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Our Center's staff is also concerned with the lack of clear minimum standards for allowing special 
provisions in a LAMP to address OWTS within areas containing an impaired water body as noted 
under Tier 3. Similar to our suggestion above, werequest that wording be added under Tier 3, 
such as ·should the special provision in a LAMP ilfClude standards different than the standards 
under Sections 10.9, 10.10, and 7.5.1 w.73.5,thelocai ogency must demonstrate that the 
alternate standards are at least as protective fl{human hedlthand the enVIronment· To 
reemphasize, this would provide a way for concerne.d parties to hold local agencies accountable. 

With respect to required water qualitymonitoriRg by local agencies as described under Tier 
2, we ask that California Water Code Section 13269{a){2) be added to the final policy under 
Section 9.3. This section of the Water Code provides added clarity as to what is required oflocal 
agencies if they are to be operating under a LAMP, including the requirement to make monitoring 
results publicly available. The following is an excerpt of that section of the Water Code: 

13269(a)(2) A waiver may not exceedfive years in duration, but may be renewed by the state board 
ora relJioriaibvard. The waiver shall be-amditivnal and may be teFtnifiarelt at any fitneby the sl:ate 
board or a regional board. The conditions of the waiver shall include, but need not be limited to, the 
performance of individual, group, or watershed-based monitoring,except as provided in paragraph 
(3). Monitoring requirements shall be designed to support the development and implementation of 
the waiver program, including, but not limited to, verifYing the adequacy and effectiveness of the 
waiver's conditions. In establishing monitOring requirements, the regional board may consider the 
volume, duration, frequency, and constituents of the discharge; the extent and type of existing 
monitoring activities, including, but not limited to, existing watershed-based, compliance, and 
effectiveness monitoring efforts; the size of the project area; and other relevant factors. Monitoring 
results shall be made available to the public. 

Under Tier 3, our Center is concerned that Attachment 2 has-failed to include known impaired 
water bodies that are being negatively affected by fecal coliform contamination that may be 
due to failing OWTS. This is particularly important because Attachment 2 is used to determine 
which OWTS are subject to Tier 3 requirements. As we've mentioned in previous comments, a water 
quality monitoring program in Tuolumne County has resulted in several streams being listed as 
303(d). Despite the fact that two of these 303(d) listed streams -- Sullivan Creek and Curtis Creek-­
flow through residential areas with a high potential for failed septic systems, they were not included 
in Attachment 2. We ask at a minimum that Sullivan and Curtis Creeks be added to Attachment 
2. In addition to Sullivan and Curtis Creeks, we realize that there may be other impaired water 
bodies in our re ion and throu hout California that weren't added to Attachment 2. FOr that reason. 
we also ask that clarity be provided in Section 5.6 with respectto what information or Criteria 
the State Water 80ard uses to determine whetber3 stream shonldbe induded or 110t included 
in Attachment 2. 

Despite the concerns mentioned above, our Center is supportive of the overall goal of the policy, "to 
allow the continued use ofOWTS, while protecting water quality and public health (p.3)." We hope you 
will incorporate what we have shared to ensure that those goals are achieved under the final policy. 

Thank you for considering these comments, 

Heather Campbell, Staff Scientist 
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