Comments of Myron Hess on behalf of the National Wildlife Federation on Second Draft (Dec. 4, 2006) of Bacteria Total Maximum Daily Load Task Force Report


I provide these comments unencumbered by expert knowledge of the technical aspects of this issue. However, I hope that these comments might help provide some broader perspective that could be useful in developing a document that will be reasonably accessible and valuable to readers who are not technical experts. 

Page 7, Discussion of Statistical and Mass Balance Bacteria Models. A number of previous comments by others have noted the need for consistent treatment of different modeling approaches in the text. The discussion likely would come across as more balanced and would be more accessible if, for each model, the discussion were divided into specific and consistent topic subheadings. The following subheadings might be considered:
What It Is
Data Requirements

Ease of Application

Value in Supporting Implementation

Examples of Previous Usage

Specific Strengths

Specific Limitations
Pages 12-13, Discussion of SELECT. It is unclear how this Methodology relates to Table 1. There isn’t much information to allow a comparison with other methods.
Page 13, Discussion of SPARROW. It is unclear how this Methodology relates to Table 1. There isn’t much information to allow a comparison with other methods.

Page 13, Discussion of Mass Balance Method. Add the acronym “(MB)” to match the reference in Table 1.

Pages 15-19, Discussion of Mechanistic Hydrologic/Water Quality Bacteria Models. The discussion would be much more accessible if, for each model, the discussion were divided into specific and consistent topic subheadings. In addition, use of consistent subheadings should help in ensuring a somewhat more balanced presentation of the various methods. The following subheadings might be considered:

What It Is

Data Requirements

Ease of Application

Value in Supporting Implementation

Examples of Previous Usage

Specific Strengths

Specific Limitations

Pages 18-19, Important Considerations for Bacteria Modeling. I think these are important summary points and a good addition to the document. It seems that their value would be strengthened by expanding on them somewhat. For example, the third and fourth bullet points note uncertainties about sediment settling and re-suspension processes and about bacterial re-growth and death, respectively. Is there something that can be done in the short-term to address these uncertainties? If not, how should these uncertainties affect the decision-making process, if at all? With respect to the last bullet point addressing uncertainty, it would be useful to provide some discussion of how this uncertainty should be considered in relation to the requirement in a TMDL for an adequate margin of safety.
Page 22, Table 2. The column regarding accuracy of source identification seems a bit ambiguous in the absence of some definition of the terms “moderate” and “high.” In particular, it would be helpful to have an explanation of how those terms relate to the range of “rates of correct classification” discussed on page 28. For example, it would be helpful to know if the accuracy characterizations in Table 2 refer to a three-way split, a seven-way split, or something else. It seems extremely important for this document to help inform expectations about what level of source discernment can realistically be expected for BST work. The discussion on page 28 provides useful information but it is not clear how it relates to some of the summary information, particularly the information in Table 2.
Page 30, Discussion of BST library. A more direct discussion of the geographical reach of an individual library would be helpful. It seems from the current discussion that there is an open issue of the extent to which a particular library can be relied upon outside of the watershed of collection. However, there is no clear statement as to the geographical extent to which use of a library should initially be limited absent a demonstration of validity outside of that initial area.
Page 33, Recommended Decision-Making Process for Texas TMDL and I-Plan Development.  


Step 4, Load Duration Curves. The references to Step 2 in the discussion appear more properly to be references to Step 3. 

Step 5, Bacteria Source Tracking.  The reference to Step 2 in the discussion appears more properly to be a reference to Step 3. 

Step 6, TMDL Development.  It would be very helpful to have some elaboration on what is to be considered in determining whether “data is sufficient” for Step 6. Elaboration in this document on that issue could go a long ways in establishing realistic expectations that could be very important in achieving buy-in from stakeholders down the road. 
Step 7, TMDL-IP Development. It would be beneficial to have some discussion of the factors that should inform a decision about whether detailed simulation modeling studies are “needed.” This is the kind of information that could make a real difference on the ground. Also, it appears that the reference in the Step 7 discussion to flow data from “Step 2” should be a reference to Step 3. 
Page 65, Appendix 4.  It is extremely important to acknowledge that all TMDLs are not created equal in terms of their value in achieving actual water quality improvement. Texas has proceeded down a path of spending more time in developing TMDLs that are designed to achieve stakeholder buy-in and to result in meaningful implementation of water quality improvements. Many of the TMDLs developed in other states, particularly those driven by litigation, take a very different approach. In fairness, the discussion should acknowledge that more explicitly. For example, the following text could be added just before Table 1 on page 65:  “TMDLs that are prepared hurriedly to meet court-mandated deadlines may not be sufficiently specific or achieve adequate stakeholder acceptance to support development of comprehensive implementation plans, particularly where multiple sources and types of sources are involved. Accordingly, the approval of a large number of bacteria TMDLs does not necessarily represent a significant improvement in water quality.”
As previous comments by others have indicated, it would be helpful, to the extent the information is reasonably available, to have an additional column in Table 1 of Appendix 4 that summarizes information about how many implementation plans have been developed and implemented in other states.
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