From: Nazareth Tesfai

To: NorthCoast; Reed, Charles@Waterboards

Subject: 10-8-2015 2036518 GRANT DAVIS, SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY 10-8-2015
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 4:59:42 PM

Attachments: SCWA Cover Letter for Russian River Pathogen TMDL Comments.pdf

SCWA Comments on Russian River Pathogen TMDL.pdf

Dear Mr. Reed:

Please accept the Sonoma County Water Agency comments on the Draft Water Quality Control Plan
Amendment for the North Coast Region to establish a Total Maximum Daily Load for Pathogen
Indicator Bacteria in the Russian River Watershed attached.

Thank you,

Nazareth Tesfai

Water Agency Engineer, Operations
Sonoma County Water Agency
(707) 521-1835
Nazareth.Tesfai@scwa.ca.gov

Working to secure our future by investing in our water resources, environment and community.
Trabajar para asegurar nuestro futuro por invertir en los recursos hidricos, el medio ambiente y la comunidad.
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October 8, 2015

Charles Reed

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
North Coast Region

5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Subject: Draft Water Quality Control Plan Amendment for the North Coast Region
(Basin Plan) to establish a Total Maximum Daily Load for Pathogen Indicator
Bacteria in the Russian River Watershed

Dear Mr. Reed:

As General Manager of the Sonoma County Water Agency (Water Agency), | appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Water Quality Control Plan Amendment for the North
Coast Region (Basin Plan) to establish a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and the Draft
Staff Report for pathogen indicator bacteria in the Russian River watershed. My comments
are provided on behalf of the Water Agency, the sanitation zones owned and operated by the
Water Agency, and the sanitation districts managed by the Water Agency.

Overall, | commend the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board)
and staff for its comprehensive approach to reducing pathogens in the Russian River. As a
manager of a water agency that has commitment to and has made significant investments in
projects to improve the health of the watershed, | believe that the Draft TMDL and Draft Staff
Report are major milestones.

In general, the proposed TMDL sets ambitious goals and the Draft Staff Report provides
steps to achieving these goals. That being said, Water Agency staff is concerned about the
feasibility of many of the programs laid out in the Draft Staff Report. From an operations
perspective, it will be challenging for the Water Agency and the sanitation districts and zones
it manages to implement many of the items related to wastewater holding ponds, in particular,
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but also sanitary sewer systems, and storm water. The operational challenges become more
acute when trying to implement the items with available financial resources and within the
ambitious timeframes contemplated in the Draft Staff Report.

A second overarching concern is the lack of numeric quantification of major sources of
pollutants. Some of the actions in regard to holding ponds in particular could require
significant capital and operational investments, yet there is not numeric evidence that holding
ponds are a significant contributor of bacteria.

A more specific concern is that the Draft Staff Report does not specify whether the proposed
numeric targets are for fresh or marine waters or both. We hope that this will be clarified in
the final plan.

Also, the Water Agency has been working for several years on its Fish Habitat Flows and
Water Rights Project (Fish Flow Project) Environmental Impact Report (EIR), to comply with
the National Marine Fisheries Service’s 2008 Russian River Biological Opinion (Biological
Opinion). We anticipate the draft Fish Flow EIR will be released within six months. The draft
Staff Report includes information about the Biological Opinion and Temporary Urgency
Change Petitions filed by the Water Agency that | would appreciate being clarified in the final
report.

The attached comments include the issues raised above, plus other specific items for
clarification or correction.

Again, speaking for my staff, we truly appreciate the effort you and your co-workers have put
into the proposed TMDL and Action Plan. Please contact me or Pam Jeane, Assistant
General Manager, pam.jeane@scwa.ca.gov, for clarification or to discuss these comments.

Thank you,

-

/“;-)3' ¢ il

e

Grant Davis
General Manager
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Sonoma County Water Agency Comments on
Russian River Pathogen TMDL

The following comments are provided by the Sonoma County Water Agency® (Water Agency) staff on the
Draft Basin Plan Amendment and its supporting documentation contained in the Draft Staff Report for the
Action Plan for the Russian River Watershed Pathogen Indicator Bacteria Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL). Comments are organized by section in the Draft Staff Report and specific reference to the related
Draft Basin Plan Amendment section is included when necessary.

Chapter 1, Section 1.3.1 — Hydrology:
The fourth full paragraph on page 1-10 describes major water supply projects for the Russian River
watershed and uses language that is out of date. Please use the following updated language:

There are two major reservoir projects that provide water supply for the Russian River
watershed: Lake Mendocino on the East Fork of the Russian River and Lake Sonoma on
Dry Creek. Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma are dual-purpose reservoirs in that they
provide flood protection (managed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) and water supply
storage (releases managed by the Sonoma County Water Agency). The Water Agency, as
local sponsor, controls and coordinates water supply releases from Lake Mendocino and
Lake Sonoma in accordance with its water rights permits and the requirements of the State
Water Resources Control Board’s Decision 1610. Decision 1610 establishes minimum
instream flow requirements for the mainstem Russian River and Dry Creek. The Water
Agency makes releases to meet downstream demands from agricultural, commercial, and
residential individual water uses and other public water systems and to maintain
minimum instream flow requirements for beneficial uses, including recreation and fish
habitat.

The Potter Valley Project, owned and operated by Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), is a
hydroelectric project that provides an interbasin water transfer from the Eel River to the
East Fork of the Russian River. Its operations are not coordinated with the operation of
Coyote Valley Dam at Lake Mendocino. PG&E releases water from Lake Pillsbury to meet
minimum instream flow requirements on the Eel River and to divert water through the
Potter Valley Project to generate electricity and maintain minimum instream flow
requirements in the East Fork Russian River. The water diverted through the Potter Valley
Project flows into the East Fork of the Russian River. The Potter Valley Irrigation District
diverts a portion of the released water for irrigation, with the remaining eventually flowing
to Lake Mendocino.

1 These comments are provided on behalf of the Water Agency, the sanitation zones owned and operated by the
Water Agency, and the sanitation districts managed by the Water Agency. Sanitation zones owned by Water Agency
include Airport-Larkfield-Wikiup Sanitation Zone, Geyserville Sanitation Zone, Sea Ranch North Sanitation Zone and
Sea Ranch Central Sanitation Zone. Sanitation districts operated by the Water Agency include Occidental County
Sanitation District, Russian River County Sanitation District and South Park County Sanitation District.





The last paragraph on page 1-10 of the Draft Staff Report is a discussion of the Water Agency’s inflatable
dam in the Wohler Bridge area. It is unclear why this discussion is included since no discussion of the
other seasonal dams/impoundments on the river is included. If this paragraph remains in the final version
of the Draft Staff Report, please remove the third sentence which states the dam is deflated to allow for
fish passage in the fall. The dam is equipped with fish ladders that allow for fish passage when the dam
isin use. Typically, the dam is deflated in the fall or early winter due to projected high flows, which could
damage the dam.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3 — Addressing Impairment of Rec-1 and Rec-2 Only:

The last paragraph of this section (page 2-11) of the Draft Staff Report states that “...this TMDL is
established at levels expected to implement the applicable water quality standard. 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 of the TMDL may be necessary should they be
inconsistent with the new statewide objectives.”

Please explain the process the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board would go through
(including soliciting and considering stakeholder input) should an update of the TMDL be necessary.

Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1.1 — E. coli Numeric Targets to Protect Recreational Uses, and

Section 4.1.2.1 — Enterococci Numeric Targets to Protect Recreational Use:
The Draft Basin Plan Amendment Action Plan, page 2, and the Draft Staff Report Section 4.1.1.1, E. coli
Numeric Targets to Protect Recreational Uses, and Section 4.1.2.1, Enterococci Numeric Targets to Protect
Recreational Uses, identify the following numeric targets for E. coli and Enterococci bacteria:

E. coli Bacteria Numeric Targets:

<100 cfu/100 mL as a geometric mean
<320 cfu/100mL as a statistical threshold value

Enterococci Bacteria Numeric Targets:

<30 cfu/100 mL as a geometric mean
<110 cfu/100 mL as a statistical threshold value

The proposed numeric targets in the Draft Basin Plan Amendment Action Plan do not specify if they are
for fresh or marine waters or both. However, the Draft Staff Report, Section 2.2.1.2, E. coli Bacteria and
Enterococci Bacteria, refers to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Recreational Water Quality
Criteria (2012), which concludes “that E. coli bacteria are a good indicator of human health risk from water
contactin recreational freshwaters.” EPA (2012) concludes “that enterococci bacteria are a good indicator
of human health risk from water contact in recreational marine and freshwaters.” The Draft Staff Report
furthers states on page 4-3 that “In summary, numeric targets are set in the Russian River Pathogen TMDL
based on the most recent U.S. EPA guidance for protection of recreational uses of water.” EPA (2012)
recommends that E. coli targets should apply to recreational freshwaters, while enterococci targets apply
to marine and freshwaters.

Please specify in the Draft Basin Plan Amendment Action Plan to which recreational waters (freshwater,
marine, or both) the proposed numeric targets apply.

Sonoma County Water Agency
Comments on Russian River Pathogen TMDL 2





Chapter 5, Section 5.3.1.3 — Sanitary Sewer Systems:

The last sentence of paragraph 2 on page 5-22 states: “Though any SSO is a violation of permit conditions,
the reported levels shown in Table 5.4 indicate that SSOs are not a large source of bacterial contamination
of the Russian River Watershed.” The last sentence of this section (page 5-23) seems to contradict this
statement. It states: “Although the number of SSOs per mile of sanitary sewer line is relatively low, SSOs
are potentially a significant source of pathogenic indicator bacteria in surface waters within the Russian
River Watershed.” Please clarify.

Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3.1 Municipal Storm Water:

The Water Agency does not have land use authority and can only control activities conducted by Water
Agency staff or conducted on its own property. The Regional Board has agreed that the Water Agency’s
responsibilities under its 2009 MS4 permit and 2015 MS4 permit (up for adoption) are limited by the
Water Agency’s lack of statutory authority. To make this clear, please add the following language after
the first sentence of the third paragraph on page 5-27 of the Draft Staff Report:

The Sonoma County Water Agency does not have land use authority and can only control
activities conducted by Sonoma County Water Agency staff or conducted on its own
property. Therefore, not all requirements in the Phase | MS4 Permit are applicable to the
Sonoma County Water Agency.

Chapter 5, Section 5.5.1.1 — Municipal Wastewater Discharges to Land and Chapter 9,

Table 9.1 — Summary of Implementation Actions:

The Occidental County Sanitation District (CSD) and Airport-Larkfield-Wikiup Sanitation Zone (SZ) are WDR
facilities, but are not “land discharge[rs]” where the eventual receiving water is groundwater as described
in page 5-49 of the draft Staff Report. Recycled water from these facilities is applied at or below
agronomic rates. Please remove the Occidental CSD and Airport-Larkfield-Wikiup SZ from the list of
“Implementing Parties (Source)” in the second column of Table 9.1, page 9-5 under the “Percolation Pond
and Irrigation Discharges” bacteria source category.

Chapter 6 and Appendix C, Section 6.1.2 — Effects of Low Mainstem Flows and
Appendix C - Effect of Russian River Dry Season Stream Flow Management on E. coli

Bacteria Concentrations:

The Draft Staff Report, in Section 6.1.2, page 6-4, footnote 10, and in Appendix C, Effect of Russian River
Dry Season Stream Flow Management on E. coli Bacteria Concentrations, page 17-54, provide the
following summary of Temporary Urgency Change Petitions to Decision 1610 filed by the Water Agency:

“Since 2002, the Water Agency has requested several temporary changes to the Decision
1610 minimum instream flow requirements from the State Water Resources Control
Board. The Water Agency filed Temporary Urgency Change Petitions (TUCP) in 2002,
2004, 2007 and 20089 to request reductions in Russian River instream flows to address low
storage levels in Lake Mendocino. TUCPs filed from 2010 through 2014 were required by
the Biological Opinion to reduce instream flow conditions to improve habitat for
threatened and endangered fish species.”

TUCPs filed in 2010, 2011 and 2012 were filed to comply with the Biological Opinion. However, it is
important to understand that TUCPs filed in 2013 (twice in that year), 2014, and 2015 were filed in
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response to low inflows, and subsequently low storage levels, in Lake Mendocino. These circumstances
were driven by the on-going drought, as well as changes in East Fork Russian River flows due to Pacific
Gas and Electric maintenance of the Potter Valley Project, and low storage levels in Lake Pillsbury due to
drought conditions in the Eel River watershed. Please revise the Draft Staff Report accordingly.

Chapter 8, Table 8.2 — NPDES Permittees with WLAs in the Russian River Watershed:
Under the column “Facility Name,” “SCWA Graton CSD” should be changed to “Graton CSD.” The Water
Agency transferred ownership of the Graton Sanitation Zone to the Graton CSD in 2004. In addition, for
report consistency, “SCWA Russian River CSD” should be referred to as Russian River CSD. Although the
Water Agency (SCWA) manages this sanitation district, Russian River CSD is a separate legal entity.

Chapter 9, Table 9.1 — Summary of Implementation Actions:
On page 9-5, please change “Geyserville CSD” to “Geyserville SZ” (two places).

Chapter 9, Table 9.1 — Summary of Implementation Actions and Section 9.2.4 Sanitary

Sewer Systems:

Under Implementation Actions for “Sanitary Sewer Systems” in the Bacteria Source Category on Page 9-
13 of the Draft Staff Report, it states that “within one year of the effective date of this TMDL, the
municipality or district shall revise its approved Sanitary Sewer Management Plan (SSMP) to describe
actions that it takes or plans to take to further minimize sanitary sewer overflows, spills, and exfiltration
from its sanitary sewer system.” This action is not necessary as all SSMP’s are required to be updated and
certified every other year. In addition, the Draft Staff Report provides significant data on SSOs and no
data on exfiltration. Unless it can be shown that exfiltration is occurring, the permit holder should not be
required to explain how it plans to minimize it.

Please modify the Draft Staff Report to allow entities to revise their SSMP through the normal updating
and certification process and remove the requirement to include exfiltration minimization plans in the
SSMP.

Chapter 9, Table 9.1 - Summary of Implementation Actions:

The Russian River CSD is identified as an Implementing Party under the “Percolation Pond and Irrigation
Discharges” Bacteria Source Category. Water that is used for irrigation by Russian River CSD is supplied
from a holding pond. If the Russian River CSD demonstrates that water in its holding ponds does not
contain human-sourced bacteria and pathogens, the E. coli and enterococcus limits on irrigation
discharges should be eliminated. Please include this change in the final version of the Draft Staff Report.

Chapter 9, Table 9.1 — Summary of Implementation Actions:

The requirements in Table 9.1 for Urban Runoff include submittal of a bacteria load reduction plan (BLRP)
within two years of adoption of the proposed TMDL. Since the Water Agency does not have land use
authority, the requirement for the Water Agency to submit a BLRP to control sources of bacteria is not
reasonable.

Sonoma County Water Agency
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The Water Agency requests the following (underlined) edit be made to Table 9.1, Implementation Actions,
page 9-9:

The public entity shall submit BLRP to control sources of bacteria. The Regional Water
Board will require submission of the BLRP under authority of section 13267 subdivision
(b) of the Water Code. Public entities who do not have land use authority may be exempt
from this action with the condition that the entity provides and the Regional Board accepts
notice from entity.

Chapter 9, Table 9.1 — Summary of Implementation Actions, Section 9.2.1 — Municipal
Wastewater Discharges to Surface Waters and Section 9.2.2 — Wastewater Holding
Ponds to Surface Waters of the Draft Staff Report, and Table 1 of the Draft Basin Plan

Amendment:

In the Draft Staff Report and Draft Basin Plan Amendment, Occidental CSD is identified as a “Municipal
Wastewater Discharge to Surface Waters” AND as a “Wastewater Holding Pond Discharge to Surface
Waters.” Occidental CSD discharges to Graham’s Pond which is a Water of the U.S. As a result, Occidental
CSD should be identified as a “Municipal Wastewater Discharge to Surface Waters,” only. Please remove
Occidental CSD from the list of dischargers in the “Wastewater Holding Pond Discharges to Surface
Waters” in Table 9.1 and on page 9-10 of the Draft Staff Report, and from Table 1 of the Draft Basin Plan
Amendment. TMDL implementation for Occidental CSD should consist of compliance with effluent
limitation and disinfection specifications in its NPDES permit.

Chapter 9, Section 9.2.1 — Municipal Wastewater Discharges to Surface Waters:
Please provide additional information regarding the following underlined language from page 9-3 of the
Draft Staff Report. What are the “other reports” and under what conditions will they be considered
necessary?

“To demonstrate compliance with limitations, direct dischargers of treated wastewater
shall conduct daily effluent monitoring at a location or locations where a representative
sample of the effluent can be collected. Direct dischargers shall provide to the Regional
Water Board monthly discharge monitoring reports and other reports, as necessary, to
demonstrate compliance with effluent limitations and with the E. coli and enterococci
bacteria wasteload allocations.”

Chapter 9, Section 9.2.2 — Wastewater Holding Pond Discharges to Surface Waters
There is no data available regarding human-sourced bacteria and pathogens in the Russian River County
Sanitation District’s (CSD) recycled water holding ponds. Additionally, the Russian River CSD has never
been required to test the recycled water in its holding ponds for E. coli and enterococci bacteria and is,
understandably, concerned about the feasibility of meeting these proposed new effluent limits through
development and implementation of a BLRP. The possible compliance actions included in the Draft Staff
Report to be included in a BLRP are major undertakings that would require much time to plan and
substantial financial resources to implement and operate. Russian River CSD estimates, for example, that
it could costs millions of dollars to expand its recycled water system in order to eliminate surface water
discharges, a possible compliance action included in the Draft Staff Report. These new effluent limits and
compliance actions are being proposed without sufficient data.

Sonoma County Water Agency
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Given the Draft Staff Report’s acknowledgment that more information is needed, before imposing new
effluent limitations for E. coli and enterococci bacteria on discharges from recycled water holding ponds,
please consider allowing dischargers to complete a study in coordination with the Regional Board. If the
results of the study indicate the need to apply new effluent limitations and develop and implement a
BLRP, the TMDL can be revised in the future to include these components.

Further, it is not clear if the requirement to submit a BLRP on page 9-10 is consistent with Table 9.1, which
says 2 years. Please clarify.

Chapter 9, Section 9.2.6 — Recycled Water Irrigation Runoff:

Section 9.2.6 identifies that a “Non-Storm Water Best Management Practices (BMP) Plan, or equivalent
plan” will need to be submitted and approved by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer. Furthermore
Section 9.2.6 identifies possible actions to be included in the Non-Storm Water BMP Plan might include:
“Evaluating and, when necessary, improving BMPs to prevent overspray, spills, and incidental runoff;
Increasing setbacks from recycled water points of use to waterbodies, curbs, pavement and storm water
inlets; and Improving compliance with recycled water user requirements through increased public outreach
and, when necessary, through progressive enforcement.” These requirements are already required under
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations and contained in the applicants Title 22 Engineering Report.
Revisions if necessary should be requested through the Title 22 Engineering Report and not a Non-Storm
Water BMP Plan.

Chapter 9, Section 9.2.6 — Recycled Water Irrigation Runoff:

As stated above, Occidental CSD should not be identified under the Bacteria Source Category as
“Percolation Pond and Irrigation Discharges” in the Draft Staff Report (Table 9.1) and the Draft Basin Plan
Amendment (Table 1). Recent assessments demonstrate that recycled water from the Occidental CSD is
applied below agronomic rates. As a result, Occidental CSD operations should be included under the
“Recycled Water Irrigation Runoff” Bacteria Source Category and compliance will be determined through
BMP implementation.

Chapter 9, Section 9.2.10 — Homeless and Farmworker Encampments and lllegal
Camping:

The Water Agency agrees with the County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Community Development
Commission’s comment on taking a more collaborative approach to address Homeless and Farmworker
Encampments and lllegal Camping, than what is currently described in the Staff Report. The Water Agency
agrees that a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) “creating a task force of all relevant agencies
(including the Regional Board) to coordinate responses to illegal encampments,” is the best way to move
forward on this issue.

The Water Agency and the sanitation districts it manages do not possess general police powers and are
not law enforcement or social service agencies. As a result, the Water Agency and the sanitation districts
have no land use authority and limited spending authority “to participate in the preparation and
submission of a BLRP that describes actions to: (1) reduce noncompliance with existing ordinances
pertaining to illegal camping and farmworker housing; and (2) provide secure waste disposal facilities for
homeless persons currently residing along watercourses and other areas within the public space.”

On page 9-23 of the Draft Staff Report, please amend the first sentence of Section 9.2.10 to read, “owners
of land with homeless and farmer work encampments within the Russian River Watershed, and with the
legal and funding authority to participate...”

Sonoma County Water Agency
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Chapter 9, Section 9.2.11 — Urban Runoff:

The Water Agency is not a Phase Il MS4 Permittee in Region 1. Please remove the Water Agency from the
list of small MS4s on page 9-25 of the Draft Staff Report.

Chapter 10, Section 10.1 — Stewardship and the Russian River Watershed Monitoring

Program:

The Draft Staff Report indicates that Regional Board staff will work to form a Russian River Watershed
monitoring coalition to help coordinate and conduct required monitoring. Please affirm the Regional
Board’s commitment to assisting with development and implementation of a Russian River monitoring
coalition through contribution of staff time and financial resources.

Appendix C - Effect of Russian River Dry Season Stream Flow Management on E. coli

Bacteria Concentrations:

The Draft Staff Report, Appendix C, page 17-53, cites the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Russian
River Biological Opinion as NMFS (2005). The correct citation is NMFS (2008) as the Russian River
Biological Opinion was issued in 2008.

Appendix C - Effect of Russian River Dry Season Stream Flow Management on E. coli

Bacteria Concentrations:

The Draft Staff Report, Appendix C, page 17-54, summarizes NMFS’ recommendations in the Russian River
Biological Opinion as “to request that the minimum flow requirements be changed to the following during
Dry water supply conditions:

e 70 cfs between May 1 and October 15 at the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Gage No.
11467000 (near Guerneville)

e 125 cfs between May 1 and October 15 at the USFS Gage No. 11464000 (near
Healdsburg)”

NMFS’ recommendations quoted in Appendix C do not apply to Dry conditions, but are recommendations
associated with the requirement to file annual petitions for temporary changes to minimum instream flow
requirements. To clarify, NMFS’ 2008 Russian River Biological Opinion, Reasonable and Prudent
Alternative 1, requires the Water Agency to petition the State Water Resources Control Board to
permanently change minimum instream flow requirements during both Normal and Dry Years as follows:

During Normal Years:

1. Reduce the minimum flow requirement between the mouth of Dry Creek and the
mouth of the Russian River from 125 cfs to 70 cfs.

2. Reduce the minimum flow requirement in the Russian River from the East Fork to
Dry Creek from 185 cfs to 125 cfs between June 1 and August 31; and from 150
cfs to 125 cfs between September 1 and October 31.

3. Reduce the minimum flow requirement in Dry Creek from Warm Springs Dam to
the Russian River from 80 cfs to 40 cfs from May 1 to October 31.

During Dry Years:

1. Reduce the minimum flow requirement between the mouth of Dry Creek and the
mouth of the Russian River from 85 cfs to 70 cfs.

Sonoma County Water Agency
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During the time that it takes to address the petition filed with the State Water Resources Control Board,
the Biological Opinion requires the Water Agency to petition for temporary changes to Decision 1610
minimum instream flow requirements on an annual basis. The Biological Opinion states:

“These petitions will request that minimum bypass flows of 70 cfs be implemented at the USGS gage at
the Hacienda Bridge between May 1 and October 15, with the understanding that for compliance
purposes SCWA will typically maintain about 85 cfs at the Hacienda gage. For purposes of enhancing
steelhead rearing habitats between the East Branch and Hopland, these petitions will request a minimum
bypass flow of 125 cfs at the Healdsburg gage between May 1 and October 15.”

OUTREACH AND PUBLIC EDUCATION

Several areas of the Draft Staff Report call for increased public outreach and education. Outreach and
education are excellent tools to increase public awareness and, subsequently, change behavior, as is
acknowledged by the education requirements in current storm water permits.

Currently, many storm water permittees are members of the Russian River Watershed Association
(RRWA), which was created, in part, to pool resources to conduct education and outreach required of
permit holders.

Overall Comment, Funding of Outreach & Education Programs:
Significant additional outreach is proposed in the Draft Staff Report, but no specific funding sources are
identified to pay for outreach programs, nor are additional costs of outreach and education included in
the Economic Analysis (Chapter 12). Specifically, new or increased outreach is proposed in the following
areas:

e Recycled water users (Chapter 9, page 15)

e Homeless and Farmworker Encampments (Chapter 9, pages 23-24)

e Pet waste programs (Chapter 9, page 25)

e Regional coordination (Chapter 10, page 1)

Even minimal outreach programs require personnel. Material costs can vary widely, but even a basic social
media program that has no paper distribution or mailing costs requires ongoing monitoring and updating.
The development and distribution of fact sheets, op-eds, press releases, signage, video contests, paid
media ads and SWAG can add significantly to costs.

For example, the current RRWA budget allocates about $93,000 to outreach activities. Establishing new
programs (homeless/farmworker activities) or enhancing existing programs (pet waste, regional
coordination) could double the costs of outreach for the regional entity. This does not include the labor
and materials that the member agencies contribute to the outreach efforts.

The economic analysis should include a range of increased outreach costs from $100,000-5500,000
annually.

While increased costs of operating water and sanitation districts can be covered by fee increases (subject
to a Proposition 218 protest vote), the bar is much higher for storm water fees, which can only be
increased by a 2/3 vote of the electorate.
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The Draft Staff Report mentions grants as a possible funding source (Chapter 15, Page 4) but grants are
rarely available for pure outreach and education (normally, grants provide funding for outreach and
education only when it is promoting a grant-funded project).

The Draft Staff Report should include an action requiring the Regional Board to work with the State Water
Board to set-aside funding for the additional watershed-scale outreach and education proposed in the
Draft Staff Report, either through Proposition 1 funds or the state budget process.
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