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Written comments received during 
the March 2006 comment period 

 
 

Napa County Board of Supervisors, March 24, 2006 
Napa Sanitation District, March 27, 2006 
City of Calistoga, March 27, 2006 
Friends of the Napa River, March 26, 2006 
Sierra Club, Napa County Group, March 17, 2006 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, February 27, 2006 
Napa County Board of Supervisors, April 11, 2006 
 
Scientific peer review comments, Prof. Saied Mostaghimi (n.d.) 
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Peer Review 
Total Maximum Daily Load for Pathogens in the Napa River  Watershed 

 By Saied Mostaghimi 
Virginia Tech 

 
Problem Statement: 
The introduction presents a very clear description of the limitations of the use of 
indicator bacteria for protection of human health.  General description of the 
watershed characteristics are well presented. 
 
Although it is common usage to name a TMDL report based on the impairment, 
technically the TMDL is for the pollutant estimated in the target TMDL load, e.g. 
biological impairments may be addressed with a sediment TMDL or a 
phosphorus TMDL, and the TMDL for the bacteria impairment in this study is 
developed with an E. coli TMDL. 
 
Numeric Targets: 
It is very unclear in this section whether water quality “objectives” are the same 
as water quality “standards”, as the term “standards” is used in the discussion in 
Section 3.2, but not in the tables referred to for numerical targets.  If they are not 
the same, what is the relationship between “objectives” and state “standards”? 
The statement that EPA recommendations will be used to set numeric targets, 
instead of the state “objectives” sounds like the TMDL will be developed for 
criteria more stringent than state standards.  That does not sound defensible.  
 
In the discussion of the Margin of Safety, this more stringent EPA set of criteria is 
used as justification for an implicit MOS.  However, in looking at the details, while 
the geometric mean criterion would be more restrictive, the single sample 
criterion would actually be less restrictive, so the basis for this justification is 
questionable.   
 
The statement of the geometric mean target also needs to include a period over 
which this calculation will be made.  Is the mean to be calculated over a running 
30-day period, a calendar-month, or some other time period?  The target should 
also specify the minimum number of samples to be used in the calculation. 
 
Source Assessment: 
The sampling-based approach for locating bacteria source hot spots is a 
reasonable “weight of evidence” approach for identification of source areas and 
critical seasons, especially within an adaptive management framework. 
 
One description of localized concentrations of resident waterfowl under general 
trends (p.18) is never considered under source assessments or later allocations.  
Since this appears to be a human-influenced concentration of waterfowl, I would 
have expected some type of action to improve management of this source. 
 



Another part of the justification for the implicit MOS (p. 31) is that bacteria 
concentrations will only decrease downstream due to die-off.  Pathogen re-
growth is stated to be very unlikely (p. 33), but no support is offered for this 
reasoning. 
 
TMDL and Allocations: 
Another terminology inconsistency – density vs. concentration –needs 
clarification.  When referring to TMDL requirements, reference is made to 
“concentrations”, but thereafter reference is only made to “density”.  Common 
usage is for “density” to refer to the amount of a substance within a solid, while 
“concentration” refers to the amount of a substance within a liquid.  If these terms 
are being used synonymously, it should be so stated upon first use. 
 
There was no justification given for writing the WLA targets in terms of different 
parameters (enterococci and total coliforms) than the one used for the LA target 
(E coli).  With different units, they can not be summed together to specify an 
overall TMDL, which seems a bit awkward and will probably be a tough sell to 
EPA. 
 
Implementation: 
It was not clear who will be providing the oversight to implementation?  Will there 
be a local stakeholders advisory group involved? 
 
Monitoring: 
Will the proposed monitoring be sufficient to verify compliance?  The specified 
monitoring is 5 consecutive weekly samples, twice a year.  The TMDL is not 
stated to be applicable only during those two periods, so the justification needs to 
include the rationale that these are the critical periods for standards 
exceedences, and that compliance during these periods is assumed to ensure 
compliance during the entire year. 
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