18/2015  9:20:00 18.8 8.0 ND ND ND 11 ND ND 1.2 0.027 0.033 0.746 0.670 19000 18 0.0021 >2419.6 19863 >2419.6 86 2419.6 89 Open 0.63
8/25/2015  9:15:00 18.2 7.8 0.28 ND ND 0.92 ND 0.38 13 0.032 0.047 0.88 0.970 19000 1.6 0.0039  >2419.6 11199 >2419.6 86 920.8 76 Open 1.56
9/1/2015 11:00:00 19.3 8.0 0.28 ND ND ND ND 0.28 1.0 0.038 0.06 0.820 0.899 21000 33 0.0024 >2419.6 6488 866.4 86 410.6 69 Open 1.05
9/8/2015 10:40:00 17.4 8.2 0.24 ND ND ND ND 0.24 0.24 ND 0.020 0.833 0.851 17000 1.4 0.0060 >2419.6 2723 387.3 121 1725.0 62 Closed 261
9/10/2015 10:40:00 17.8 83 0.28 ND ND ND ND 0.28 0.28 0.030 0.021 117 213 13000 14 0.0082 17329 402 290.9 10 88.6 66 Closed 3.16
9/15/2015  10:40:00 16.6 8.1 >2419.6 12033 281.2 20 178.5 91 Closed 4.09
9/22/2015 11:10:00 19.1 8.2 >2419.6 583 26.6 41 28.8 87 Closed 5.69
9/24/2015  8:50:00 18.0 8.1 77 Closed 5.94
9/29/2015
10/6/2015
10/13/2015
10/20/2015
10/27/2015

* Method Detection Limit - limits can vary for individual samples depending on matrix interference and dilution factors, all results are preliminary and subject to final revision.
** Total nitrogen is calculated through the summation of the different components of total nitrogen: organic and ammoniacal nitrogen (together referred to as Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen or TKN) and nitrate/nitrite nitrogen.

*** United States Geological Survey (USGS) Continuous-Record Gaging Station
**** Flow rates are preliminary and subject to final revision by USGS.

Recommended EPA Criteria based on Aggregate Ecoregion IlI
Total Phosporus: 0.02188 mg/L (21.88 ug/L) = 0.022 mg/L
Total Nitrogen: 0.38 mg/L

Chlorophyll a: 0.00178 mg/L (1.78 ug/L) = 0.0018 mg/L
Turbidity: 2.34 FTU/NTU

CDPH Draft Guidance for Fresh Water Beaches - Single Sample Values:

Beach posting is recommended when indicator organisms exceed any of the following levels:
Total coliforms: 10,000 per 100 ml

E. coli: 235 per 100 ml

Enterococcus: 61 per 100 ml
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Monte Rio £ 2 S 2z < 5 2 = 2z L £ 2o ad L 2 2 S 29 23 ui w O 5 4| (Hacienda)***
MDL* 0.200 0.10 0.00010 0.030 0.030 0.10 0.020 0.020 0.0400 0.0400 4.2 0.020 | 0.000050 20 20 2 Flow Rate**** [ Estuary Status | Jenner
Date °C mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L NTU mg/L PN/100m{IPN/100mMPN/100mMPN/100mMPN/100m| (cfs) Gauge (ft)
5/12/2015 11:10:00 19.5 8.1 0.21 ND ND 0.071 ND 0.21 0.28 0.040 0.089 1.82 2.35 170 1.8 0.0014 727 880 8.5 20 5.2 199 Open 1.77
5/19/2015 11:40:00 201 8.2 ND ND ND 0.053 ND ND 0.23 0.028 0.062 1.59 193 180 1.0 0.0012 920.8 697 146 <10 1.0 195 Open 0.59
5/26/2015 12:30:00 20.8 8.0 0.24 ND ND 0.051 ND 0.24 0.30 0.035 0.086 1.64 2.00 160 12 0.0019 686.7 1145 13.4 10 3.0 156 Open 0.97
6/2/2015 11:00:00 204 8.1 0.24 ND ND ND ND 0.24 0.24 0.035 0.080 1.60 2.07 180 16 0.0010 866.4 1274 228 10 6.3 137 Closed 4.42
6/4/2015 11:10:00 213 8.2 ND ND ND 0.050 ND ND 0.19 0.041 0.080 1.62 218 170 1.9 0.00028 913.9 2181 67.6 110 45.7 129 Closed 5.14
6/9/2015 11:50:00 237 8.1 ND ND ND 0.14 0.048 ND 0.36 0.038 0.091 1.55 2.08 160 0.77 0.0011 >2419.6 2613 76.7 121 48.7 126 Closed 6.45
6/16/2015 10:20:00 224 7.8 0.32 ND ND 0.054 ND 0.32 0.37 0.050 0.150 173 241 180 1.5 0.00070 >2419.6 5172 435 20 373 118 Open 0.84
6/23/2015 11:30:00 232 79 0.28 ND ND 0.040 ND 0.28 0.32 0.036 0.110 1.75 228 160 22 0.0023 17329 3448 313 20 131 109 Open 0.76
6/30/2015 11:20:00 245 7.9 ND ND ND 0.043 ND ND 0.22 0.032 0.064 1.68 2.20 160 12 0.0012 1046.2 1607 20.1 10 4.1 116 Open 0.84
7/7/2015 10:30:00 236 8.0 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 0.038 0.080 1.87 232 150 13 0.0025 1553.1 2909 18.1 98 17.4 77 Open 0.76
7/14/2015 11:30:00 236 7.7 0.28 ND ND ND ND 0.28 0.28 0.034 ND 1.41 1.91 140 22 0.0015 1732.9 2909 131 <10 36.8 77 Open 1.01
7/21/2015 10:50:00 25.0 7.8 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 0.040 0.064 142 1.89 130 13 0.0019 1413.6 2187 6.3 41 3.0 86 Open 0.80
7/28/2015 10:10:00 237 7.8 0.24 ND ND ND ND 0.24 0.24 0.032 0.048 1.44 1.89 140 22 0.0014 1553.1 1597 12.0 20 22.8 69 Open 1.18
8/4/2015 10:50:00 239 7.8 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.030 0.083 1.49 2.01 150 19 0.0011 1986.3 1670 9.8 10 20.6 102 Open 0.67
8/11/2015 10:50:00 235 7.9 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.026 0.036 1.54 2.00 120 0.88 0.0010 1299.7 1223 21 <10 6.2 86 Open 1.18
8/18/2015 10:30:00 238 79 ND ND ND 0.072 ND ND 0.25 0.028 0.049 158 197 150 1.6 0.00074 1986.3 1421 146 20 52 89 Open 0.63
8/25/2015 10:25:00 220 7.8 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.17 0.024 0.047 1.49 1.97 140 11 0.0020 1119.9 1119 52 <10 5.2 76 Open 1.56
9/1/2015 12:20:00 235 77 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.022 0.048 154 213 130 0.70 0.0011 980.4 882 31 <10 20 69 Open 1.05
9/8/2015 11:50:00 21.8 7.8 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 ND 0.031 1.59 218 120 1.7 0.0014 920.8 959 7.3 20 41.0 62 Closed 261
9/10/2015 12:00:00 216 7.8 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.18 0.025 0.045 153 193 150 0.77 0.0011 727.0 1198 75 <10 3.0 66 Closed 3.16
9/15/2015 11:50:00 20.2 7.5 1046.2 1450 6.2 <10 7.4 91 Closed 4.09
9/22/2015 12:30:00 214 7.8 1986.3 1374 58.3 62 98.7 87 Closed 5.69
9/24/2015 10:10:00 203 7.6 77 Closed 5.94
9/29/2015
10/6/2015
10/13/2015
10/20/2015
10/27/2015

* Method Detection Limit - limits can vary for individual samples depending on matrix interference and dilution factors, all results are preliminary and subject to final revision.
** Total nitrogen is calculated through the summation of the different components of total nitrogen: organic and ammoniacal nitrogen (together referred to as Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen or TKN) and nitrate/nitrite nitrogen.

*** United States Geological Survey (USGS) Continuous-Record Gaging Station
**** Flow rates are preliminary and subject to final revision by USGS.

Recommended EPA Criteria based on Aggregate Ecoregion IlI
Total Phosporus: 0.02188 mg/L (21.88 ug/L) = 0.022 mg/L
Total Nitrogen: 0.38 mg/L

Chlorophyll a: 0.00178 mg/L (1.78 ug/L) = 0.0018 mg/L
Turbidity: 2.34 FTU/NTU

CDPH Draft Guidance for Fresh Water Beaches - Single Sample Values:

Beach posting is recommended when indicator organisms exceed any of the following levels:
Total coliforms: 10,000 per 100 ml

E. coli: 235 per 100 ml

Enterococcus: 61 per 100 ml
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5/12/2015 11:20:00 19.5 8.2 0.21 ND ND 0.076 ND 0.21 0.29 0.033 0.062 1.84 223 220 1.8 0.0015 722 789 121 10 <1.0 199 Open 1.77
5/19/2015 12:00:00 20.2 8.2 ND ND ND 0.053 ND ND 0.23 0.028 0.062 1.65 191 170 0.96 0.0018 727.0 697 75 10 13.0 195 Open 0.59
5/26/2015 12:50:00 211 8.1 0.21 ND ND 0.052 ND 0.21 0.26 0.032 0.078 1.65 2.01 160 1.0 0.0017 613.1 1019 10.9 10 8.6 156 Open 0.97
6/2/2015 11:20:00 20.8 8.2 0.24 ND ND ND ND 0.24 0.24 0.029 0.080 163 210 170 13 0.0010 920.8 1314 218 10 16.1 137 Closed 4.42
6/4/2015 11:30:00 21.2 8.2 0.24 ND ND 0.051 ND 0.24 0.30 0.036 0.084 1.61 218 170 2.0 0.0013 866.4 1935 27.2 10 213 129 Closed 5.14
6/9/2015 12:20:00 237 8.1 ND ND ND 0.14 0.047 ND 0.36 0.036 0.087 153 2.07 160 1.2 0.00082 1208.3 1565 10.9 10 308 126 Closed 6.45
6/16/2015 10:30:00 229 8.9 0.42 ND ND 0.052 ND 0.42 0.47 0.041 0.11 1.81 243 170 1.8 0.0015 2419.6 5475 45.0 41 73.3 118 Open 0.84
6/23/2015 11:50:00 231 79 0.21 ND ND 0.040 ND 0.21 0.25 0.034 0.075 1.80 228 160 17 0.0031 >2419.6 19863 41.4 <10 54.6 109 Open 0.76
6/30/2015 11:40:00 24.6 7.9 ND ND ND 0.043 ND ND 0.22 0.032 0.064 1.70 218 160 12 0.0019  >2419.6 11199 21.8 41 226 116 Open 0.84
7/7/2015 10:40:00 240 8.0 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 0.042 0.050 1.86 243 140 17 0.0034 >2419.6 5475 146 30 52.1 77 Open 0.76
7/14/2015 11:40:00 237 7.8 0.24 ND ND ND ND 0.24 0.24 0.037 ND 1.45 1.91 160 1.9 0.0024 2419.6 2481 24.6 10 14.6 77 Open 1.01
7/21/2015 11:00:00 252 7.8 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.14 0.037 0.060 1.47 1.88 140 13 0.0028 >2419.6 3448 63.7 98 47.1 86 Open 0.80
7/28/2015 10:30:00 245 8.0 0.24 ND ND 0.049 ND 0.24 0.29 0.029 0.040 1.49 1.88 140 1.7 0.0016 >2419.6 2481 17.3 20 204.6 69 Open 1.18
8/4/2015 11:00:00 241 79 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 0.023 0.053 1.58 2.01 140 17 0.0016 >2419.6 4106 9.6 10 389 102 Open 0.67
8/11/2015 11:10:00 237 7.9 0.28 ND ND ND ND 0.28 0.28 0.020 0.024 1.59 2.06 120 11 0.0010 2419.6 1860 2.0 <10 16.0 86 Open 1.18
8/18/2015 10:50:00 239 79 ND ND ND 0.074 ND ND 0.25 0.026 0.033 1.60 2.02 130 1.0 0.0020 17329 2755 231 <10 45 89 Open 0.63
8/25/2015 10:40:00 223 7.9 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.25 0.023 0.039 1.55 211 140 11 0.0023 1413.6 1624 8.3 <10 9.5 76 Open 1.56
9/1/2015 12:40:00 239 79 0.21 ND ND ND ND 0.21 0.21 ND 0.040 161 2.16 140 1.0 0.0020 1986.3 1872 4 10 6.3 69 Open 1.05
9/8/2015 12:10:00 219 7.9 0.28 ND ND ND ND 0.28 0.28 ND 0.031 1.60 223 110 11 0.0015 1986.3 1723 1.0 10 63.0 62 Closed 261
9/10/2015 12:10:00 220 79 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.021 0.029 154 1.77 140 11 0.0019 17329 2755 10.9 10 8.6 66 Closed 3.16
9/15/2015  12:00:00 20.8 7.7 2419.6 1785 48.7 41 201 91 Closed 4.09
9/22/2015 12:40:00 21.0 76 12033 1081 30.5 52 16.0 87 Closed 5.69
9/24/2015 10:20:00 201 7.5 77 Closed 5.94
9/29/2015
10/6/2015
10/13/2015
10/20/2015
10/27/2015

* Method Detection Limit - limits can vary for individual samples depending on matrix interference and dilution factors, all results are preliminary and subject to final revision.
** Total nitrogen is calculated through the summation of the different components of total nitrogen: organic and ammoniacal nitrogen (together referred to as Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen or TKN) and nitrate/nitrite nitrogen.

*** United States Geological Survey (USGS) Continuous-Record Gaging Station
**** Flow rates are preliminary and subject to final revision by USGS.

Recommended EPA Criteria based on Aggregate Ecoregion IlI
Total Phosporus: 0.02188 mg/L (21.88 ug/L) = 0.022 mg/L
Total Nitrogen: 0.38 mg/L

Chlorophyll a: 0.00178 mg/L (1.78 ug/L) = 0.0018 mg/L
Turbidity: 2.34 FTU/NTU

CDPH Draft Guidance for Fresh Water Beaches - Single Sample Values:

Beach posting is recommended when indicator organisms exceed any of the following levels:
Total coliforms: 10,000 per 100 ml

E. coli: 235 per 100 ml

Enterococcus: 61 per 100 ml
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High Water Use Wastewater Irrigators:    2007-2012

Irrigators

Acres

  2012

  2011

  2010

  2009

  2008

  2007


Cotati/RP

77 Acres
  47,660,146
  27,400,040
  36,660.040
  47,241,500
  55,699,073
  47,702,108                   


School District



    gallons
    gallons
   gallons
   gallons
    gallons
   gallons


Depth:




     21.62”
      12.43”
    16.64”
    21.43”
     25.27”
     21.64”







    4 spills/








    1 spill/







    20 gallons








 3500 gallons


Gallons per acre:


     618,963
    355,845
    476,104
    613,526
    723,365
  619,508

Foxtail Golf Course
250 Acres
 161,719,800
  129,679,200
   137,284,400
   158,941,300
   180,316,300
   167,882,860







   gallons
    gallons
    gallons
    gallons
    gallons
    gallons


Depth:




    23.83”
     19.11”
     20.23”
     23.42”     
      26.57”
     24.74


  




   7 spills/
   6 spills/
    31 spills/






   280 gallons
   100 gallons
    930 gallons

Gallons per acre:


   646,879
   518,717
    549,138
     635,765
    721,265
    671,531

Mountain Shadows
2 Acres

 1,893,000
   1,894,400
     1,140,900
     1,651,900
    1,992,700
      2,766,700


Apartments



   gallons
     gallons
       gallons
        gallons
      gallons
       gallons

Depth:




    23.20”
      23.20”
        14”

          20.28”
        24.44”
         51”









     4 spills/
      3 spills/








    40 gallons
      90 gallons

Gallons per acre:


   946,500
     947,200    
      570,450
       825,950
      996,350
      1,383,350

Sonoma State

90 Acres
82,090,058
  51,906,080
    56,283,000
     73,828,260
    77,926,260
      73,335,850


University



  gallons
    gallons
     gallons
      gallons
      gallons
        gallons


Depth:




  33.60”
  
    21.25”
      23.04”
       30.22”
       31.90”
         30.02”







 2 spills/
   1 spill/
   42 spills/
        1 spill/
     







2600 gallons
   105,300 gal.
   1875 gal.
        5,000 gal.


Gallons per acre:


912,112 gal.
   211,787 gal.
    625,367 gal.
        820,314 gal
      865,847 gal.
        814,843 gal.


Denner Property
325 Acres
157,761,000
   143,070,000
   146,966,000
     141,296,000
     176,147,000
       181,598,000


Gallons per acre:


 485,418 gal.
    440,215 gal.
    452,203 gal.
      434,757 gal.
     541,991 gal.
        558,763 gal.







66,000 gal. spill
   7480 gal. spill



RRWPC


Russian River Watershed Protection Committee


P.O. Box 501


Guerneville, CA 95446


rrwpc@comcast.net

July 22, 2013


Matt St. John: Executive Officer


North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board


5550 Skylane Blvd. #A


Santa Rosa, CA 95403


Attention: Charles Reed


Delivered by Email: CReed@waterboards.ca.gov

RRWPC Comments on: 


Waste Discharge Requirements and Master Reclamation Permit for the City of Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reclamation System:  Sonoma County

ORDER NO. R1-2013-0001

NPDES NO. CA0022764


WDID NO. 1B830990SON


Dear Mr. St. John, Mr. Reed, Chair Noren and Regional Board Members:


INTRODUCTION:


The introduction to our original comments submitted on December 3, 2012, contained information about our group, our history of involvement with Santa Rosa’s permit issues, our concerns about endocrine disruption and the possible contribution of wastewater as it is irrigated on the local land, and more.  We see no need to repeat introductory information here, but please be aware that none of our concerns have changed, and if anything, they have increased. 

We also want to mention that at the time of writing these comments, we have not seen staff’s response to our original comments, but understand they will be released sometime in mid-August, before the August 22nd Board meeting.

RRWPC is pleased with many of the changes in this new draft.  We want to commend staff for the thoroughness with which they approached this complex challenge.  We have to admit that the implications of this effort are not always easy for the layperson to comprehend and we hope our comments will contribute positively to the effort.   While we address several issues, our main concern involves the problems with monitoring and enforcing irrigation practices in order to avoid incidental runoff and potential exposures to endocrine disrupting chemicals.  Most of our comments are intended to provide evidence that monitoring, reporting, and enforcing irrigation applications, (Rohnert Park’s being most obvious), are inadequate, and allows what we believe is excessive wastewater applications to the land at a time when the ability of the Laguna to assimilate wastewater toxins is minimal, and potential for human and aquatic life exposure is great.

Effluent limitation for Total Nitrogen: 

This revised permit allows a mass emission rate limit of nitrogen of 42,000 lbs. in discharge season; and thereby eliminates the stated limit in the prior permit of no net discharge of nitrogen. Staff provided detailed explanations for this change in the new draft permit. 


The Fact Sheet (pg. F-58) justifies this change by arguing that although the limit of no net loading of nitrogen was imposed by the last permit, it was never implemented due to extensions of time limits through the Nutrient Offset Program.  This is characterized as a  scheduling snafu, leaving unclear what the environmental effects were during the term of the permit.  While it states that the nitrogen discharge won’t actually be increased over the last permit, the intent of the former permit is nonetheless being altered.


This limit appears to apply only to winter discharge, but we have some further questions about what was considered in setting this limit.  Was the nitrogen contribution in urban storm water runoff considered in arriving at the 42,000 lbs. mass loading limit?  Furthermore, was summer loadings from irrigation runoff considered?  What about consideration of seepage into creeks through the ground with irrigation water that contains nitrogen? 

Another question we have about this discharge is whether the nitrogen can convert to nitrates as it seeps underground. I know this is an issue for the SNMP, but I have not been able to study the recently released document yet.  If this is the case, then it should put another important constraint on irrigation use.


Nevertheless, while it feels like back sliding, 42,000 lbs. doesn’t seem a huge amount to discharge during winter flows and staff gives a lengthy justification whereby phosphorus is touted as the limiting nutrient and no harm would come from allowing the 42,000 lbs. of nitrogen to be discharged.  At this point, we feel we don’t have sufficient expertise to argue that point and leave it for others to debate at this time.  Nonetheless, until a TMDL is complete, it does seem that any addition may have unknown consequences to nutrient pollution in Laguna area creeks and streams receiving these discharges in one form or another.  Our main concern is that staff appears to base this decision on limited and possibly inadequate information.

Finally, we are very concerned that the issue of nutrient discharge resulting from irrigation spills is being ignored on the assumption that spills will be so negligible, they will cause no harm.  In the rest of the comments we attempt to argue otherwise. If you investigate the true amount of irrigation runoff in the Laguna area, you might discover the cause of constant proliferation of algae and invasive species.  We believe a significant amount of the over 2 billion gallons irrigated in the summer, supposedly on land, ends up in the Laguna, either through runoff or through seepage through the soils.  That may be where most nitrogen AND phosphorus is coming from in that impaired water body. (Special nutrient studies should be done upstream and downstream of Rohnert Park creeks during summer irrigation season as well as any Santa Rosa creeks traversing similar areas to discover extent of the impacts.)

The State Board had such a concern about nitrogen loadings from wastewater irrigated lands, that they required a salt and nutrient management plan to be developed as a requirement for increasing this use.  While such a plan was recently released by the City of Santa Rosa, there has been absolutely no public review, let alone review by Regional Board staff and Board members.  There is concern about the impact of extensive increased irrigation with wastewater that may exacerbate nitrate levels in existing wells and aquifers.  RRWPC believes this change may be back sliding, but we won’t know for sure until there has been adequate Board and public review.  Therefore we believe the change is premature. 

We understand that others who know far more than myself will be challenging this change in regulation.  I will not add anything further her now, except to say that with the SNMP process soon to begin, the recent release of the USGS Groundwater Report, the Nutrient Trading Program in possible development, and the TMDL’s in the works over the next year or two,  it’s a shame we couldn’t be safe rather than sorry and continue the No Net Loading of Nitrogen as stated in the last permit (even though not implemented at the time).


Reclamation Operation: Discharge Management Plan:  (page 13)


Draft Permit states that recycled storage and distribution shall be operated as described in Discharge Management Plan, submitted in May, 2011 by the City of Santa Rosa and approved by the Regional Board’s Executive Officer.  RRWPC was not confidant we received the entire document since our version was only 14 pages, and other than a paragraph on irrigation storage, did not describe the operation of the recycled irrigation water component.  For instance, what controls the amount of water that goes to Rohnert Park?  How are priorities set for recycled water distribution when a “dry year” or “critical dry year” is declared by the State Water Board?  

In any case, in checking with RB1 staff we learned that Santa Rosa did not consider irrigation a discharge.  Since we thought this was something to be determined by Regional Board, we ask that you declare this document inadequate. (Merritt Smith’s Report covers only Geysers discharge, storage capacity, Windsor usage of Geyser’s pipeline, receiving water quality, monitoring, and river discharge.)

Within the permit, the problem may lie in the definition of terms.  The term ‘reclamation’ is used in the title of this section and in this document and can apply to either river discharge, Geysers reclamation or irrigation reclamation.  Over the years, we have been aware that the common terms to describe wastewater started with treated sewage, went to treated wastewater and then effluent, then to recycled water, and now reclaimed water or reclamation.  While there have been vast improvements to the treatment of the ‘used’ water, this change in verbiage has really seemed like a campaign to get people to accept the application of this used wastewater all over the land, even though only about 125 of approximately 80,000 existing chemicals are regulated, and what is regulated is mostly monitored, and seldom enforced. 

In any case, we wonder if this change is meant to only apply to winter discharge and not summer irrigation?  If so, the intent needs to be made more clear.  (We assume that in the City’s eyes, the assumption is that only very minimal amounts of runoff occurs, and therefore sees the nutrient issue as insignificant.)

Reclamation Capacity:


Increased capacity will require an engineering report detailing modifications to the system.  RRWPC requests that detailed analysis of urban irrigation wastewater applications be fully analyzed to assure that all reclamation requirements are followed, monitored, and enforced.  We also request that the definition of ‘acres’ on urban irrigation sites NOT include buildings and impervious surfaces as part of the irrigation area.   We would like agronomic rates defined for each parcel and parcel maps showing specific areas to be irrigated to avoid impervious surfaces and consequent runoff.  We believe that in constrained urban areas, only drip irrigation and very low pressure spray be used to apply wastewater.  We believe it essential that conditions for cutting off water delivery of repeat runoff offenders be spelled out clearly, etc.

Later in these comments, we will provide evidence that indicates that Rohnert Park urban irrigators may be consistently violating requirements clearly defined in the Water Reclamation Requirements and Provisions section of the permit.  In the meantime, Santa Rosa is withdrawing from managing their system, even though they retain responsibility for its failures to function properly.  Rohnert Park is planning to greatly expand irrigation opportunities by the possible addition of 4000 new residential homes.  We will give more details later in these comments.  (Please see attachment # 1  Press Democrat article from 7-1-13 entitled “Rohnert Park: City invests in sewers: $13M line expected to clear way for 4,000 homes, with resultant $88M in fees” by Jeremy Hay.)

Monitoring Program:


In Table E-7 on page E-21, footnote #6, it states that visual observations of recycled water applications should be conducted monthly instead of weekly.  RRWPC believes this change accommodates back sliding.  Frequent observations of actual irrigation would allow more opportunities to note and correct problems. In fact, irrigators are supposed to report spills within 24 hours of discovering them.  Yet in RP, relatively few spills are reported and those that are, indicate very small amounts that may reflect the lack of attentive monitoring of the system.  It seems as though at least weekly monitoring would be a check for that problem.  We would suggest, at a minimum, triggers be set where high applications on urban parcels are monitored more frequently and low users monitored less.  For those who have consistently shown responsibility for their irrigation applications and care for their equipment, the monthly monitoring may be fine.  Since inches per acre are tracked, those with high applications (say, over 18”) should have weekly inspections.

In Rohnert Park many instances of over-irrigation have been photographed and are stored on disk in Regional Board files.  Most of these occurred  in 2010 when complaints were filed on Sonoma State and several Rohnert Park irrigation properties (RRWPC was one of them).   Incidents were documented on multiple days in the same location.  Where there is a history of problems, it is problematic to be loosening monitoring regulations.

We also believe that water application charts submitted with these comments (see below), indicates that, judging from very high applications of wastewater on modest sized parcels, RP is probably continuing to over-irrigate on a regular basis, causing multiple and possibly extensive spills.  Photos showed water being applied indiscriminately and spilling into driveways, parking lots, sidewalks, and of course into storm drains.  These conditions have been documented repeatedly on the same parcels.  The amounts of water used per acre appears to be much greater than that used on agricultural parcels when, depending on the crop, the reverse should be true.

For instance, Cotati/RP School District irrigated 47,660,146 gallons in 2012 on 77 acres (618,963 gallons per acre) and reported only 4 spills for a total of 20 gallons. The Denner property irrigated 485,418 gallons per acre that same year and Denner has been one of the worst offenders over the years in terms of spills and accidents.  He was also paid about $37,000 a year to use the wastewater, yet he applied significantly less wastewater per acre than the school district.  It’s hard to imagine that Rohnert Park school sites (clay soils?) can absorb 25% more water per acre than an agricultural field.

In our visiting many of the school sites, it appeared that about 20% to 25% of the acreage is used for parking, driveways, playgrounds, and sidewalks.  Another percentage is utilized for the school structures themselves.  So in this case, let’s guess that there is really only 50 of 77 acres to be irrigated which would mean that they were applying roughly about a million gallons an acre.  And they are reporting only 20 gallons in spills?  Based on what we have seen occurring and the number of gallons applied this  is difficult to believe.  Other years saw similar amounts of water applied to this location and in one case, a much greater amount (almost 56 MG).  

Years ago my granddaughter attended an RP school and I used to see water running all over the place. At the time, I didn’t realize it was wastewater that I was walking in.  I don’t recall seeing signs.  Has anyone at RB1 checked for those signs, especially at schools and parks where children spend great amounts of time?  We would be very concerned about possible exposure to endocrine disrupting chemicals including pesticides if the kids come in contact with the wastewater.  In fact, it is outrageous that Department of Health Services considers full contact with tertiary water to be safe.  Children are especially vulnerable to possible effects from even small amounts of these chemicals.

In the urban areas there is far greater risk to the public from contact with the recycled wastewater.  When the water runs off into the creeks, it likely does far more harm than winter discharges as the creeks either have no natural flow or very little in summer and are unable to absorb any of the unregulated toxins in the wastewater or carried off from treated landscapes. 


Regional Board files on this and other irrigated properties should have pictures of each urban site and the amount of water that can be applied to the landscape without watering the playground, the sidewalk, the street, etc.  In fact, when acreage is calculated for urban sites, it SHOULD NOT INCLUDE SUCH FACILITIES.  

Part of the report needs to include a detailed plan to irrigate each parcel without allowing irrigation wastewater to land on impervious surfaces where it can run off.   If such plans are developed now, I have never seen them.  The whole assumption behind allowing this program is that only VERY minimal amounts would run off.  Without significant penalties and frequent, independent monitoring, there is little motivation to comply.                                                                                                                                          

RRWPC 2010 Complaint regarding Rohnert Park wastewater


When  photographing RP irrigation parcels at the time our complaint was being prepared, almost every school, park, and playground visited and the Community Center had water running off in many directions, often into storm drains.  And it was a recurrent problem upon revisiting sites several times.  

Given the information available about low dose effects of endocrine disrupting chemicals, and the refusal of the State to study low dose impacts, what are we doing to the children?  It is unacceptable that this draft permit LOWERS the amount of visual monitoring from weekly to monthly, as if weekly was even enough.  It should be at least two times a week on some of these parcels. In fact, Santa Rosa was so busy tracking RP’s runoff that they are withdrawing from the task of monitoring their operations! (described in more detail below.)

Mountain Shadows Apartments in Rohnert Park irrigates two acres and used from 1.14 mg to 2.76 mg to water their two acres over the last six years.  (Is there a report certifying agronomic compliance on that parcel?)   In 2011 they claimed 4 spills for 40 gallons.  Has anyone ever investigated why a million gallons an acre was being applied to an urban parcel that we assume contains buildings, driveways, parking lots, etc.   When runoff was reported, it was to claim there were only 4 spills at ten gallons each.  It’s very hard to believe that this is accurate.

After RRWPC filed our complaint, Feb. 22, 2010, Order # R1-2010-0027 was filed by your board against the City of Santa Rosa ordering a technical report before April 1, 2010, addressing the following:


1. A copy of all administrative procedures, engineering standards, rules, ordinances, inspection criteria, spill reporting guidelines and/or regulations governing the use of recycled water in Rohnert Park and SSU, including user agreements that the City of Santa Rosa has developed, established , and is enforcing to carry out the requirements of Title 22 and the Master Reclamation Permit.  This is intended to demonstrate compliance with Water Reclamation Provision C.1.


2. A description of how the City of Santa Rosa is holding SSU responsible for the discharge of recycled water described in the attached Notice of Violation.  This is intended to demonstrate compliance with Water Reclamation Provision C.4.


3. A list of all Rohnert Park and SSU recycled water use areas inspected by the City in 2009, the results of the inspections, and the inspection frequency expected for each recycled water use area in 2010.


4. Any evidence that he City has of discharges of recycled water into the storm water system or to surface waters since July 2007, and a description of how the City is tracking discharges.


5. City response procedures for complaints of discharges of reclaimed water to the storm water system or surface waters.


Included with the Order to the City was a summary of relevant Master Reclamation Permit sections.  While RRWPC did not specifically ask staff for this report, we regularly go through Regional Board files and believe that we would have noted such a report if we saw it.  Some reports we did see contained some of the information noted, but we don’t recall seeing all of it in one document.   We learned only hours before the comment deadline that there is a document in staff’s possession.  


Obviously we will not have time to obtain the document and comment on it.  In any case, we want document included in the record.  We have asked staff (Charles Reed) to prepare us a copy and we will submit comments before the August 22nd Board meeting.  We realize that you are have no obligation to accept these comments, but since it is at the Chair’s discretion, we hope he will allow us to do that.

We did find some 2010 Rohnert Park Irrigation Check-off sheets for May through September, 2010. (Attachment #2) Each page ostensibly covered one month’s worth of inspections, and it looked like they only inspected once a month.  (If permit is being changed only now to monthly monitoring, does that mean that RP was out of compliance with their reporting?) The form had a list of irrigation sites and several columns with yes or no checks (irrigation observed, runoff observed, turnout closed) and one column for comments on runoff. 

In May inspections were conducted when no irrigation was going on and no runoff occurred.  Yet they noted that standing water was in parking lot at Benicia Park, and “little water in gutter, looks better” for Evergreen School.  There was also storm drain runoff, parking lot and Golf Course Dr. for Foxtail Golf Course.  If they don’t go out when irrigation is occurring, or immediately afterwards, what’s the point.  Also, they were extremely non-specific in their observation notes.

In June there were only three sites irrigating when they went out to check, but six places where runoff was sited, all storm drain runoff.  In July only three were irrigating and there were four runoff instances.  It is important to note that when runoff is still occurring with no irrigation, that’s a sign it’s been going on awhile and the amount would have been greater.  There is no evidence that the person taking down the information had any idea about how much was running off.  In August, only three were irrigating and there was only one runoff observed but two notes on runoff.  In September, no one was irrigating but there were two signs of runoff into storm drains.  There was no attempt to determine the amount of water that may have entered storm drain, what was done to stop it, how long it may have been going on, etc.

B. Recycled Water Production and Use:    (page E-21 & 22)

Total area of application of wastewater/nitrogen will be reported yearly and monitored on monthly basis.  Monthly monitoring of irrigation sites is not adequate when there is a history of using large amounts of wastewater per acre.  These high use urban sites need to be monitored much more frequently.  Again, we request that calculations of “area of application of wastewater” NOT INCLUDE SIDEWALKS, DRIVEWAYS, AND PARKING LOTS on urban parcels.  These calculations should be monitored from time to time by Regional Board staff or some outside party.

Water Reclamation System Reporting:  (Page E-31 & 32)


While reclamation reporting requirements noted on this page appear comprehensive on the surface, it’s not clear they are adequate.  One of the big problems is that there is not enough monitoring required; monthly and annual inspections are inadequate for the determination of runoff events and the amount going down the drain.  Even weekly inspections are suspect if they are not done by an outside party.  (We are concerned that there is too much motivation to ‘fudge’ on the spill estimates.)

Apparently, Santa Rosa, responsible for failures in the irrigation systems, is nonetheless abandoning the effort to oversee RP’s system even while they would be initially responsible for fines and penalties levied against RP. Santa Rosa City staff stated recently in a public meeting that they are withdrawing their management of RP’s system because it is too difficult to keep track of the great amount of over-irrigation occurring there. The ONLY way to assure that reclamation requirements are followed, is by regular and frequent observation of their applications.  The only way these have a chance of being somewhat accurate is if they are done by a third party.

Furthermore, without consequences, such as penalties, fines, and wastewater service cutoffs in the permit, there will be only slight and superficial compliance, particularly with Rohnert Park.  In this case, the Draft permit is instituting many obligations without specific consequences.  Each parcel needs to be analyzed for appropriate water use levels and calculations of agronomic rates.  Heavy spray usage should not occur next to impervious areas and/or near streets.  High pressure sprays should not be allowed at all and especial care should be taken at schools, play grounds, and recreation centers because of the likelihood of exposure by children. There should be predetermined ranges of water use per parcel and when the upper level is reached, there should be cutoffs of the supply. Irrigation inches applied should be carefully spelled out annually with consideration of CIMIS data appropriate to the site.  


There are criteria listed in Requirements and Provisions calling for no irrigating during rainy periods and when ground is frozen. These stipulations call for judgments that can easily lead to misunderstandings and inappropriate irrigation.  It would be much clear and easier on everyone to simply have clear dates when irrigation can and cannot occur.  It would be much easier on everyone concerned if no irrigation is allowed at all on urban parcels between November and April.

RRWPC Charts Provide Irrigation Data & Show Excessive Use:


RRWPC has prepared three charts to support our allegations. These charts were compiled from self-monitoring reports on file at the Regional Board.  Based on this information, it is our claim that the system of tracking irrigation applications in Rohnert Park is not working.  We are hopeful that by charting some of the most egregious water uses, it will be easier to understand the scope of the problem.

The first chart is more informational and is entitled Total Irrigated Volume, Cost, & Distribution 2007-2012. (Attachment #3) It shows the amounts of wastewater irrigated between 2007-2012 by the Subregional System.  It indicates that river discharge has been very significantly reduced and in three of the last six years, nothing at all was discharged to the Russian River in the winter discharge season.  It also indicates the amount irrigated and it is clear that the system has gone from a winter discharging facility to a Geysers/summer irrigation application/discharge, with Geysers being year round and using about 2/3 of the wastewater generated.  The chart also shows how much was given out as incentives to use the wastewater (old contracts) and income from paid supply (new contracts).  There are still more incentive dollars going out than income coming in, although the gap is narrowing.  However, from one years to the next, the agricultural parcels are fairly consistent in their use, which is a good sign.

Chart #2 is High Water Use Wastewater Irrigators: 2007-2012 (Attachment #4) and mostly shows three Rohnert Park high users, Sonoma State, and the Denner agricultural property along River Road.  His property contains the confluence of the Laguna and Mark West Creek, several miles upstream of the confluence with the Russian River.  Historically, Denner has been one of the highest water users and irrigates 325 acres.


The chart indicates spills into creeks/storm drains and number of gallons.  The most interesting statistic is comparing water use gallons per acre.  The gallons used by urban Rohnert Park sites are huge compared to the agricultural site receiving incentive dollars.  Certainly these numbers should motivate greater scrutiny into the irrigation practices of Rohnert Park.  It is also noteworthy, and should cause one to be suspicious that with such high water use, RP spills report very small amounts, such as 2-10 gallons for each one.  This should merit investigation and motivate more stringent requirements for irrigation applications in urban areas.


Chart #3 is Annual Depth Applications Over 30”:  2007-2012 (Attachment #5)

Table IV in Santa Rosa’s 2012 Annual Report on page 65 shows the total Inches per Acre applied by year by their irrigators.  (number of acres indicates that RP is included in total)  The total application per acre (from annual self monitoring reports) was 12.9 inches in 2012, 11.29 in 2011, 11.41 in 2010, 11.84 in 2009, 13.43 in 2008, and 13.49 in 2007.   Obviously, anything over 15 inches is high.  Now look at numbers for 2 acre Redwood Creek Apartments in RP.  If you consider that some of those 2 acres may be structures and impervious surfaces, there is even more of a problem.  They irrigated almost 77” in 2007 and their average for the six years was almost 52”.   This is off the charts and should be investigated.  RP and SR should be fined, penalized, and read the riot act for allowing this to go on year after year.


RRWPC examined the 2012 Urban Incidental Runoff Report (Attachment #6).  There were 53 incidents (on ten parcels) reported in Rohnert Park for a total of 1160 gallons spilled during the year.  Santa Rosa had 32 incidents on 16 parcels for a total of 1300 gallons.  Santa Rosa’s pilot project for urban irrigation had added about 20 parcels mostly along, or right near Stony Point Rd. between West College and Hwy. 12, consisting of mostly commercial and residential uses, two municipal sites and one park.


The engineering report (Title 22 Engineering Reports for Santa Rosa’s Urban Water Reuse Program, March 12, 2011 to Catherine Kuhlman and located in Regional Board files) states that most of the irrigation systems are drip but then they state in the Engineering Report for Recycled Water Use (pg. 4) that, “Each recycled water use site is responsible for minimizing overspray and ponding and prohibit runoff from their recycled water irrigation systems.  The City requires that recycled water use site conduct an inspection at least once per year while the recycled water system is in use.”  (emphasis added)  We are thus unclear about the type of irrigation equipment used on these sites.

Furthermore, there are contradictions in the permit about frequency of monitoring of irrigation sites.   (page G-5 states that methods should be utilized  that allow for report of spills within 72 hours of learning of the runoff, and yet other places call for reporting runoff immediately if 50,000 gallons or more, a rather huge amount for an initial report.  Furthermore, if no one has been watching, how can they tell how much as run off?   Also, if sites are not being monitored but for yearly inspections, then how will anyone learn of overflow? (If yearly inspection is different from weekly or monthly inspections, please describe and define.) The same is true for ‘incidental runoff’. Without regular and frequent inspections, spills can go on for many days before detection (and sometimes do).  It seems like, at a minimum sites should be viewed for runoff daily,  after every watering period.  

The urban and agricultural parcels are merged in the Summary of Yearly Usage for irrigation water and the parcels are listed differently.  For instance, individual parcel use in Santa Rosa’s Stony Point area are all listed under West College Ave. Pump Station (I am guessing on this.)  Yet on the runoff report, they are listed separately.   This inconsistency makes it impossible to tell how much individual parcels are irrigating in urban Santa Rosa in order to track their progress of compliance.  Santa Rosa needs to list wastewater use on urban parcels separately.

Monitoring Section:  page E-33:


ii.(b)(f): We like that permit is requiring description of agronomic rate compliance.  We request that this be done on a per parcel basis and that no structures or impervious surfaces on urban parcels be considered as part of the acreage.


Page E-38:  on this page it states that for unauthorized discharges of 50,000 gallons or more there should be immediate notice to Regional Board.  For unauthorized discharges of 1,000 gallons to 50,000 gallons as soon as possible but no longer than three days afterwards.  This is very confusing as it seems to be in direct contradiction to the requirement that only incidental discharges are allowed, with the implication they should be of very small amounts.  In an urban setting, 50,000 gallons is a huge amount and should not apply in such areas.  It’s not good in an agricultural area either.

In Santa Rosa’s Recycled Water User’s Guide (page 20) states that the Site Supervisor shall perform ‘regular’ inspections.  In another paragraph it states that these should happen at least once a year.  But then on same page it goes on to say that, “To assure full compliance with the rules and regulations governing the use of recycled water, regular monitoring of any recycled water system is necessary.  For irrigation systems, weekly or twice-monthly inspection is recommended.  Inspection should include site observation for the following types of situations….” And then goes on to mention runoff, leaks, and other potential operational difficulties.


On page 20 they also address the need for careful maintenance of the system, but don’t  go into detail about how often that will occur.  They just refer to ‘regular’ inspections of the system.  If spills are to be caught quickly, we believe that weekly or twice-monthly inspections are not frequent enough.

In different parts of the Draft Permit, the same inconsistencies occur.  This is very confusing.  Furthermore, if inspections only happen two times a month, that means over-irrigation could be occurring over a two week period without being discovered.  This would bound to cause runoff into streams.  I see similar inconsistencies regarding set backs from streams, gutters and street (page G-5 of Reclamation Requirements)  None of the requirements are specific about how that should be accomplished.

Comments on Fact Sheet:


There is duplication here with other sections and I may be guilty of duplicating comments I have made before. 

Capacity Expansion (F-5):


I am concerned about any capacity expansion occurring before the Laguna TMDLs are complete and the Salt and Nutrient  Management Plan authorized.  Santa Rosa is a long way from using the capacity they have, let alone needing more.  Their dry weather flows have averaged about 17 mg for ages and their current allotment, according to their General Plan could take them out past 2030.  (In 1985, when the big spill occurred, they were generating about 13 mgd.  They got up to about 19 mgd at one point in the late 1990’s and then implemented an excellent conservation program and began going down.  Since the Geysers Project came on line, they have almost become weather independent.)

They are justifying their request based on the promise that they would use the extra capacity for irrigation.  That is very problematic to me, as it appears they have a ways to go before all the kinks are worked out of their reclamation system.


I am glad that the permit recommends allowing no expansion until an engineering report is submitted demonstrating that the system could accept additional flows without increasing discharges to surface waters.  WE REQUEST A PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS BE INCLUDED WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

Antidegradation Policy (F-16):


I know this comment will be challenged, but I believe, based on all the observations listed above, that summer irrigation is ending up in the Laguna and tributaries and causing degradation.  While the requirements to prevent this from happening are extensive, the monitoring and reporting are inadequate.  The evidence of over irrigation has been extensive and we have a long way to go before asserting that no degradation is occurring as a result of this program!


The trick part of this is the reference to the ‘permitted discharge’.  Since recycled water doesn’t count as a discharge, it’s not considered to come under the same requirements.  Does that mean that anti-degradation isn’t enforced on irrigation projects?


Does anti-backsliding only refer to effluent limits?  The change on nitrogen limit seems like a manipulation in order to claim the change is not really a change.  Please see comments on pages 2-3 of this comment letter.

We continue to make the case that the incidental runoff issue is a problem.  We believe that there are indications that more extensive runoff is occurring than is being reported.  We believe reporting requirements are ambiguous and often inadequate and that monitoring and enforcement are very weak.  Most of what has been declared in writing is probably not being carried out in real time conditions, with the result of further degradation to our streams.


CEC’s Monitoring (F-21)


Our biggest issue here, as fully described in our original comments, is that due to what we believe is the misguided judgment of the Scientific Panel, endocrine disrupting chemicals will not be monitored in irrigation water.  They assumed that low doses of these chemicals are safe, where many studies have shown this is not the case.  Please see our original comment letter to read our concerns.

BMPs and Self Monitoring (F-68):


Water Reclamation Requirements and Provisions:


This section states that BMPs in Santa Rosa’s Recycled Water User’s Guide are adequate to reduce severity and incidences of runoff.  This may be true, but we must not forget the possibility that they may not be carried out and inadequate reporting, should it occur, might not indicate problems in a timely manner.


Santa Rosa-Rohnert Park Wholesale-Retail Recycled Water Agreement:


At the July 18th Board of Public Utilities Meeting, they had a Study Session on Santa Rosa-Rohnert Park Wholesale-Retail Recycled Water Agreement. The power point presentation (Attachment #7) states that the new agreement would take effect, if approved, on March 28th, 2015.  Rohnert Park would then be considered the retailer and sell recycled water to RP customers and end users.


RP would own, operate and maintain distribution system.  They would read meters and bill customers, they would conduct inspections and ensure regulatory compliance.  The Subregional will provide training to Rohnert Park and Rohnert Park customers must comply with NPDES Permit, all recycled Water Rules and Regulation and Recycled Water User’s Guide.


Santa Rosa staff and legal counsel agreed that Santa Rosa and Subregional system would be ultimately responsible for any failures on Rohnert Park’s part, including fines and penalties.  The question is whether this changes anything regarding terms of this permit?


One of the issue we see is the multi-layered approach to enforcement of recycled water requirements.  The Regional Board oversees compliance with the Permit, but relies on affidavits from Santa Rosa officials to certify accuracy of reports.  The responsible staff sign off based on reports from their lead staff.  So far, it is not known whether any of these people actually go on site and check irrigation practices directly.  Then at each site there is an authorized person in charge, who signs off on reports saying no, (or some) spills have occurred. But that person may not have been present when the problem occurred (if one did), since it was probably a workman or landscape contractor employee that actually did the work or cause the problem.

In the documents we have studied to prepare for these comments, mostly found in Regional Board files, we don’t recall coming across an on-the-ground detailed explanation for how irrigation amounts would be determined and implemented for each individual parcel, and what problems might be anticipated and how they will be dealt with in order to prevent incidental runoff.  We don’t know how often these worker will be on site or what kind of tasks they complete when they are there. There should be detailed reports for each site with maps showing location of sidewalks, driveways, street and drains, and any other impervious surfaces available to the public.  There should be standardized forms for filling out this information and most importantly, they should estimate water needs, when applications will occur, how they will be controlled, what kind of equipment will be used to irrigate, etc. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document.


Sincerely,


[image: image1.png]S L,






Brenda Adelman 

List of Attachments:

1. Rohnert Park: City ‘Invests’ in Sewers: $13M Line Expected to Clear Way for 4000 Homes, with Resultant $88M in Fees, Jeremy Hay, Press Democrat Pg. B1, July 1, 2013 

2. 2010 Rohnert Park Irrigation Checks: May, 2010 through September, 2010


3. Total Irrigated Volume, Cost, & Distribution 2007-2012, Brenda Adelman


4. High Water Use Wastewater Irrigators: 2007-2010, Brenda Adelman 


5. Annual Depth Applications Over 30”: 2007-2010,  Brenda Adelman


6. Santa Rosa’s Annual Subregional Water Reclamation System Report for 2012:  Reclamation Operations Report, 2012 Urban Incidental Runoff, page 76

7. Santa Rosa-Rohnert Park Wholesale-Retail Recycled Water Agreement, Board of Public Utilities Meeting, Study Session, July 18, 2013
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RRWPC


Russian River Watershed Protection Committee


P.O. Box 501


Guerneville, CA 95446


rrwpc@comcast.net

July 22, 2013


Matt St. John: Executive Officer


North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board


5550 Skylane Blvd. #A


Santa Rosa, CA 95403


Attention: Charles Reed


Delivered by Email: CReed@waterboards.ca.gov

RRWPC ADDENDUM on: 


Waste Discharge Requirements and Master Reclamation Permit for the City of Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reclamation System:  Sonoma County

ORDER NO. R1-2013-0001

NPDES NO. CA0022764


WDID NO. 1B830990SON


Dear Mr. St. John, Mr. Reed, Chair Noren and Regional Board Members:


Enclosed are a few additional comments in consideration of some new information I just obtained from staff.  These included technical and monitoring reports in response to Order 13267 (b).  This Order addressed two complaints about over-irrigation at Sonoma State and Rohnert Park wastewater irrigation areas.  RRWPC had filed complaint concerning Rohnert Park’s over irrigation.  (The two documents responding to Order 13267 are added here as #8 and #9.)

Our main comments, recently submitted today, focused on our concerns about extensive over-irrigation of wastewater on Rohnert Park properties, the large number of repeat offenders, the lack of detail in their reporting,  inadequate oversight, and overall seeming lack of concern for preventing discharges into our streams in the summer time.  Some of the worst nutrient pollution in the Laguna is west of Rohnert Park.  There is so much care lately to develop a nutrient offset program for winter discharges, but inadequate attention (we believe) to the nutrient contributions resulting from these overflows.  In light of the severe nutrient pollution in the Laguna and to some extent in the Russian River, it behooves you to take a strong stand on this issue of over-irrigation.

One of our major concerns is the frequency of monitoring.  One of the documents included was this response was daily monitoring reports for a two week period.  My comments on the revised permit emphasized the need for more frequent monitoring than every two weeks or monthly, as suggested in the revised permit.   


Here are results:  (gallons lost were not noted in report)


8-27-09:  6 incidents noted


8-28-09:  11 incidents noted


8-29-09:  8 incidents noted


8-30-09: 7 incidents noted:  no report on 4 sites


8-31-09:  12 incidents noted


9-1-09:  9 incidents noted


9-2-09:  9 incidents noted:  noted leak on one which was scheduled to repair ‘SOON’


9-3-09:  11 incidents noted


9-4-09: 12 incidents noted


9-5-09:  9 incidents noted: no report on 8 properties


9-6-09:  8 incidents noted


9-7-09: 11 incidents noted


9-8-09: 8 incidents noted


9-9-09: 8 incidents noted: no report on 5 properties


Most of these incidents above noted water on curb, gutter, driveway.  Many are areas we emphasized in our comments. (Redwood Creek Apartments was found to have runoff on 10 of those 14 days.  Roberts Lake Park was over-irrigating on 11 of 14 days, but on one day there was no report.  And Mountain Shadows Apartments were over-irrigating on 8 days with no report on one of 14 days.


This is the difficulty of urban irrigation and it needs to be more effectively addressed.  It appears as though Rohnert Park has not been serious enough about dealing with this problem.  I have heard Darren Jenkins say recently that Rohnert Park ‘minimizes’ their runoff.  When no details are given, it’s hard to know what this means.


The contract says little about how the system will be managed to prevent runoff.  RP’s guidelines to satisfy the safe use of recycled water is one page long and contains only 12 items starting with the statement that “Runoff of reclaimed water and spray shall be minimized.”  They did nothing to stress the importance of this requirement and gave no details how to do it.  (document attached).


Without going into extensive detail, these documents prove (in our eyes anyway) that Rohnert Park has a long way to go in managing their system to show concern for the environment.  In the 14 days monitored above, there were 129 overflow instances reported. If this were extrapolated for the whole summer, we are talking about very significant numbers.  Someone needs to give RP the message that it can’t continue this way and I hope this permit will be strengthened to do just that.


Sincerely, [image: image1.png]S L,






Brenda Adelman 
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RRWPC


Russian River Watershed Protection Committee


P.O. Box 501


Guerneville, CA 95446


rrwpc@comcast.net

November 21, 2013


Matt St. John: Executive Officer


North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board


5550 Skylane Blvd. #A


Santa Rosa, CA 95403


Attention: Charles Reed


Delivered in person at Board Meeting

RRWPC ADDENDUM #2 on: 


Waste Discharge Requirements and Master Reclamation Permit for the City of Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reclamation System:  Sonoma County

ORDER NO. R1-2013-0001

NPDES NO. CA0022764


WDID NO. 1B830990SON


Dear Mr. St. John, Mr. Reed, Chair Noren and Regional Board Members:


REPEATED RUNOFF BY IRRIGATORS CONTINUES YEAR AFTER YEAR


In my July 22nd comments, I made the case that numbers presented in the quarterly, annual, and other reports, provide evidence that numerous urban landscape irrigators are repeatedly cited for multiple and even frequent incidents of irrigation runoff.  There is no indication in any of these reports of what action may have been taken to stop these violations which we just learned have been going on at least since 2005.  (Some irrigators have been cited for irrigation runoff as a result of complaints, but none, to our knowledge, cited as a result of official reports.)

Two examples found in annual reports covering 2010 through 2012.  The Spreckles Community Center in Rohnert Park had 27 runoff incidents in 2010, 20 incidents in 2011, and 10 incidents in 2012.  Prior years had spills as well although they are not listed here. Redwood Creek Apartments, also in Rohnert Park, had a significant number of repeated spills.  In 2010 they had 19 spills, 18 in 2011, and 12 in 2012. 

While the Water User’s Guide says that shutting off repeat offenders would only be done as a last resort, we believe that Santa Rosa has never cut anyone off.  We have heard them state that they probably never will.  Furthermore, while these numbers appeared in annual reports, neither Santa Rosa nor the Regional Board, to the best of our knowledge, ever penalized anyone for multiple DISCHARGES.  


SPILL AMOUNTS IMPOSSIBLE TO IDENTIFY CORRECTLY


While the number of reported gallons spilled were not significant, there is no way to ascertain whether those numbers are accurate and to what extent flows may have involved discharge to a waterway.   Irrigation takes place at night, visual inspections occur once a week at the most, and it is not known what efforts were made to determine the length of time the spill had been taking place.   It is also possible that visual inspections are cursory and spills may have occurred prior or subsequent to the inspection.  

While the Guide calls for a designated staff person to be available 24/7 to deal with all emergencies, in most cases the staff person is responsible for multiple sites.  In fact, 2/3 of Rohnert Park irrigation sites are separate public facilities and we believe, has one supervisor and two employees to cover about 20 parcels throughout the City.  It is unclear how compliance is at ALL times, when sites are inspected no more than once a week and workers can’t be everywhere at once.

Often the amounts of runoff identified are in the under ten gallon range on small parcels that irrigate a million plus gallons per acre a season.  This is suspiciously low and causes us to believe that these amounts are estimates based on a very brief surveillance of the immediate situation.  Furthermore, they are to look to Guide for guidance on preventing runoff, but the Guide is usually vague and definitely not site specific.  These apparent  contradictions need to be clarified.

ARE AGRONOMIC RATES UTILIZED IN URBAN AREAS?

Supposedly the City (Santa Rosa) controls the amount of water delivered to irrigators.  We imagine that at some point a report was written to address agronomic rates on individual parcels.  Attachment G calls for operations and management plan to be developed (not sure when) describing proper irrigation amounts and applications.  If there is some other document, we don’t know if it exists already or if it is in planning stages.  In either case, a more detailed plan is needed to spell out how excessive and repeated runoff  will be avoided.  We don’t think the Guide is adequate.

We had been through City files at Regional Board offices and never saw agronomic analyses for individual parcels at that location.  Water user contracts appear to say nothing about calculating and/or utilizing agronomic rates.  We saw nothing about agronomic applications in Recycled Water User’s Guide (Guide) either.

There is a list of all irrigators and the amount they irrigate at the back of Attachment G in the current permit.  We assume these allocated amounts were based on studies of agronomic rates for individual properties.  Large agricultural parcels growing pasture or fodder crops use far less water per acre than the urban landscape irrigators use.  We had been under the impression that fodder crops use large amounts of water.  Furthermore, much of the urban landscape borders on impervious surfaces and wherever we have viewed urban runoff, it has involved water running over those surfaces, and into streets and storm drains.  (One copy of pictures at bus stop submitted.)

Newly required stream setback designations in new permits for irrigation applications that will protect water quality, should be applied to all permits.  If this is not feasible, at a minimum they should be applied to renewed permits as well.

It was stated that technical reports were required to be approved to demonstrate water is being applied in a manner to protect water quality. (E.O.’s summary report on page 3 states that Regional Board relies heavily on the Recycled Water User’s Guide to implement agronomic rates and minimize runoff.)   Santa Rosa complained that over regulation discourages uses of wastewater for irrigation.  Most oversight has been left in the hands of the irrigators and Regional Board staff play too minimal a role.   

The Guide is vague on environmental protection while more focused on Title 22 requirements.  The requirements listed in Attachment G are vague enough to allow for weak enforcement which accommodates Santa Rosa’s concern about regulatory overload. There is a need for a monitoring program that identifies the true amount of runoff.  There is a need for enforcement against repeat offenders, including turning off the irrigation spout!  There is a need for specific agronomic application reporting and enforcement that indicates amount to be applied next to amount actually applied.  When a irrigator applies one or two million gallons per acre, there needs to be full justification for that amount.

RECORDING BASIS FOR RUNOFF CHANGED

On page 17 (#68) of the Response to Comments, it states that, “The permit section has been revised to require reporting of runoff incidents only when the runoff occurrence does not meet the conditions of incidental runoff, which would be a violation of permit conditions.”  This means that the reporter/investigator would need to know whether there had been prior runoff that would change the runoff incident from incidental runoff to an illegal discharge.  It seems as though many instances of runoff could be mistakenly  omitted if the person fails to remember what went on before.  Or if the person is new and/or inadequately trained, this can cause many incidents to go unreported.  We strongly believe that all runoff should be noted.

Thank you for the opportunity to add these comments to the record.


Sincerely,
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Brenda Adelman
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RRWPC

Russian River Watershed Protection Committee
P.O. Box 501
Guerneville, CA 95446

rrwpc@comecast.net
Brenda Adelman: Chair

December 3, 2012

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Matt St. John: Executive Officer

5550 Skylane Blvd. #A

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Comments on: Proposed Waste Discharge Requirements and Master
Reclamation Permit Order No. R1-2013-0001, NPDES Permit # CA0022764

Dear Mr. St. John and Regional Board Members:

Introduction:

RRWPC has been tracking Santa Rosa’s wastewater activities, including their various
permits and environmental studies, since 1985, when City officials allowed over 750
million gallons of secondary wastewater to be illegally discharged into the Russian River.

As citizen activists, RRWPC has represented property and business owners and
recreationists in the lower river for 32 years. We have studied documents, provided
comments and expert testimony; we have attended meetings and given testimony
mostly on water quality issues, and we have been involved in several legal challenges in
regard to Santa Rosa’s wastewater discharge EIRs.

RRWPC has also been tracking the State’s Recycled Water Policy from early on. We
provided comments and testimony to the State Board on the Policy and other documents
related to it. We generated letters on the issue of Recycled water and incidental runoff
from other environmental groups and many members of the public. (We attach
comments on Recycled Water Policy and Amendment. We also attach Complaint
submitted on Santa Rosa’s irrigation overflow.) We also have written several articles for
the Sonoma County Gazette on this and related issues.

Furthermore, we provided comments on both MS4 Permits in reference to incidental
runoff and also the Basin Plan Amendment. We submitted extensive comments to the
Legislature on AB 2398 earlier this year. Our major concern with this legislation, was
that it was going to declassify tertiary wastewater as a waste when used for landscape
irrigation. Partly because of our comments, along with general public concern, the Bill
was dropped for this year’s legislative session.

Just weeks after this Bill began its rounds late last February, a new Study was released
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by twelve scientists (Vandenberg, L.N., et al., Hormones and endocrine disrupting chemicals:
low dose effects and non-monotonic dose responses. Endocrine Reviews, 2012. 33(3): p. 378-
455.). This study analyzed over 800 papers on endocrinology and toxicology over the
prior three years. According to Dr. Vandenberg, lead author, the conclusion was drawn
that: “...low dose effects and non-monotonic dose responses are common for EDCs, and in fact
may be the expected type of biological response for this large class of chemicals. Most importantly,
we have a great understanding of the mechanisms behind these types of effects; hormones act in
the body at exceedingly low concentrations, i.e. in the part per trillion or part per billion range.”
(Dr. Vandenberg's letter to the State Board regarding Recycled Water Policy
Amendment and also study she referred to are attached to this document and are also
part of the record for the Recycled Water Policy Amendment.) (both documents
attached)

She also stated in her letter to the State Board: “The concept of low dose effects and non-
monotonic dose responses is not at the fringe of science. The Endocrine Society, the world’s
largest professional association of clinical and research endocrinologists, has released two recent
statements regarding EDCs, and has repeatedly reiterated the conclusion that low doses of EDCs
are harmful to humans and wildlife.”

Although they have not yet made a final ruling on the Amendment, the State has not
responded to either Dr. Vandenberg’s comments or RRWPC’s on this topic other than to
say they “considered” our comments. In our view, without further detail about what
the “consideration” entailed, they did not really consider it at all.

The major point we are making here, and in relation to the proposed draft NPDES and
Reclamation Permits, is that our concerns about ‘incidental runoff’ have not been
addressed at any point in the process, and as a result of this new study, have in fact been
deepened. In a recent email concerning responses to comments on the Amendment, I
wrote to State Board Staff regarding the State Scientific Panel’s decision to not require
monitoring for endocrine disrupting chemicals of wastewater used for landscape
irrigation: “Please forgive me for saying that it is beyond belief that this State Scientific Panel
declares otherwise, without any acknowledgment of the issue, let alone detailed analysis. We
strongly suggest that, at a minimum, the Scientific Panel address this issue specifically and give
a meaningful justification for ignoring the findings of so many bonafide experts in the field.

The responses you provided to us say nothing about these scientific findings. Rather they merely
state that, regarding both my comments and Dr. Vandenberg's, that all our comments have been
'considered'. No description was provided explaining what such consideration included.”

Conventional risk assessment assumes that the dose makes the poison. Only 125 toxins
are currently regulated and the list has not changed for decades, even though over
80,000 chemicals exist, and about 2000 new ones are added each year.

As the impacts accumulate over the years, the greatest concern now is the unknown
result of multiple merging compounds. Rather than the single dose response, it is
critical that scientists develop protocols for testing multiple compounds at once.
According to Linda Birnbaum, head of NIEHS (National Institute of Environmental
Health Sciences) and National Toxicology Program, that is happening right now. She
says, “Basically, we can screen up to 10,000 chemicals a year at 15 different dose levels for at
least 70 or more different kinds of responses. We can begin now to do this with mixtures where





we can make many different kinds of mixtures because we can test so many at a time.” (Chemical
“Soup” Clouds Connection between Toxins and Poor Health, by Brendan Borrell, 11-23-12)

Also, rather than wait for single chemicals be proven dangerous, the Precautionary
Principle, calling for caution from the start, should be implemented as soon as possible.
This would require that chemical companies prove that a chemical is safe before widely
adopted, rather than placing the burden on the public who now serve as guinea pigs for
the chemical and pharmaceutical industries.

A New York Times article (Sept. 6, 2012) entitled How Dangerous is your Couch (about
flame retardants) illustrates the problem. It states, “But of the 84,000 industrial chemicals
registered for use in the United States, only about 200 have been evaluated for human safety by
the Environmental Protection Agency. That’s because industrial chemicals are presumed safe
unless proved otherwise under the 1976 federal Toxic Substances Control Act.”

In Sonoma County, according to State pesticide reports 2006-2010, the most common
pesticides and herbicides used were 1,3 Dichloropropene, glyphozsate, mancozeb, and
simazine. When lands are irrigated using those chemicals, it is likely they will end up in
the soil, ground water, and surface water (when runoff occurs). According to the PAN
Pesticides Data Base, Mancozeb is listed as a “bad actor” chemical that is carcinogenic,
and a developmental or reproductive toxin and suspected endocrine disruptor.
Simazine is also listed as a “bad actor”, a ground water contaminant, and developmental
or reproductive toxin. It is a suspected endocrine disruptor. 1,3-Dichoropropene is
listed in Wikiup as carcinogenic to animals and possibly humans as well.

Since the reclamation permit relies on a yet to be produced Groundwater Management
Plan and Salt and Nutrient Management Plan, and also a study to determine agronomic
rates for irrigation, it’s hard to say how the conclusion can be drawn that impacts will be
minimal. Neither the permit nor the Reclamation Plan makes mention of the need to
limit irrigation on lands that have been treated with bioactive chemical products,
including fertilizer. What is the fate of the chemicals listed above if the lands that use
those products are over-irrigated? How will they impact the wildlife and aquatic life
that have to live in the water 24/7?

Another critical issue is that worldwide, amphibians are disappearing so fast that
scientists say they might be facing mass extinction. According to reports, these creatures
have been on earth for 300 million years (including frogs, toads, and salamanders).
There are approximately 6,300 know species and as many as 168 species have gone
extinct in the last two decades. 1,856 species are considered threatened and 2,469 have
been declining in that same time period. Amphibians are important to the ecosystem
since they eat mosquitos, some of which are disease bearing vectors. Their decline may
be a strong indication of chemical contamination impacts to our environment.

In the Russian River, frogs appear to be in serious decline. According to AmphibaWeb,
University of California at Berkeley, suspected reasons for decline are habitat loss,
invasive species, climate warming, chemical contaminants, and disease. These are the
same issues for the salmonids, which have been well documented to be in serious
decline as well.

Tyrone Hayes is a professor at UC Berkeley and renown expert on the impacts of
chemicals on frogs. He was one of the scientists who participated in the important study





of which Dr. Laura Vandenberg was the lead author. He is best known for his work
with atrazine and frogs whereby at exposures in the parts per billion range, male frogs
became females. Because frogs breath through the skin, they are exposed to endocrine
disrupting contaminants much more easily. They can be seen as the canary in the mine.

Summary of Main Issues: Permits:

RRWPC strongly supports comments by John Short on this permit.

NPDES Fact Sheet:

Assumes that flow increases to treatment Plant up to 25.9 mgd would be used
for/by reclamation and not discharge. Therefore the requirements for increased
capacity will be far less stringent. Yet summer irrigation discharge cannot be
adequately quantified and is bound to occur, especially if irrigation occurs at
night or the late evening.

Page F-12: 3A concludes that CEQA review has been adequate even though this
section comes immediately after the one describing three enforcement actions
during the course of the last permit. It seems as though there have been changed
conditions since the last permit had been approved that should be addressed.
There was no updated CEQA process by the City since December, 2007, which is
now five years ago. Changed conditions include lowering of Russian River flows
because of the Biological Opinion; adoption of the Recycled Water Policy, which
encourages much greater reuse of wastewater at a time when runoff can have
much greater impact, adoption of the MS4 permit which allows incidental runoff
and finally the Basin Plan Amendment allowing incidental runoff.

This permit fails to clarify how runoff will be controlled and what amount of
runoff will be considered ‘incidental’. The Draft Permit does not define how
proper application rates will be achieved. Therefore it can’t possibly assure that
anti-degradation goals will be realized. It fails to define how agronomic rates
will be calculated and therefore limits ability to define runoff itself. It allows
ponding, a sign of over irrigation, for up to 24 hours. It calls for self-reporting,
but allows nighttime irrigation when agronomic rates are much lower and there
is much greater risk of runoff. Who will be watching? Will these ‘incidental’
discharges be part of the Laguna TMDL?

We are concerned about the assumption that runoff will be so negligible that it
can’t possibly do any harm. Further, it does not account for health and safety
risks resulting from unregulated and undocumented chemicals that may be left
in the wastewater as noted above. (Also please see John Short’s comments
regarding implication that existing irrigation sites are exempt from State law and
only new sites have to meet minimum standards.)

What safeguards are in place to assure that all self-monitoring reports will be
conducted strictly according to protocol? How do you know whether test
samples used the proper water source? How do you know that undesirable
results weren’'t thrown out and the test repeated until desired results were
achieved? If irrigation is at night, who will know whether agronomic rates are





being met? How is the amount of runoff calculated, especially if most occurs at
night?

While Santa Rosa’s BODs, TSS, total coliform bacteria, and settleable solids in
their wastewater is generally in compliance and less than permit limits,
nevertheless, these discharges have been going on for a long time, and we
wonder how much sediment accumulation has occurred? Bacterial and nutrient
problems keep getting worse in the lower river, ludwegia is now a constant
nuisance that may harbor pathogens, including West Nile Virus, possibly
causing illness to those recreating and pets utilizing the river.

As the river becomes more impaired with sediments, to what extent will these
problems become exacerbated? Is there a point where it will become necessary
to adjust (raise) limits for Santa Rosa’s discharge because the impairment has
gotten worse? (I guess this would be part of a sediment TMDL, but we are
concerned about on-going incremental increases that over time, turn into a much
bigger problem.

The MS4 Permit and Basin Plan Amendment were authorized for ‘incidental
runoff’ before information had been attained on salt and nutrient issues,
groundwater studies by USGS were available, and TMDLs had been
promulgated for Laguna nutrients, dissolved oxygen and temperature.
Naturally, without adequate information, the CEQA equivalent could not
possibly have addressed these issues. While it is good that Santa Rosa
discharges must meet a “no net nutrient” standard, this incidental runoff will be
allowed to add relatively high levels of nutrients (phosphorus in particular) with
no clear enforcement mechanisms defined. The agronomic rates will be
determined in a later report and the application rates are as yet undefined. The
nutrient application rate is undefined. (John Short addresses this also.) If this
process has followed a CEQA equivalent, why are critical requirements
dependent on future reports? Future reports not allowed as mitigation in CEQA
and I don’t think they should be allowed here either unless public process is
reopened.

The Fact Sheet (p. F-20) refers to the Recycled Water Policy’s mandate to develop
an area wide salt and nutrient management plan (rather than individual
assessments). It seems as though it should be necessary to do both. As they are
waiting for data from USGS for the Plan, and this can take an unknown amount
of time, it seems as though individual projects need to do some kind of
assessment in light of Laguna and River impairments. This permit document
seems to be filled with ‘donut holes” where a fairly stringent goal is stated
(compliance with Anti-Degradation for instance), but then is surrounded by
slippery contingencies that allow escapes through the back door, mostly
provided by the Recycled Water Policy.

The Recycled Water Policy Amendment calls for no monitoring of endocrine
disrupting chemicals for application of tertiary wastewater on landscapes.
RRWPC has written extensive comments on this, which went unanswered. (See
attachments) As mentioned before, Dr. Vandenberg wrote of the low dose effects
on endocrine disrupting chemicals. They did not respond to her either. The





justification for this finding (by State Scientific Panel) was first that these
chemicals have no impact at low doses. Then they switched horses to say that
there is little likelihood of exposure. This also is false, since we have
photographed extensive over-irrigation of wastewater repeatedly at bus stops
across the street from Santa Rosa’s Utility Center. These chemicals have huge
impacts on young people, and repeatedly flooded area next to City bus stop.
We submitted dated pictures to Regional Board in early 2012 to prove this.

It's as if all of the chemicals and chemical compounds that have been
demonstrated to cause serious and sometimes fatal impacts to humans, children
and future generations, and wildlife, have no basis in reality because the State
and Federal Government have not been able to set standards for most of the
poisons in our environment. It's absolutely shameful. Politicians have
determined that business is much more important than human health and well
being, let alone the needs of the environment. In light of all the extirpation being
caused, this problem is on the same scale as global warming.

Nicholas Kristof, in a May 2, 2012 column in the New York Times said,
“Endocrine disruptors are everywhere....Test your blood or urine, and you’ll surely find
them there, as well as in human breast milk and in cord blood of newborn babies. In this
campaign year, we are bound to hear endless complaints about excessive government
requlation.  But here’s an area where scientists are increasingly critical of our
government for its failure to tackle Big Chem and regulate endocrine disruptors
adequately.....Last year, eight medical organizations representing genetics, gynecology,
urology and other fields made a joint call in Science magazine for tighter requlation of
endocrine disruptors....Shouldn’t our government be as vigilant about threats in our
grocery stores as in the mountains of Afghanistan?”

Yet the draft permit states on page 15 (#10), “The discharge shall not cause receiving
waters to contain toxic substances in concentrations that are toxic to, or that produce
detrimental physiological responses in humans, plants, animals, or aquatic life.
Compliance with this objective will be determined by use of indicator organisms, analyses
of species diversity, population density, growth anomalies, bioassays of appropriate
duration, or other appropriate methods, as specified by the Regional Water Board.” 1t is
really hard to believe that with all the health problems showing up prematurely
in the general population, the disappearance and malformations of wildlife being
observed, it’s a little hard to believe that Santa Rosa has such a sterling record in
regards to their toxicity testing. Why is the City so resistant to testing for
endocrine disrupting chemicals in their wastewater (especially estradiol) if their
treatment methods are so reliably safe? Why are they resistant to testing fish
living in their wastewater for signs of vitellogenin production (fish feminization).
Years ago Santa Rosa’s BPU agreed to do this, and two weeks later withdrew
their commitment.

What administrative penalties for over irrigation have been handed out?
RRWPC has filed complaints on multiple Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa over-
irrigation incidents, with numerous dated and identified photos, and nothing
seemed to happen in the public view. What does it take for the Regional Board
to issue a Cease and Desist Order? How can the public maintain confidence in





this process when things are somehow dealt with behind the scenes? We have a
similar concern about the Nutrient Offset program. Santa Rosa identified an
offset project (Beretta Dairy). There was a public comment period. RRWPC
submitted a lengthy letter, and the next thing we heard, the project had been
approved. Now, a new notice has gone out on a different project. What's the
point of commenting, WHEN THE PUBLIC IS NOT INCLUDED IN THE
PROCESS???

Another factor inadequately considered, is that of discharge to a waterway when
low flows predominate. Could one say that even a small discharge into a very
low flowing and water quality impaired stream, will have a much bigger impact
than if normal flows were taking place. The NPDES discharge permit covers the
period when flows tend to be higher and therefore the impaired constituent
would be somewhat diluted. Is dilution considered when setting standards? If it
is, then shouldn’t standards be raised when discharge is allowed under summer
conditions, especially where heat is a factor?

In fact, the impacts of this discharge on the environment during summer
conditions have not been fully explored. We all know, even without scientific
studies, that the Laguna impairments are greatly exacerbated during heated
summer conditions. We wonder if that was factored in when the standards were
set up? Whether or not it was, shouldn’t it be considered now?

In fact it seems as though there may be a conflict between the permit

In reference to the summer discharge prohibition, the Fact Sheet states on page F-
24, “The discharge of wastewater effluent from the Subregional System...is prohibited
during the period of May 15% to September 30%....” And it explains, “The original
intent of this prohibition was to prevent the contribution of wastewater to the baseline
flow of the Russian River during the period of the year when the Russian River and its
tributaries experience the heaviest water contact recreation use.” Did the standard
change when the discharge went from point to non-point by virtue of its use as
irrigation? This assumption that only occasional and minimal discharges will
occur is simply not verifiable by the record, since it is so hard to ascertain the
estimates of runoff that actually occurred.

F-28 & 29 indicate that the RPA for dichlorobromomethane and
chlorodibromomethane indicates their limits may be exceeded through the
discharge of wastewater. How will public health and other beneficial uses be
protected if these substances are distributed on the land and into the atmosphere
through the spray process? In fact, what is the fate of public health if this is
sprayed into areas where the public is present? (Size and strength of spray is an
issue also that needs to be considered when calculating agronomic rates of
application. There is one property on Guerneville Rd. by Campobello that uses a
gigantic spray that I often see going into the nearby creek and occasionally into
the road. It's and ag field around 3200 Guerneville Rd. on south side of road.)

While no net loading of nutrients is applied to surface discharge, when the
discharge is considered reclamation, the no net discharge does not seem to apply
in that monitoring for phosphorus is not required for landscape irrigation (or for





endocrine disrupting chemicals either). Unless there are specific application
rates in the reclamation permit, there will be no clear handle to judge compliance
and whether anti-degradation standards are being met.

John Short states that, “The proposed permit is seriously flawed in seemingly creating
requlatory standards for reclamation discharges, allowing ground water degradation in
certain cases and dismissing potential permit violations due to reclaimed water use while
implying the most (if not all) existing reclamation sites do not meet the stated standards.
Discharges (except from future facilities) would not be expected to meet the minimum
criteria in the State Recycled Water Policy, the Basin Plan discharge prohibitions and the
state anti-degradation policy. The Board seems to imply that existing reclamation sites
are somehow exempt from state policy and only new facilities must comply with
minimum standards.”

The Fact Sheet states on Pages 31 & 32: “...biostimulatory components of discharges
from the Laguna Subregional System have a reasonable potential to contribute to and
promote excessive aquatic growth occurring within the Laguna de Santa Rosa and are,
therefore, contributing to exceedance of the Bain Plan’s narrative water quality objective
for biostimulatory substances and the impairment of the Laguna de Santa Rosa. In order
to control the level of nutrient discharged to receiving waters, comply with the narrative
water quality objective, and prevent additional degradation of beneficial uses, this Order
establishes effluent limitations for total nitrogen and total phosphorus.”

This is followed by a chart that compares typical water quality levels of other
water bodies with Santa Rosa’s Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen and Total Phosphate.
Other nutrient impaired water bodies averaged 1.06 for Nitrogen and 0.60 for
Phosphate. Santa Rosa’s average reading between September, 2006 and August,
2010 was 1.3 and 2.2 respectively. That means Santa Rosa’s phosphate readings
are almost four times the level of other impaired water bodies and much more
than what I believe is normally recommended (.01). Does this not justify the
thorough study of phosphorus for irrigation use and the implementation of
VERY stringent measures to prevent all runoff? DO THE LIMITATIONS
NOTED ON TOP OF PAGE F-32 APPLY TO RECLAMATION WASTEWATER?
If so, there should be very few circumstances, and those should be much more
specifically defined, where “incidental runoff” should be allowed. And yet the
Reclamation Permit fails to specify phosphorus limits to be met and monitored
for the Salt & Nutrient Management Plan. The very next section on Aquatic
Toxicity goes on to state that effluent monitoring for nitrate and ammonia. Why
was phosphorus not included? Why is there no RPA for Phosphorus but there
was for ammonia and nitrates? (p. F-39)

The permit assumes that summer discharges will be negligible based on some
anticipated agronomic studies that will occur in the future. While it is true that
the permit can be reopened, as mentioned before, we don’t trust the process if
nighttime irrigation is promoted and allowed. RRWPC photographs of runoff
that included pictures of irrigation water running down the drain clearly
indicated that it was occurring and when it was occurring (date). Yet we were
told we didn’t have enough information with our photos. (All were clearly
identified as to location, time, and temperature).





The public has the same problem. We don’t trust that this runoff is benign, is as
low an amount as claimed in reports, is monitored and reported in a timely
fashion, and is so negligible as to not causing any water quality problems and
meets anti-degradation requirements. If water quality is to be protected, and
anti-degradation requirements met, it is critical that specific guidelines be
included in the Reclamation Permit that calls for setbacks, preference for drip
rather than spray irrigation, (more stringent controls needed for spray),
limitations on strength of spray, specific criteria for determining agronomic rates
that should be adjusted daily, if not hourly, more regular inspections by
irrigating staff, periodic inspections by Regional Board staff, etc. (In fact, our
concerns seem justified by the Chart mentioned above.

We pose the question: Since no net loading is allowed for regular winter
discharges, at what point does that standard apply for summer irrigation runoff,
when the nutrient problem is often greatly exacerbated in the Laguna and
Russian River? Further, when we are in a draught period with high
temperatures, the nutrient problem can become so great that even a little runoff
can become a serious problem, especially in relation to algae, Ludwigia, and
other invasive species. The exact point at which runoff becomes a permit
violation is undefined! If this is incorrect, please spell out the specific
measurable circumstances where a violation will known to occur. This is
particularly important where nutrients are concerned.

Radiological waste: top of page F-25 (#11) states that discharge of radiological
waste is prohibited. Since all such waste has a very long half-life, and since
radiological waste is now regularly flushed down toilets, how does treatment
plant deal with this? The waste has to go somewhere, and wherever it goes, it’s
radioactive. I have never heard this addressed anywhere. How can the public be
assured that the treated waste that is sprayed on play areas where the general
public recreates is not radioactive?

Prior to around 1993, hospitals kept radiated patients in isolation for three days,
checked them out with a Geiger counter before they are allowed to leave, and
then stored all waste products for least 50 years, etc. I know this from personal
experience since in 1974 I received a radioactive isotope treatment for thyroid
cancer. Now hospitals do none of that. Patients go home or to a hotel or motel
while they are radioactive. Their radioactive waste goes down the toilet.

In a similar vein, we are deeply concerned about cancer causing chemotherapy
drugs that patients take at home, assimilate in their bodies, and flush down the
toilet. In an article entitled Chemo Drugs Pose Serious Public Health Risks by Frank
Carini of ecoRI News Staff (11-19-12) it states, “About 85% of chemotherapy patients
receive their infusions at a hospital or health-care facility. They are then sent home —
typically without warning about the dangers the chemicals that soon will be exiting their
bodies can pose to family members and caregivers for the next two to three days...some
chemicals used in medical treatments were actually more dangerous than those that are
regulated in factories....Pharmaceuticals are nasty, and specifically designed to interact
with the human body.”

Also, “Of the 212 or so drugs used in various chemo treatments—the first were





descendants of mustard gas...These drugs are excreted in active form, in the few days
after each chemotherapy infusion....This means that during those two to three days, a
patient’s sweat, saliva, vomit, urine, and feces contain quantities of dangerous chemicals.
Anyone who touches these contaminated fluids.....can absorb dangerous amounts of an
active cytotoxic drug.” The article goes on to say there are no regulations to
control disposal of these substances. Generally people are just told to flush
everything down the toilet. In the meantime, the EPA and the FDA each point
the finger as being responsible for regulating these dangerous substances. It is so
discouraging that everyone pretends that a few self monitored BMPs by Santa
Rosa is going to protect us .

Anti-Degradation: (page F-47): Fact Sheet states: “The authorized rate of discharge
is increased above that of the previous permit, but the rate of discharge authorized to
discharge to surface waters has not increased.” It goes on to state that the increased
volumes of water will go to the Geysers and to the Urban Reuse Project. Once
again we challenge that the rate of discharge will increase with summer runoff,
unless most stringent requirements are placed in permit to assure that won't
happen. Some think that past behavior is predictive of future actions.

When RRWPC filed complaint on Rohnert Park’s over irrigation practices we
discovered that Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa had an agreement that was about
17 years old at the time and had never been enforced. Supposedly, Santa Rosa
had not monitored RP’s irrigation. We documented a great deal of runoff that
was repeated over a period of time. We never got formal feedback on this by
Regional Board staff although we understand there were some changes made.
We really don’t know what is happening now in terms of protecting against
irrigation runoff.

Basically the same thing happened with Santa Rosa’s irrigation last winter when
we discovered and documented extensive runoff at a time when there were
freezing temperatures and frost on the grass. We believe that Regional Board
and City staff followed up on this, but we don’t know what they did and
whether everything has been consistently in compliance now this last summer.

Discharge of recycled water, according to Fact Sheet (Page F-48) may result in
degradation in ground water from salts and nutrients. This is expected to be
addressed in the Salt and Nutrient Management Plan. We wonder if buildup of
salts in soils, the reason why many vineyard managers are hesitant to use
recycled wastewater, will be studied in the Salt and Nutrient management plan?
Nonetheless, when a problematic issue comes up around this plan, and the
possibility of some degradation is acknowledged, the phrase “maximum benefit to
the State” appears to make some degradation equal in importance to increased
water supplies. Six very non-specific goals are then stated to assure that water
quality will not be degraded as a result of this project.

The Fact Sheet then describes (Page F-50) requirements in the Reclamation
Permit that gives terms of this Order. This includes programmatic and site-
specific technical reports containing hydraulic and nutrient agronomic rates for
every new irrigation project that comes on line. RRWPC believes that ALL
reclamation sites should be held responsible for such reports and that the reports

10





should detail the conditions under which irrigation should take place. (John
Short addresses this also.) There should be no irrigation in winter months
and/or when the temperature reaches a certain level, say 45 degrees. (So little
water can be soaked up by the ground when cold temperatures prevail, that it’s
not worth the energy needed to irrigate.) Slopes should be considered and
setbacks from streams should be required of all irrigators, not just new ones.
Wind, weather forecasts, soil type, saturation, etc. should all be considered no
less than on a weekly basis. And types and strengths of sprays should also be
addressed.

Summary and Conclusion:

® There is so much available about the impacts of low dose exposures to
endocrine disrupting chemicals that it is a travesty to ignore it.

e The length of time it will take to complete and implement the Salt & Nutrient
Management Plan and Engineering Study to determine agronomic rates and
impacts of salt and nutrients is unreasonable (up to five years).

e Salt and nutrients should be fully assessed for surface as well as ground
waters.

e Incidental runoff is poorly defined and that will allow a much greater
amount of runoff. Further, it would make it harder to enforce.

e North Coast Board should review reclamation contract between Rohnert Park
and Santa Rosa every two years to ascertain that it is adequate and being
fully implemented.

e All irrigators should be required to have irrigation setbacks of 100" from
streams.

e Strict application limits should be put on lands where pesticides, manure,
and herbicides are applied.

e C(larify and differentiate application of waste discharge requirements in
conjunction with health services policy in regard to irrigation water.

e Amount of runoff also needs to be linked to flows. Because of Laguna
impairments, numerical standards should be established related to flow AT
POINT OF DISCHARGE.

e All important decisions should involve meaningful public input.

e Regional Board should spell out BMPs and considerations for developing
agronomic rates.

Santa Rosa has improved its treatment system greatly over the years. Nonetheless, we
have noticed a pattern of resistance to regulatory enforcement of late. Santa Rosa has
established a presence in State Agencies, committees, etc. and has influenced legislation
and Scientific Panel appointments that have sometimes not bode well for the
environment. We sincerely hope that the Regional Board will put water quality first on
their list of priorities and always remember that Tertiary wastewater is not potable
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water and as such, needs to be carefully regulated for all uses.

Brenda Adelman
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To begin, this document is one of the most complex of those we have encountered on water quality issues addressed by your Board.  Your staff has been working about five or more years on the background for this document.  The whole package is well over 600 pages and much of it is highly technical and not readily understood by a layperson.  Yet, because of its vast determination to regulate ALL PATHOGENS in the Russian River watershed (including tributaries), its consequences will have a profound effect on our community and our lives.


In light of this, we fully support the County of Sonoma in their comments on this Draft Action Plan and their concern about the impacts to our community from this TMDL.  They made a strong case that notices announcing three public meetings to be held in late September, were not adequate and that most people affected by this endeavor heard nothing about it.  Regional Board staff held two Sonoma County meetings, the first had almost 100 people attending and the second about 50.  That is a miniscule percentage of the many thousands who will be affected by this TMDL proposal.

More time is needed….


Thousands of properties will be heavily impacted by this TMDL, the owners of which mostly know nothing about what is being planned even though it states on page 1-6, “….use of Basin Plan Amendment  to tie together numerous actions by the Regional Water Board to ensure that persons subject to regulations have the opportunity to  participate in the process of developing the implementation plan.”  The subjects of this Action Plan need more assurance and more time to understand the vast implications within this process.  These actions are detailed at great length on pages 9-17 through 9-22, but there is virtually no information on to whom they will apply. 


I personally will probably have to submit these comments before they are fully organized.  I apologize in advanced if some comments seem out of order.


RRWPC requests that you delay approval of this Draft Action Plan and adoption of the TMDL at this time.  In fact, your own document gives good reason to pause this process since, on page 7-2 it states: “To ensure that this TMDL is protective, staff recommends that this TMDL not go before the State Board for adoption until after the State Bacteria objective is adopted.  An update may be necessary to conform with the new statewide objectives, should they be more restrictive than the national criteria.”  (State Board is currently updating Inland Surface Water Plan and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan for pathogens.)

The 45 day time comment period, simply has not been enough for responders to absorb all of this material and write/submit appropriate comments. Due to a lack of due diligence regarding notices to affected parties,  most are unaware it is happening. 

Please consider our request to add another two months to public comment period and also provide better notice to the people in high priority septic areas who will be affected by your action.  They should be identified, notified, and offered another meeting to inform them of potential actions and how they will be affected. 

RRWPC acknowledges that some septic systems in the watershed might need remediation.  We support regulation that includes inspection program that would identify and repair inadequately functioning systems.  We also know that there are some low cost septic repair solutions that may not be fully supported by governmental agencies at this time.  We need a full array of choices for resolving these issues in an affordable manner because many local people may not be eligible for financial assistance, or the anticipated assistance may not be forthcoming.  We don’t think all options have to be put on the table as of this time or have been thus far.  We do not need an all-encompassing program that considers every bacteria a threat to human health and the environment.  This approach is far too extreme.

The TMDL sets forth the following discharge prohibition:


Discharges of waste containing fecal waste material from humans or domestic animals to waters of the state within the Russian River Watershed that cause or contribute to an exceedance of the bacteria water quality objectives not authorized by waste discharge requirements or other order or action of the Regional or State Water Board are prohibited.


To fulfill this goal, it would seem that the Agency would have to establish that fecal matter from a specific septic system is ending up in a waterway.  We are concerned however, that you will assume this is occurring just by virtue of its location, or the size of its lot, or the age of its system, or any similar designation.  The big bone of contention is that people on septics want evidence that THEIR tank is failing.  Septic fixes are notoriously expensive and it is unknown what funds would be available to the community for repairs.  This is one of the most low income communities in Sonoma County.  But that does not mean the people here are irresponsible or unwilling to do the right thing; they just want to know that it is really necessary and not based on some estimate that there might be a problem.

Septic program ‘driving this train’ to the lower river…..


A basic premise pervades most of this document and we are concerned that in many instances the data used to provide the evidence does not necessarily verify the need.  Page one of the Action Plan, the first of four goals listed in the Introduction to the Draft Report begins with:  

To improve the bacteriological quality of the surface waters in the Russian River Watershed so that public health is protected and water quality standards are attained.  The public health risk of most concern results from water contact recreation (REC-1) and incidental ingestion of contaminated river water, when and where such conditions exist or threaten to exist.  

On the surface, this appears to be a very worthy goal, but further on gets interpreted to mean there should be zero human waste (Response to Peer Review Comments, page 12: “Attainment of REC-1 water quality standards may very well result in the control of all unpermitted discharges of human waste.”  Perhaps this approach would be necessary in the case of an outbreak of a serious infectious disease, but it’s been about 60 years since that happened with polio and I don’t think that any major health problems have been identified since.  In fact, there are no direct epidemiological studies conducted or planned as evidence for the need for this Action Plan as presented here.

Bacterial pollution sources….

The following findings were reported on page 5-8:

· All bacteria have statistically significant higher concentrations in wet periods that dry periods

· Runoff from forests had statistically significant lower concentrations of fecal bacteria than other categories.

· Runoff from ag, shrub, and forest areas had statistically significant less of any bacteria mentioned than developed areas (sewered and nonsewered)


· Wet and dry periods in developed areas had statistically the same bacteria concentrations for all developed areas no matter what type of sewer they were on (POTW or OWTS: Does this contradict the first bullet?) 

If you are averaging large amounts and multiple years of data, you are not going to be able to differentiate between contributions in wet and dry years.  This is not the same thing however, as saying they are exactly the same.  If you are monitoring a place in the river, how can you tell difference between raw sewage coming from laterals and septage coming from septics if they are merged together?  Finally please explain the seeming contradiction between the first bullet and the fourth.

We also are concerned about the following on page 5-58, which seems to verify our comment/question just above: “The source analysis does not estimate the volume of fecal waste entering the Russian River Watershed from any given potential source, nor does it stratify the sources based on order of magnitude.  But, the multiple lines of evidence provide an understanding of the locations within the watershed with greatest risk from pathogenic waste, the land uses of most concern, and the point and nonpoint sources deserving further evaluation. For example, with respect to the discharge of human-source fecal waste, the locations of greatest concern are within the Guerneville, Laguna, and Santa Rosa hydrologic subareas.  With respect to the discharge of grazer-source fecal waste (livestock), the locations of greatest concern are also the Laguna, Guerneville, and Santa Rosa hydrologic subareas.”    Please explain the basis for determining greatest areas of concern in this statement.  Is Monte Rio included?  When you refer to Guerneville as a hydrologic area, what does that include?  This needs to be clarified in the text.

It also repeats on page 6-1: “All three indicator bacteria show significantly higher concentrations measured during wet weather compared to dry weather samples.  This finding indicates that higher pathogenic indicator bacteria levels are associated with higher flows that are associated with storm events.”   We could agree that the lower river area receives much of the bacterial contamination from upstream, with the Santa Rosa area and Laguna being major contributors. (Where are the cows in Guerneville? We had been identified as a “Municipality” on Table 1.4 and then as a source of cow manure bacteria in this section.  Is that consistent for a tiny downtown two blocks long?) 

What is the value of this information when the goal of this 
TMDL is to protect Rec-1, which is summer water contact recreation, especially if you can’t always differentiate between pathogens from Guerneville and those from upstream? (During cold water conditions, bacteroides can last up to a week.  How far can the water travel in that time?  Saying that it is an indicator for bacteria near by is not necessarily always the case under winter conditions.) 

Also, the coliform sources are measured at a time when few sane people would recreate anywhere near the sample points mentioned in these comments.  As far as Guerneville is concerned, if you are mixing winter and summer data, of course you will see high estimates of pathogens in our area.  Everyone knows the river is a dangerous mess in winter during high flows.  Your data and its analysis does not appear adequate to make the conclusions you express in this document.  

Furthermore, as you have no idea how much pathogenic bacteria is coming from sewered vs. unsewered areas, the only way you can make this work is to declare zero tolerance for all bacteria, and then require extremely expensive remedies for all properties in a low-income community.   While you are telling the community this will not happen, your document says otherwise.  Also, your emphasis is on septic, but you claim just as much bacteria is coming from sewered areas.  So what is the plan for assessing and dealing with that?

We ask if there is any way to differentiate the extent that loadings from Santa Rosa and the Laguna are contributing to the problems in the lower river?  

How likely is it that Rec-1 will actually be impacted by pathogens, unless they are held over somehow from winter storms?  After rain events, the river gets very inhospitable, depending on the amount of rain, and while some adventurous sorts may go out in a canoe, how many will actually swim in the river under winter conditions?  Where is the nexus between high bacterial counts in winter from storm water runoff from Santa Rosa and the Laguna and supposedly high bacteria counts in the lower river during the summer recreation season?  If there is none, (The data we have seen indicates little, but by the Jenner Boat Ramp, which you seem to want to do nothing about!) then the bacterial counts in the lower river during Rec-1 activities look sparse indeed most years, and not adequate enough to raise the alarm of most swimmers.  (The current fear is much stronger regarding toxic, algae which is not even being considered by staff at this time.)

And: Page 1: Problem Statement of Draft Basin Plan Amendment states:


“Sources of Bacteria”


Water quality monitoring studies undertaken as part of the TMDL found that fecal indicator bacteria concentrations in surface waters were significantly higher during wet weather periods and within developed areas (i.e., both sewered and septic system areas). Focused assessments also found that fecal indicator bacteria concentrations correlated with parcel density in those areas with only onsite wastewater systems (septic systems), and beach recreational areas were associated with higher concentrations of both Bacteroides and E. coli bacteria.

Didn’t EPA disqualify fecal coliform as an indicator because it often represents animal sourced coliform? Isn’t it true you are relying on old data in many cases because E. coli and enterococcus data is not always available, even though EPA’s standard changed in 1986?  In reviewing bacteria data, I have found inconsistencies in what gets measured, especially with Public Health Dept. data.  Even their recent data report fecal coliform rather than enterococcus.  While Bacteroides indicates bacteria, it doesn’t always indicate pathogens and it has a longer ‘shelf’ time than I realized (as long as a week in cool weather) which makes it harder to determine where it came from.

Fecal Sources: lower river parcel characteristics


In terms of parcel density as a factor in pathogen source, we noted no clear definition in this report of how that contributes to the problem.  In the Guerneville area, most of the parcels within half a mile from the river are sub-standard lots, about 5000 square feet. That part of the community can be considered ‘dense’, but we are paying large amounts for sewer; yet now you say we are polluting also. Rather quickly however, as parcels move away from the river, they get larger and more in keeping with rural lot sizes.  Or in other cases, the mountains intrude, and parcels get larger where development has occurred, or there is no development at all on very steep slopes.  Starrett Hill in Monte Rio is the major exception and may be a significant cause of more frequent exceedances in the Monte Rio area.  This Action Plan doesn’t really describe/define the land use nature of our area, which is dictated by the natural landscape, nor how it might affect the prospect of the movement of bacteria through our environment.  It was of great concern to the community that staff was so resistant to defining high priority areas of concern.  County comments did a good job of addressing this issue however.

· If sewered areas also have a lot of bacterial pollution, then what portion of the problem can be attributed to Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs)?  Aren’t there records of SSO’s?  Shouldn’t that information appear in this document?  (If it’s there, forgive me.  I may have missed it.)

· Table 3.9 on page 3-22 doesn’t seem to jive with data on exceedances put out by Department of Public Health weekly monitoring reports.  These postings should be coordinated with data they distribute showing days of bacterial problems.  I went on their website and couldn’t find data. 

· Page 6-4 Effects of low mainstem flows does not consider the variances due to summer dams and open or closed river mouth and ocean tides.  The levels can vary considerably in the lower river and this needs to be considered.


· The Draft concludes that there is no relationship between low flows and bacti levels, but if this is the case, how do you explain the exceedingly high levels in 2009, when flows were lowest, than subsequent years when flows were better.  Even in 2015, the lowest flow I noticed all summer was around 68 cfs measured at Hacienda.  Most of the flows hovered around 90 cfs this summer.   In 2009 when flows got down to 47 cfs as mentioned, there was a huge number of beach postings, but very few after that year in lower river.

· Page 6-4 claims that there is no correspondence between low flows and high bacteria counts in years when TUCO (This is State Order authorizing low flows, not TUCP, which is merely a petition.) is implemented, but does not consider that flows can be quite high under a TUCO resulting from natural tributary flows that can keep flows relatively high at Hacienda, where flows for lower river are measured.  The effect of the TUCO is to not allow further releases from Lake Sonoma to bring flow UP to what used to be normal of 125 cfs.  Instead, if flows get down to 75 cfs, they stay there.  In other words, the TUCO only addresses MINIMUM flows and NOT MAXIMUM flows.  Your conclusion, since it does not consider natural flows and actual flow levels while under TUCO, therefore is not relevant to circumstances. You must compare ACTUAL flows with coliform samples taken at the same time they occurred in order to deduce meaningful conclusions (in my opinion).


6.2 Critical conditions P 6-4


This section seems illogical.  Critical conditions occur in winter because there are more bacteria and critical conditions occur in summer because more people recreate but you conclude that both are critical conditions and should be treated the same.  How can you make a relationship here between two conditions that are clearly not connected to one another? If bacteria tend to be sparse in the summer time, and the main goal of this TMDL is to protect those who are recreating from having direct contact with bacteria that can cause illness, then what is the problem?  And if the river is filled with bacteria after a big rain, how many people will be swimming in the very cold and dangerous water body?  I just don’t see the logic in this section.


Also, the graphs on pages 6-5 to 6-7 need to reference the data and especially the time period covered.   Are you working with 5 or 50 years of data in these charts?  Furthermore, I wonder if you are using any winter bacteria data for the little blue dots on these charts to indicate dry season impacts? At the top of page 6-5 it states, “Since both wet and dry periods are critical conditions, the same loading capacities apply throughout the year and should not vary according to season.”  Please describe how bacteria measured in winter impacts river use in summer and exposes people to potential illness.  Also, please explain the process or exposure train by which infection occurs.

While the above quotations may be fine in a vacuum, data interpretation here appears to present things in a way to draw conclusions to fit the goal, (rather than the other way around) even if that is not necessarily the case. 

Internal inconsistencies in Action Plan….


In the section on “Linkage analysis” it states (page 7-1) that E. coli and enterococci, but not fecal coliform bacteria, are good indicators of fecal contamination.  Then in the section on municipal wastewater discharges to surface waters it says, “When a disinfection system operates properly and attains the effluent limitations, direct discharges of treated wastewater to surface waters will also attain E. coli and enterococci bacteria waste load allocations.”  

But then on page 5-17, in regards to bacterial regrowth in ponds, it states, “….the same recycled water, when stored  in open-air holding ponds, may become contaminated as a result of regrowth of bacteria or through contribution of fecal waste from wildlife, particularly birds that frequent the storage ponds.  Thus, the original bacterial water quality of the recycled water demonstrated immediately after disinfection cannot be guaranteed during storage.”

Then on page 5-19, also on treated wastewater holding ponds, it states, “….wastewater from recycled water holding ponds may contain E. coli and in concentrations above the TMDL targets.”  We remind you that hook up to a central treatment system was a promoted remedy for septic owners to prevent pathogens from getting into the river and affecting the health of Rec-1 users.  


Similarly, I believe that Santa Rosa has never tested for bacteria at their point of discharge.  They have huge ponds (Delta is 600 million gallons and one mile long) and their treated wastewater goes to Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa for irrigation reuse.  In light of all the runoff, with no one testing for bacteria at the site of application (Does regrowth occur in pipelines as well?), isn’t it probable that this wastewater gets into Laguna and Russian River as well?  It has never been measured, so we have no idea of how much ends up there at a time when flows are very low and impacts are biomagnified.

Yet on page 5-49 the Action Plan states: “Municipal wastewater disposed through surface irrigation from facilities that are operating properly and whose discharge conforms to conditions prescribed in waste discharge requirements is not expected to cause bacterial contamination of groundwater or surface waters.”  Obviously this does not consider the regrowth of bacteria in the holding ponds since that is not monitored, a clear contradiction.


Another contradiction is the consistent referral to Guerneville as contributing septage waste. (for example on page 5-58) when Guerneville has been on a tertiary sewer with advanced disinfection (for which we paid millions of dollars extra).  In some places you refer to Guerneville as a municipality and in some an incorporated area.  You estimate a population of over 7000 and totally fail to define the area of this unincorporated community.  You also fair to consider it is still a summer community with many vacation rentals that go empty in winter and summer homes similarly uninhabited. Furthermore, visitors swell our roads and town in summer and go away quickly when the weather gets cold and dreary and the days are short.  Please correct your inaccurate assessments of our town in your document.


On Page 9-17 you place previously designated high priority areas under a heading entitled “Low Priority Areas include:” and then it goes on, “Areas with a high density of OWTS in the middle and upper Russian River Watershed…..”  I think this is a mistake.

Concerns about data presentation…..


We would assume that the main body of evidence justifying this Rec-1 goal would indicate vast amounts of pollution during the high river use months of May through October, especially since Rec-1 specifically applies to body contact recreation.  Furthermore, we would assume that most of the test samples indicating bacteriological problems would have been taken in summer.  We would further assume that no fecal coliform data would be used to justify bacteriological problems as EPA had discredited them as indicators of human health pathogens.  (Yet this data was used extensively.)

Finally charts provided data that had been merged over extensive time periods.  Over the last five years, there have been a miniscule number of summer bacteria exceedances on lower river beaches, yet when merged with all the other data, this is hidden and therefore unaddressed.  Why have we seen such a long period of almost no problem (except at Jenner Boat Ramp where there may be a failing septic at Visitor’s Center), if failing septics are a serious issue?  That question has not been raised or addressed.  Finally much of the data was irregularly collected and therefore not valid. 


This study provided evidence indicating that samples taken in winter months indicated the highest bacteria (human AND animal) levels mostly evident during and after winter storms.  So common sense can tell us that there won’t be much Rec-1 use in the river during a big storm when the water is roiled, the temperatures are cold, and conditions are very dangerous.  There was no nexus indicated between high levels one winter and high levels the following summer.  In other words, can high bacteria levels in lower river the following summer, possibly indicating that storm water runoff basin wide is the main issue?  And yet, data taken during those winter events are consistently rolled into the annual and multi-year evidence provided to make the case that river bacteria levels are so high as to cause health risks to summer swimmers in the Russian River, even if there may be no connection.

Note: the document provides evidence to prove their case with bacteroides data.  Yet consultants said there was no direct nexus between bacteroides and E. coli and enterococcus levels, with the latter representing actual pathogens.


We see examples of merged data in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 showing E. coli and Enterococcus results for years 2001 through 2013.  (2014 and 2015 show almost no bacterial problems in summer in the lower river.)  There was no attempt to identify seasonality of the data for this table (which skews the data), nor indicate whether exceedances showed up in some years and not others.  There were 14 sample points in the lower river; table gave the number of 30 consecutive day periods sampled and number of periods where targets were exceeded.  


They then highlighted beaches that were considered excessive.  Their standard was zero.


So of the 14 beaches, 9 had at least one exceedance in 30 days over a 12 years period. (3 beaches had 1, 3 had 2, 2 had 4, and 1 had 5 (Monte Rio) for E.coli.  For enterococcus, of 13 beaches studied over 12 years, 2 had 0 exceedances, 1 had 1, 3 had 2, 1 had 3, 1 had 4, 1 had 5, 1 had 6, 1 had 8 (Steelhead Beach), and 1 had 9 (Monte Rio).  In both cases Monte Rio was the worst and may provide the impetus to receive the most attention. 


I looked at Public Health beach postings data for Steelhead/Forestville access, Johnson’s Beach and Monte Rio Beach for years 2011 through 2015. In years 2011 and 2012 they included enterococcus in monitoring, and in 2013 through 2015 they did not.  They included total coliform in all years.  This is not supposed to be an accepted indicator according to EPA.  Why are they still using it?

There were NO E. coli postings for Steelhead/Forestville in all years, Johnson’s Beach had one E. coli posting in five years, and Monte Rio had 2 postings in 2013 and none the other years.  In 2011 Monte Rio had 2 postings in 2011 for Enterococcus and one posting in 2013 for total coliform.  Johnson’s Beach had one posting in 2012 for enterococcus, and one posting each in 2013 and 2015 for total coliform.  


Admittedly, 2009 was a very bad year (not included here but there were many postings: and it probably brought the numbers up for all of them in your charts.  It would be important to separate 2009 and uncover what factors made it such a bad year for contamination.  Hacienda flows got down to 47 cubic feet per second (cfs) in August, 2009; it could be very low flows were the reason. It was also a bad year for nutrients and algae and we were told that some algae we identified at the time was toxic.  If 2009 was an anomaly, it should be dealt with separately and not used to bring all the other numbers up in order to justify your conclusions about bacterial contamination on beaches. 


OWTS receives most attention as indicated by space….

While issues other than septics are addressed in this document, nevertheless, the amount of space devoted to OWTS issues indicates that the main attention is on lower river septics as a cause of most problems.  For instance pages 9-17 to 9-22 give details of what septic owners in high priority areas would be expected to do.  Six pages are devoted to septics, while only ½ page on recreational water use, 1 page on homeless and farmworker encampments, and one page on urban runoff.  There is ½ page on CALTRANS storm water runoff, ½ page on non-dairy livestock and farm animals, and 2/3 page on dairies.  This unbalance is an indication that other sources are seen as incidental with septic systems being the primary focus of this work.

In light of the potentially cataclysmic impacts this Plan will have on individuals affected by it, we wonder why the Regional Board didn’t find it a lot easier to just implement AB 885, the likely driver of this effort.  (We have seen no effort to describe AB 885.  How would this plan differ?  Is it far more stringent?)


It would also be helpful to compare new requirements to what is currently enforced.  Are requirements listed on pages 9-17 through 9-22 all new?  According to County comments, what formerly applied to new and improved and/or expanded properties, now applies to all.  What is being set up could result in a regulatory nightmare, and it is no wonder your agency is looking for some other agency to implement the new rules.


Project alternative proposal…..


The project alternatives seem somewhat limited in that they require the involvement of large institutional changes.  The ‘No Project Alternative’ would require NO changes.  We wonder if there is something in-between that is not nearly as onerous as those proposed.  What about a septic inspection program for anyone selling or upgrading their house?  This could also apply to a complaint program when neighbors report problems.  There can be categories of properties that could be made subject to such a program without involving everyone.  People who have received permits in the last ten years could be exempt, etc.  There could also be a list of many affordable devices and services to repair septics at affordable prices.  I see advertisements and hear stories about numerous technologies that address problems.  I know the Monte Rio Task Force researched this possibility and came up with many suggestions in their White Paper.

Similar Bacteria issues in unsewered AND sewered areas…..


· This document considers sewered and unsewered areas as equally problematic in terms of contributing bacteria to the river.  Until recently, your agency had strongly advocated centralized sewer systems as the solution to supposedly failing septic systems.  What is the basis for claiming that excessive bacteria are released by the Russian River County Sanitation District (RRCSD)?

Have problems been documented with system hardware and/or private property connections that promote contamination?  If so, what has been or will be done about addressing problems caused by private laterals?   If it is an equivalent to septic systems in terms bacterial contamination, why are you recommending hookup to a centralized sewer system as an option to deal with septic system failures?

Role of forests in protecting waterways ignored….


· You provide evidence that forested areas contribute the least amount of bacterial contamination.  Yet nowhere did I see you credit the extensive forests of the lower river for preventing bacterial pollution in our river.  We have some of the highest trees in the nation in our back yard, yet they receive no credit for drinking up much of the used and unused water in our area (and therefore bacteria with it).  Before the sewer, people used to crack jokes about the flourishing plants on and near their septic systems.


Why can’t priorities be established that consider the type and condition of septic system, slope, soil type, lot size, and tree cover for prioritization for repair and/or replacement?   (and other appropriate conditions?) 


· Also, the trees provide protection against ozone depletion.  If many septic replacements have to go in, there is a strong possibility that many trees will be damaged and possibly destroyed as a result.  They can weaken and fall on houses (I had a tree destroy the house next door to me and another one destroyed a house two doors down; believe me, you don’t want this experience!  The 180’ Douglas Fir missed my house by two feet.)  In fact, when the Guerneville sewer went in, a Doug Fir right in front of my house on the street had to be taken out because of root damage; this happened to many trees in the area.  One more thing, it takes about $6000 to take out a 180’ tree, unless it’s behind the house, and then it costs more.) 


Definition of problem excessive?


· It appears as though your agency is trying to conquer the whole universe of bacteria in the Russian River watershed through your evidence using bacteroides.  By using this means to demonstrate a pollution problem, your standard is higher and broader than for almost any other pollutant.  This Action Plan has massive proportions in that regard, and it allows you to define almost any human activity near a Russian River tributary as a source of bacteria and needing of correction.  This is especially problematic since no epidemiological studies have been provided to prove a connection between bacteroides and human health.

· Also, by forcing this standard that is all encompassing, you will use all your resources addressing it, leaving little for other, more serious problems, such as nutrients and toxic algae, which is becoming more of a problem every year.


Yet, in no other regulatory action have we seen your agency work within such a narrow scope; for example, the definition of ‘incidental’ in regards to wastewater runoff.   After many years of documenting runoff, we are still seeing it happen (and releasing bacteria into the environment when it does.).  This document acknowledges the problem, and it appears some effort will be made to correct it, but requirements based on BMPs are still far looser than the six pages of detailed requirements for meeting new septic rules. 

A great deal of older data is used to provide evidence that we have a serious bacteriological problem in the lower river.  Yet how do you explain that the lower river has been very clean the last five years?  Could it be that something is changing to make that happen?  Also, 2009 provided so many exceedances that it brought the numbers up for many years on average.  While the action plan claimed that low flow has no affect on bacteria counts, that year was one of the lowest flows since 1978.  It seems as though it would be important to identify the basis for these fluctuations.

Health impacts on children from contact with irrigated wastewater fields…..


· This Action Plan has found that there is some bacterial regrowth in ponds from which irrigation water comes.  Can you provide numbers as to the amount?  How will this be tracked?  Also, why is it not considered in regards to summer landscape irrigation in urban areas, especially since many public parks and schools are irrigated.  Very little, if anything is said about opportunities for illness, especially for children, when they come in contact with a wet park lawn or playing field. It seems as though some analysis is needed on this issue.

Fecal Coliform Data:


P. 3-1 First states that most Rec-1 uses occur in the summer, then gives list of indicators without stating whether they are found in summer or winter.  Summer conditions in our environment are totally different than winter conditions.  To treat them both the same and then base a very ambitious program on an assumption about bacterial conditions in summer, is a false solution.  This gives the impression of a serious problem where only a minor one may exist

Notes beach postings in #7, which occurred in 2009 and to my knowledge have not appeared for bacteria exceedances since:  Have there been any postings since then?


3.1 (Bottom)

Fecal Coliform Bacteria used to assess whether Russian River beaches support Rec-1, even though fecal coliform had been discredited by EPA since there is no way to know whether it’s from a human or animal source.

P 3-2: First it said not enough fecal coliform samples were taken to provide complete assessment of impairment, but then stated that four beaches showed one 30 day period of exceedances and from that, determined that 37% of the measurements exceeded water quality objectives.  (How was this arrived at?)

Santa Rosa Creek showed very high loads at times, especially during storms.  This doesn’t indicate whether wastewater discharges were going on at the Subregional Treatment Plant (Delta Pond discharges take place on Santa Rosa creek just upstream of Laguna de Santa Rosa) at the time and whether samples were upstream or downstream of discharge point.


Gives results for E coli as indicating excessive bacteria, but doesn’t indicate whether samples were taken in summer or winter.  The point is continually driven home that it doesn’t matter whether most of the bacteria is found in winter when almost no one recreating or whether it’s bacteria that has been discredited for use in drawing such conclusions such as total coliform and fecal coliform.  Is this appropriate methodology for achieving the stated goal of the program?

3.4 Bacteroides Bacteria Data


p. 3-12: Table 3.3   five beaches tested in lower river:  see chart


almost all creeks/tributaries had high incidences of bacteroides but often only two samples taken.  Is this adequate?  Shouldn’t some of these tests be backed up with pathogen testing?  Also, it might be appropriate to take samples in summer when recreation is occurring.

There is a lot of mixing up of bacteria levels and pathogen levels.  The title of this study is Action Plan for Russian River Watershed PATHOGEN Indicator Bacteria Total Daily Maximum Load and NOT Russian River Watershed BACTERIA Indicator…..  Isn’t it true that bactroides bacteria are not necessarily pathogens?  What is the likelihood of their being pathogenic?


P. 5-3 Table 5.1 shows highest % of matches between Bacteria DNA Sequences and known human fecal waste (would tend to be much higher in winter, but doesn’t differentiate)


Graph p. 5-10 shows Enterococcus for whole watershed during dry periods but last two years dry periods had no exceedances in lower river.  If lower river is to be targeted for implementation, need for data specific to area.  This skews the problem when they take whole watershed and doesn’t give more specific information.

P 5-7 six water samples collected at 3 different locations during both wet and dry periods (E coli, bacteroides, human and bovine but doesn’t mention enterococcus)


P 5-17:  addresses bacteria counts in holding ponds/ regrowth and animal waste


Compliance at disinfection  Table 5.2


P. 5-19 states the “….wastewater from recycled water holding ponds may contain E coli and in concentrations above TMDL targets” (WHAT DOES THIS SAY ABOUT LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION PROGRAM?)


Text states it may not be a problem because it may not have a human source, BUT WHAT ARE OPPORTUNITIES FOR HUMANS TO BE EXPOSED TO DISEASE FROM OTHER CREATURES?


P. 5-23 SSOs over 1000 gallons Table 5.4


Chart indicates totals over an entire 7 year period for SSOs so it looks far worse than it is.  Also you show the entire watershed so the total numbers look very large.  But if you just take lower river SSOs that reach water, and divide each number by 7, you get 10 gallons for Forestville per year, 27 gallons for Graton, 31 for Occidental, and 100 for RRCSD.  Now I think we can call those ‘incidental’ SSOs.

5.3.3  Municipal Storm Water (P. 5-26)


High source of pathogens.  Fecal coliform concentrations in SR Creek during storm periods measured 170 to 5 million MPN/100mL  (p. 5-27)


Studies showed that higher parcel density in areas with only OWTS is directly associated with higher concentrations of Bacteroides and E. coli bacteria. (How is ‘higher parcel density’ defined?)

(chart p 5-31)


Recreation at Public Beaches (5-31)


Samples at popular rec beaches taken July 4th weekend in 2013


Water samples taken in afternoon when recreation was highest


Numbers not given for study but results determined that higher bacteria levels of all three were higher on days with larger number swimming “The results indicate that intensive human contact recreation  at public beaches on most popular hot summer days contributes to E.coli, enterococci and Bacteroides bacteria concentrations in surface waters.” (5-34)  lower numbers occur during summer weekdays and non-summer season.  See graph on page 5-35  So how can you tell which bacteria come from septics or sewer system, and which from people recreating in river or homeless encampments?  Does convey that the beneficiaries of this TMDL are part of the problem?   To what extent?  It would be helpful to have numeric details.

5.4.3 Homeless encampments (5-40):  DEVOTED ONLY ½ PAGE TO THIS!


No attempt to quantify amount of bacterial contamination.  Just referred to homeless population with no attempt to estimate the amount of pollution they may generate.  (I saw counts somewhere of Guerneville population of homeless. It’s likely they provide a significant contribution. Why is there no assessment of the problem?)  County did good job commenting on this one.


5-4.4 Recycled Water Discharges from Landscape Irrigation: DEVOTED 1 PAGE TO THIS!


This whole section is untrue and not based on any real numbers.  I did a whole analysis during Santa Rosa’s permit review in Dec. 2012 and attach documents to this submission.   I have provided many photos to the Board staff over the years of wastewater over spray and little has been done that I am aware of.

5.4.5 Pet Waste: DEVOTED ¾ Page


Pets seem to be a very large contributor of bacteria to the environment. Some cities have reported that these are the largest source of fecal contamination. While they assume that pet waste is a source of bacteria in watershed, there was no attempt to quantify it.  Rather one is left to conclude that some part of the source attributed to septics might be from pets.


5.4.7 Dairies, Manure Holding Ponds, & landscape applications of manure


high concentrations of bacteria:  (up to 100 million fecal coliform per gram of manure fecal matter) (P. 5-43)


Bovine fecal matter often stored in lagoons that can hold millions of gallons of liquid manure and can break, leak, spill, or fail. Linings can crack and allow seepage into gw.  Pipes and hoses connected can fail and leak.  When applied to fields, runoff can occur. After 2012, dairies have to be outside the 100 year flood plain.  Most of the worst sites are in the Laguna watershed. (E coli was 880 MPN/100 mL rather than 100 and Entero were 1556 instead of target of 30 MPN/100mL)  Why are dairy cows still allowed in Laguna, or are they?  Also, it would be helpful to quantify how much of this fecal matter ends up in the watershed.

5.5.1.1 Municipal Discharges of WW to Land (P. 5-49) Table 5.10


This table lists Oakmont Treatment Plant, which no longer exists.  Need to update table.


States that municipal wastewater is treated adequately and not expected to be a source of bacteria, but earlier had acknowledged that some regrowth occurs in ponds, so unless bacteria are monitored at point of discharge, you really don’t know what pathogens are being released.  You make assumptions when convenient for your argument, but don’t allow others to do the same. Furthermore, this section admits that testing of wastewater applied to land has not been tested, and needs to be, so no conclusions can be drawn until that is studied.


Biosolids/ also needs more study/ general waste discharge requirements adopted by state board.  Biosolids only used by SR in Laguna.  Should that be allowed?

Mobile home parks & campgrounds (#133 with 41 outside of sewered areas and have septics)


Charts on pages 6-2 and 6-3 do not indicate what years are covered?  What happens if you take data from 2010 through 2015?  I would very much like to see what happens to your blue boxes if you do that.


Chapter 9: Implementation


Statement (bottom of p. 9-2) “When a disinfection system operates properly and attains the effluent limitations, direct discharges of treated wastewater to surface waters will also attain E coli and enterococci bacteria wasteload allocations.”


Yet nothing is said here about the need to study bacteria levels in holding ponds from which the discharges are made.  This may be another example of saying what is convenient but causing a lack of internal consistency within this document.


P. 9-2: How come RRCSD left off list of dischargers?  What about Windsor and Forestville and Graton?


Table 9.1/ Summary of Implementation Actions 


P. 9-4:  Why is Russian River County Sanitation District left out of Municipal Wastewater Discharges?  Does this imply that RRCSD is totally in compliance and others are not?  Santa Rosa is out of compliance and Healdsburg?  I thought they had state of the art facilities.  RRWPC advocated monitoring for bacteria at point of discharge for many years.  So glad it is finally happening.


Sanitary sewer systems item on page 9-5 lists all members of Subregional system but Rohnert Park (includes Seb. and Cotati).  Why is Rohnert Park excluded?


Percolation Ponds and Disposal by Irrigation:  Pages 9-11 and 9-12:  


Why is Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Windsor and Healdsburg not on list of those who dispose wastewater through irrigation?  If there is some reason for eliminating those entities, please give reason.  So far, in my reading of this document, I have seen no mention of meeting agronomic rates for irrigation or any specific directions for doing so.  Did I miss something or did you?


9.2.6 Recycled Water Irrigation Runoff:


I didn’t think that Cotati had an irrigation program although they may be planning to have one.


It seems as though there is some overlap between this item and preceding few pages.  Unclear as to how they are differentiated.  More clarity is needed on how they differ, OR items should be combined.  Runoff regulations are integral part of any irrigation program.


This item has some good requirements for developing BMPs to avoid runoff that we are happy to see are suggested considerations.  We hope these won’t be lost when it comes time to rate BMPs suggested by regulated entity.  I recommend adding one item:  After last sentence ending in, “….through progressive enforcement.” I would suggest adding, “….of those having repeated runoff incidents.”


Page 9-18:  Why is connection to a POTW an option when they have been identified as contributing similar levels of excessive pathogens as OWTS?


BLRP Timeline: page 9-28


This really sounds like pie in the sky when in reality you will be dealing with other agencies that have their own time lines and priorities.  This is bound to meet with strong resistance as you may have found already from the County’s comments on this document.  You sounded very laid back at community meetings about the timing of priorities, yet this document gives another impression.  To me it sounds almost dictatorial.


Chapter 11 CEQA Substitute Environmental Analysis


Page 11-2 states that parcel by parcel analysis is not needed, but rather that will be required of parcel owner or agency with jurisdiction to provide the means of compliance.


While EO Mr. St. John stated that repeatedly that no one would lose their house over this TMDL,  we found the following statement on page 11-3:


“To the extent there are unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the necessity of implementing the federally required TMDL via the Action Plan and removing the water quality impairment from the Russian River Watershed……outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects.” What this says in our view is that removing a source of pathogens is more important that saving a person’s house.  Because of all the heavy restrictions, this will be easy for this to happen.


Conclusion:  Study results don’t differentiate between samples taken in summer or winter, during wastewater discharge periods by POTWs, rain or non-rain periods, or averaged over extensive time periods.  All of these could skew results.  What is the connection between high discredited coliform readings during winter storm events and summer recreation? 

Miscellaneous Notes, questions, and comments to Draft Action Plan….

Table 1.2 fails to mention Dutch Bill as part of watershed: why not?  


Table 1.4  (P. 1-13):  Population of Municipalities


Forestville, Guerneville, Monte Rio, Hopland, Capella are labeled as Municipalities and should be districts, while municipalities are generally incorporated; those are not.  Cotati, a municipality, should be included also.


Guerneville, Monte Rio, Forestville have many summer homes not inhabited in winter and also many vacation rentals generally not inhabited during week or in winter. There are also many resorts, motels and hotels that have seasonal visitors with more during a mild winter.   There are huge discrepancies between summer and winter population and loadings.  This should be accounted for in report.
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