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BACKGROUND

Hood Canal is a natural, glactarved fjord more than 60 miles long, foirmg the westernmost
waterway and margin of the Puget Sound basin. It begins in the north in Admiralty Inlet and extends

southwesterly about 45 miles to ¢hGreat Bend at Annas B&/NER Y

GKSNBE AlGa aKz221¢ SE

northeasterly 15 miles to its head at the Union River estuary neaaiBelf

TheCanal has great cultural, economic, asubsistencevalue to Washington State residents and tribes.
Hood Canal shelfih and finfish resourcdsave important economic and recreational valoethe

community.
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The Hood Canakgion is
home tomore than29,000
on-site sewagesystens
(OSS)which can fail as they
age,contributingbacterial
pollutionto HoodCanal
streanms and beachesMany
OSS ar@n close proximity to
water bodes (Figure ;1
Appendix AFigure Al).

Pollution Identification and
Correction (PIGnd water
quality programs have been
essential tgprotecting public
health by reducingobacterial
and nutrient pollution
sourcesAregional approach
enables efficient, prioritized,
and coordinated responses.

The Hbod Canal Regional
Pollution Identification and
Qorrection (HCRPI®rogram
partners includelefferson,
Kitsap, andMason Counts,
thet 2 NI DI Yof S
and Skokomisfribes,the
Hood Canal Salmon
Enhancement Group,
Jefferson, KitsagndMason
ConservatiorDistricts and
the Hood Canal Coordinating
Council (HCCC).
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TheHCRPI@rogramplays a critical role keeping Hood Camaters safe for recreation by preventing
and reducing pollution from human and animal wagtgure 2 Appendix AFigure A2) shows the
current water quality status in Hood Can@he PIC approach involves shoreline surveys to identify
pollution that puts Hood Canal at risk. When a pollution hotspot is confirmed, it is tracked up the
drainage to its source, where county staff work with the property owner to correct the problem.
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The Hood Canal Coordinating Council has partnered with its member jurisdictions to develop and

implement the regional PIC partnership for the Hood Canal Action Area. The prbgsapnovidech

unique opportunity to combin@nd sharestrengthsand experience a6 I OK 2 F (WG andJ NI y S NA ¢
water quality program#n order to build a robust regional prografihe H&PIC programvasdesigned

to be rolled out in phases.

HCRPIGoals ad Obijectives

The goals of the HCRPIC Program are:
- Protect public health and shellfish growing areas and restore water quality by correcting fecal
pollution sources
- Restore and protect Hood Canal habitat

The HCRPIC Program improves efficiencyeffichcy in each Hood Canal jurisdiction, with the following
objectives:

- (oordinate regulatory oversight and policy development

- (oordinate water pollution investigation and cleanup work

Phase I: Planning (20&22014)

HCCC was funded by the U.S. EnviramadeProtection Agency (EPA) National Estuary Program (NEP)
through Washington State Department of Health (WSDOH) to develop thejomigtiictional work

group and program guidance documents. The HCR®BWamcoordinators initially built the work
groupwith representatives from local health jurisdictions and tribal natural resource departments. Local
conservation districts were brought in to develop the animal waste strategy and local stormaveter
regional planningecommendations were used to develtige stormwater strategy and sustainable

funding strategy.

The planning phase was very valuable because it allowed us to develop a regional work group and
planning documents tooordinate andguide regional pollution identification and correction workeTh
regional work group met quarterly and collaborated closely to develop the skills and materials needed
for regional implementation work. They developed a coordinated watershieié project framework,
producingprogramguidance that include a regional maearing plan and technical guidance documents.

Development of the regional work group had the side benefguwtklybuilding interjurisdictional
relationships. In May 2014, between the planning phase (Phase I) and the implementation phase (Phase
I), the Skokomish Tribe recognized an opportunity to work with the HCRPIC Program to assess and
improve water quality in a rich shellfish resource area in Hoodsport that is closed due to historical
pollution concerns. Kitsap Public Health District (Kitsap Heaftdt HCCC coordinated Hoodsport early
action planning. WSDOH, Mason County Public Health (Mason Healthithe Skokomish Tribe worked
together to assess shoreline drainages and marine water in the area andeatbacterial hotspots for

PI1C work withhie longterm goal of documenting bacterial source correction and water quality
improvements to support WSDOH opening the Hoodsport shellfish beds for harvest.

The HCCC Aguafkehabilitation Technical Advisory Committee Wastew@&S Workgroup developed
the first phase of grojectin 2010 to create Gl®apsof wastewater infrastructure (OSS, sewer,
planned sewer, and large OSS) in the Hood Canal waterBheihg Phase I, local jurisdictions provided
current onsite sewage system permit data to update the GIS maps. WSDOH shellfish growing areas

HCRPI@rogram- Phase IIFinal Report 3



were added to kernel cluster maps showing denser areas of old or unpermitted OSS to inform the
prioritization offuture work areas.

HCRPIC Program planning documents and meeting minutes are posted on the HCCC website at:
www.hccc.wa.gov/PIC

Phase Il: Implementation (20£2017)

In October 2014, HCCC received additional NEésfto conduct Phase I, the first implementation

phase, of theHCRPIC Program. Our unique partnership with WSDOH helped us quickly identify and
prioritize Hood Canal shoreline work areas based on their robust marine water data and prior water
quality studes. The HCRPIC Guidance Group identified 8.2 priority shoreline miles in Mason County and
8.5 priority shoreline miles in Jefferson County for shoreline surveys. The HCRPIC guidance document
RSTAYySa I AK2NBfAYyS &dzNIDS esmeniof al floiSg fresfi Wekey G 2 NBE | YR
RAAOKIFNBSa (G2 (GKS AK2NBfAYyS GAGKAY |+ LINR2SO0O N

The project coordinators submitted the Quality Assurance Program Plan (QAPP) in December 2014 and
field work started in February 2015 following QAPP approval.

Guidance Group

Between February 2015 and December 2016, the partners grew the regional wogkigtowan

effective Guidance Groupesulting in shared methods, tools and techniques, field work partnerships,
problem solving, and networking opportunities. Guidance Group meetings were held quarterly, with an
option of joining online, and were well attéed by regional team partners.

TheHCRPIC program facilitators administered the Phase Il program contracts, QAPP, and reporting
requirements, allowing local jurisdictions to focus their efforts on pollution identification and correction
tasks. Each PhasieGuidance Group meeting included quality assurance reminders about investigating
and closing shoreline hotspots, and timely, accurate, and complete field work reporting.

¢KS t2NI DIFIYotS {QYfFffl Y ¢NXO-8mesupinfes ofategioRal G KS { {
PIC program and have been very active partners in the HCRPIC Guidance Group under their own
funding. The PGSTience and technical staff conducted research and tested investigative techniques to
find new PIQools. The Skokomish TridelNE @A RSR @l f dzt 6t S 1y26ft SR3IS | 62 dzi
Canal shoreline. They mentored Mason Health staff and conducted supplementary field work with their
own funding.
t D{¢ RSOSt2LISR (KS 02y OSLIi 2F atL/ tfepidentifygl G SNI |j dz
fecal pollution sources in areas where traditional PIC methods have not been successful:
- PGST coordinated. colsample collection over a 2dour period, testing for temporal variation
in sample results, using a portable autosampler to collect a water sample every hour. Staff also
collected samples every six hours over ahd2r period. Results showed thitcolilevels varied
significantly with time of day.
- PGST used a Turner Designs Cyclops 7 Submersible Fluorometer with tryptophan and optical
brightener sensors to determiniheir usefulnesgor identifying fecal pollution hotspots.
Tryptophan asan amino acidis one of the building blocks of life. Coliform bacteria synthesize
high levels of tryptophan in their cells, making tryptophan a useful biomarker of fecal
contamination in water. Optical brighteners are present in detergent whiteners and-color

HCRPI@rogram- Phase IIFinal Report 4
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correcting @ brightening additivein cosmetic formulasAt one of the threestudysites, there

was a weak correlation betweds coliand tryptophan There wasio correlation between

optical brighteners andt. coliat the three sites where the fluorometer was depéal.
- ltis valuable for PIC programs to be able to distinguish between human and animal fecal sources

because of the different investigation and remediation strategies for sewage and animal waste.

PGST conducted a literature review of published methodd trsédentify microbial sources and
developed a DNAased microbial source tracking study, under separate funding

The Skokomish Tribe was an important contributor to the development of the regional PIC concept and

the Phase | program guidance materidlbey utilized their Phase Il program funds to target
implementation in and around their reservation lands.

The Skokomish Tribal natural resource team alerted the regional PIC team to rich shellfish resources in

the Hoodsport area that are closed to harting based on the age of development and historical

pollution concernsThey conducted early action work in partnership with HCRPIC facilitators, WSDOH,

and Mason Health before and during the Phase Il implementation phase. The tribe worked in

partnership wth Mason Health to assess shoreline drainages and receiving marine waters and referred

bacterial hotspots for PIC work.

Shoreline Surveys and Parcel Surveys and Investigations

Between February 2015 and December 2016, Jefferson, Kitsap, and Kasotes conducted priority

shoreline surveys, parcel surveys, and investigations as summarized in Table 1. The jurisdictions were
able to conduct 55% more shoreline survey miles than committed, and 177% more parcel surveys than

committed.

Table 1: HCRPRhase Il Implementation Work

Shoreline Surveys ParcelSurveys OSS Failure OSS Repail

Miles Miles Number Number Number Number
Agency Committed Conducte¢ Committed Conducte¢ Identified | Completed
Jefferson County Public Hea 8.5 25.5 140 353 46 42
Kitsap Public Health District 25.9 25.9 0 282 14 14
Mason County Public Health 8.2 13.1 140 143 16 11
Port Gamble S'Klallam Tribe 1.6 0 0 0 0
Total 42.6 66.1 280 778 76 67

During Phase Il, PGST developed and implemented their owprdj@am, based on HCRPIC, to identify

and correct nonpoint pollution on Hood Canal tribal lands. They conducted shoreline surveys of the 1.6

miles of tribal reservation shoreline in Port Gamble Bay and investigated a confirmed hotspot in
partnership with isap Health, completing the assessment of all Kitsap Peninsula shorelines. Kitsap

I SI £ 0K

LINE A RSR

I 00Saa

entered the PGST shoreline sample data.

02

l-b@isRd wintsdqualfySiRabase gnd

g2

PGST also conducted an investigatin response to an overflow of their sewer system. Kitsap Health
provided technical assistance to develop a-tlysting strategy. PGST conducted the -tigsting
campaign, and identified and corrected collection system leaks.

HCRPI@rogram- Phase IIFinal Report
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Septic TankerviceRebates

HCRPIC Skokomish tribal partners chose to use their Phase 1l funding to provide septic tank service
rebate vouchers for higjpriority Mason County Hood Canal properties. to provide incentives for
homeowners to maintain their septic systems. The Guidance@developed a pilot rebate incentive
program for Phase Il. More than 40 percent (43.5%) of the 46 properties that redeemed vouchers had
no record of current maintenance.

The HCCC funded complementary outreach in late 2016 through the Hood Canal Lgcatihge

hNBIFYyAT FdA2yQa tdz3S8S0G {2dzyR ! QG A2y LdayRhgiBiity b S+ NJ ¢ SNJ
window, 17rebateswere utilized in Hood Canal. Nearly a quarter (4 of the 17; 23.5%) of the

participating parcels corrected deficient conditions.

TheHCRPIC Guidance Group found ritleatesvery useful to encourag@SSnaintenance and assess

OSS functional status. This confirmed Phase Il audience research that found the most popular incentive
for a site visit was a rebate or coupon for septic systenmteaance. As a result, the HCRPIC program
developed aebate program element for Phase lIl.

OSS GIS Mapping

The HCRPIC Phase Il project updated the Hood Canal OSS GIS Maps illustrating OSS locations categorized
by type, age, and permit status. Shellfish harvesting areas and confirmed shoreline bacterial hotspots

were mapped and clusters of potentially problenta®SS were analyzed to help the HCRPIC team

prioritize field work.

A mapping component was addéalillustrate Phasdll field work: shorelines samplelotspots
investigatedparcels surveyed, and OSS failures identified and repaired.

Pilot Nutrient Stuiks

During Phase I, the HCRPIC proggathN] SR ¢AGK ! YAGSNEAGE 2F 2 AaKAy 3
(Puget Sound Institutdd design and conduct a pilot study to evaluate whether seepage pits located on

Mason Countyearshore parcels are a significantste of bacteria or nitrogen to the Hood Canal

shorelire.

Thirty seepage pits within 100 feet of the Mason County shoreline were identified and sampled in 2016
during the wet weather season and the dry weather season. Only six of the 30 sites (20%ecossd

in this study: many sites had no shoreline flows or were tidally influenced. Sites were sampled for fecal
coliform bacteria, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate/nitrite nitrogen, chloride, phosphate, and sulfate and
results were compared to reference datartked from work conducted in Hood Canal between 2007

and 2011.

When compared to other sites in southern Hood Canal, the seepagegiciated sites were not
significantly greater sources of bacteria or nutrients to the shoreline and were not morettkesye

shoreline discharges. The findings were limited by the number of sample sites. More research is heeded
to make conclusive recommendations about seepage pit use in Hood Canal.

Outreach and Education

HCRPI@orked with Washington State University Emnsiong Jefferson County (WSEKt) to build on

social marketingutreach and education work conducted in 2015 by WEitJand the Washington
Conservation Commission (Joyakt2015).Followup interviews for the 2015 project were conducted
approximately two months after the site visit to measure whether the recommended best management

HCRPI@rogram- Phase IIFinal Report 6



practices (BMPs) were implemented and what barriers may have prevented implementation. A key
findingwas that followup interviews were conducted too soon.

During Phase Il, WSEkt. conducted supplemental follemp interviews one year after the 2015 site

visits and gathered audience research information to design and implement effective outreach methods
to encourage BMP adoption. They found the common need for fallppand the primary barriers to
implementation were physical limitations and the need for information or assistance.

WSUEXt. utilized the audience research to design and conduct audiesearch with 15 Hood Canal
shoreline landowners. They gathered information about barriers to and motivations for accepting a
water quality advisor site visit, and how best to communicate about water quality issues.

Most of the participants were interested site visits once they understood what a site visit entailed.
They were most motivated because of water quality and health concerns. Most participants were
concerned about runoff and how to control it. Respondents wanted to know that site visits weuld b
conducted by qualified organizations and that regulatory agencies would not receive any information
from the site visit. The most popular incentive for a site visit was a rebate or coupon for septic system
maintenance. The most preferred methods of casitevere letters or phone calls. However, deor

door visits have been more effective in practice and have resulted in more diverse participants.

WSUEXt. also conducted outreach and education in shellfish growing area Hood Canal 6, making 464
visits andoffering water quality advisor site assessments. Of the 119 residents that were at home, 40
agreed to site visitsAlmost all the site visits in North Shore and Hoodsport had severe stormwater
impacts from very steep uplands. A clear need for stormwatehhical assistance was identified.

WSU Ext. produced a twmage handout summarizing HCRPIC Phase Il highlights for denakens and

a four-page public report that was distributed to Hood Canal shoreline prope/eports and materials

for HCRPIC Psa Il audience research and outreach efforts are included in Appendices C, D, E, and F of
the HCRPIC Phase Il Final Refiaked here

PHASE {IMPLEMENTATION (2€X(119)

HCCC was awarded additional NEP funding in early 2017 to conduct Phase lll, the second HCRPIC
implementation phase. The draft QAPP was submitted June 1, 2017 and the final QAPP was approved
August 21, 2017.

Guidance Group

Seven quarterly Guidance Group meetings were held during Phase lll. Participants had the option of
joining the meetings through phone or internet and the meetings were well attended.

¢KS t2NI DIFIYotS {QYfLfflY ¢NAOGS o0tD{¢Vv KIFIa 0SSy |
development, and implementation of thdCRPI@rogram since its inception. Their lotgrm, natural

resource perspective enhances the regional partnershifs Péxtended the breith of the HCRPIC

program by researching and piloting potential tools to identify fecal pollution sources in areas where PIC
programs have been unsuccessful.

HCRPI@rogram- Phase IIFinal Report 7
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The Skokomish Tribe haksobeen very active in the HCRPIC Program Guidarme@nd the
development and implementation of the regional PIC program. They expended their own resources to
review the regional plans and hotspot investigations. They alerted the regional team to rich shellfish
resources in Hoodsport and helped build amplement a PIC strategy, including collecting water
samples, to improve water quality so that shellfish harvesting can be approved for the first time.

The Skokomish Tribe shared important knowledge about the Annas Bay shellfish growing area to help
Masm Health build a response plan to the early warning from WSDOH that water quality in the area is
threatened by high fecal coliform results.

Phase Il Field Work Objectives

Field work objectives were identified for the local health jurisdictions funded uttdePhase Il grant.
Objectives vary for each jurisdiction depending on funding provided in the HCRPIC Phase Il NEP grant.
Additionally, all open pollution hotspots identified in Phase Il were to be followed up on for

confirmation sampling and/or invegiations. See Appendix B for the full HCRPIC Phase Il Workplan.

Mason Countypublic Healthrield Work Objectives

- 100 parcel surveys

- Shoreline surveys in priority areas

- 4 hotspots identified and corrected

- 4 0SS failures identified and corrected

- Any agriculral issues identified and corrected

Kitsap Public Health DistriEield Work Objectives

- 10 parcel surveys

- Shoreline surveys in priority areas

- 1 hotspot identified and corrected

- 1 OSS failure identified and corrected

- Any agricultural issues identified andrrected

Ambient Stream Monitorin@bjectives

- 12priority streams monitored 17 times
- 200 water samples collected and analyzed

PriorityShorelineSurveyAreas

HCRPIC Program partners worked closely with WSDOH to develop the Piaskplkhn (Appendix B)

with remaining Phase Il priority work and new shoreline priority work areas based on updated marine
water data. Twentythree priority areas were identified iMason County, eleven priority areas in
Jefferson County, and eight priority areas in Kitsap County (Table 2

Table 2: HCRPIC Phase IlI Priority Shoreline Survey Areas
Location Status
Mason County

Hood Canal4a A1 SQa . SI OK wSaz2NJ Parcelklosure
Hood Canal § Lilliwaup Parcel closure
Hood Canal § Summertide Resort Parcel closure
Hood Canal § Hoodsport Prohibited

HCRPI@rogram- Phase IIFinal Report 8



Hood Canal § Hoodsport (Ph. Il Hotspot: D@)33)

Hood Canal § Hoodsport (Ph. || HotspoROHO035)

Hood Canal § Hoodsport (Ph. 1l Hotspot: DE)36)

Hood Canal § Hoodsport (Skokomish ID: SS 127/DOH ID: 43)
Hood Canal § Hoodsport (Skokomish ID: SS 128/DOH ID: 44)
Hood Canal @ S. Hoodsport Ph. Il Hotspot: H836)

Hood Canal § S. Hoodsport (Ph. Il Hotspot: H939)

Hood Canal  Big Bend

Hood Canal @ Big Bend (Calm Coveh. Il Hotspot: MCPH IBD042/DOH ID: 99
Hood Canal g Big Bend (Mason AveRh. Il Hotspot: MCPH IBO%5/DOH ID:

106)

Hood Canal € South Shore (east of Alderbrook)
Hood Canal € North Shore

Hood Canal & Ph. Il Hotspot: R36A
Annas Bay

Hood Canal g Ph. 1l Hotspot: -D89
Hood Canal g Ph. 1l Hotspot: -L13
Hood Canal g Ph. Il Hotspot: 114
Hood Canal g Ph. Il Hotspot: 124
Hood Canal g Ph. Il Hotspot: 126
Hood Canal g Ph. Il Hotspot: -1L27
Hood Canal g Ph. Il Hotspot: 75
Jefferson County

Hood Canal 8 Duckabush

Hood Canal 8 Dosewallips

Hood Canal 8 Pleasant Harbor

Hood Canal 8 Fulton Creek
Hood Canal 8 Jackson Cove
Quilcene Bay

Dabob Bay

Oak Bay Little Goose Creek
Oak Bay; S. Bay Way

Port Townsend Irondale/Chimacum Creeks
Hood Canal & Paradise Bay
Kitsap County

Hood Canal & Lofall Creek
Hood Canal &t Kinman Creek
Hood Canal & Vinland Creek
Hood Canal 1

Hood Canal 1

Hood Canal 2

Hood Canal 4 LH34
Hood Canal 4 LH76
Hood Canal public complaints and deficient tank pumping reports

HCRPI@rogram- Phase IIFinal Report

Prohibited
Prohibited
Prohibited
Prohibited
Prohibited
Prohibited
Prohibited
Conditional area
Parcel closures
Parcel closures

Parcel closures
Parcel closures
Approved

Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved

Conditional

Restricted, beach closure
Prohibited, beach closure

(marina)
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Parcels closures
Approved

Beach closure

Prohibited area
Prohibited area
Parcels closures
Parcelslosures
Parcels closures
Prohibited area

Hood Canal shoreline



Shoreline SurveyRarcel Surveyand Investigations

Kitsap Health developed a field training manual based on the HCRPIC Guidance Dod@RENC Field
Implementation GuidéAppendix C)and conducted a field training for Mason Health staff with office
and field components on December, 2017 KitsapHealthconducted a field training review at
Jefferson County Public Health on January 19, 2018.

HCRPIC Phase llI field work began in November 2017 and was conducted through February 28, 2019.
Figure3 shows the shoreline areas surveyed apdix AFigureA-3). Appendix A: Figure-Ashowsa
detailed map atlas of shoreline areas monitored and parcel surveys condinctegyhoutPhase IlI.

The team conducted
D greater thanthree times
more parcel surveys than
committed, and found 11
times the number of
failures than estimated.
The greater efficiency in
finding failures illustrates
that the HCRPIC team is
fullly trained and
functional. Failures were
found on more than 14
percent d the parcels
surveyed (55 of 380;
14.5%)Table3
summarizes the field

Central
Hood Canal

SEABECK

BREMERTON

BELFAIR

disport ,
HOODSPORT

work conductedThe
results are displayed in
Figured below, an index
grid of detail maps
available in AppendiA:
Figure A5.

Kitsap Health developed
a cloudbased water
quality database and
provided access and
training for Jefferson,
HCSEG, and Mason
during Phase IIlI. All water
quality data, entered by

‘L»:
Phase Il partners that
oua 4 ¥ (3) met quality standards

specified in the approved
Figure3: Map ofHCRPIC Phase Ill shoreline survey areas monitored (Appendix A: Bgu QAPP was uploaded to

the EPA STORET database
in May 2019.
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Table 3: HCRPIC Phase Ill Implementation Work

Shoreline Parcelurveys OSS Failures | OSS Repail
Agency Surveys| Number | Number | Number | Number
il . . o Completed
(Miles) | Committed| Conducted| Committed | Identified
Jefferson County Public Heal  59.5 0 190 0 41 21
Kitsap Public Health District 0.8 10 88 1
Mason County Public Health 6.3 100 102 4 9 3
Total 66.6 110 380 5 55 28
1 2
vitfcENE_| X
® B Z
3 4 5
._.
6 7
BANGOR
X
8( BRINNON 10
9@ v
g’ SEABECK
4
1‘1 12
BREMERTON
BELFAl
13 14
ll()()l@""'
15 16
e Figure4: Index grid of
21 HCRPIC Phase Ill wor
conducted. Detailed
pollution Hotspots Identified Hood Canal Regional Pollation Identification 2 : maps available in
— Index Grid ot Sl e Fnd, it i () Appendix A: Figure-8).
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Phase Il Focus Area: Hoodsport

al a2y | SFf3iK F20dzaSR SI NI &
shellfish resources in the area.

t L/

STTF2NI a

Ay

During the HCRPIC implementation phases, Mason Health identified seven OSS failures in Hoodsport.
Two have been correcteahd five are in the correction procegdgure SAppendix A: Figure-8)

DOH-033,

HOODSPORT
v /
\
&
[ P

¥ 0SS Repair Complete
I 0SS Repair In Progress
0SS Failure
¥ Closed Hotspot
@ Pollution Hotspot
e Alternative 0SS
e Community OSS
Conventional 0SS
e Holding Tank
0SS 30+ Yrs & Unknown
e Shoreline Survey
£ Parcel Survey
¢

(&)

Figure 5HCRPICorrectiveactions in Hoodsport, WgAppendix AFigureA-6)

HCRPI@rogram- Phase IIFinal Report

displays the PIC
work conducted and
current status of
OSS corrective
actions in the
Hoodsport area.
Mason Health
reported corrective
actions and
monitoring data to
WSDOH, resultinig
closure of six
shoreline hotspots
(seeAppendix Cfor
hotspot closure
supporting
materials). Only
three of the nine
shoreline hotspots
remain. After the
remaining five OSS
failures are
corrected, we
expect post
corrective
monitoring to show
that water quality
has improved to the
point that shellfish
beds in the
Hoodsport area can
be classified for the
first time as
approved for
harvest.
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Pollution HotspoParcelJpgrades

alazy 1 SIFHftGKQa |/ wtWDOHrupdsatiiy indiddd shavdling dafcélsSaRtheA y
following locations:

- Upgrade of one closed parcel in Lilliwaup

- Mason Health reported the corrections and pastrrective monitoring of two OSS failgrén the

Big Bendshellfish bed closure area WSDOH, and they are on track teaeen the Big Bend
area to shellfish harvesting in Fall 2019

Jefferson Health identified and repaired failing OSS and conducted extensive outreach in Irondale Creek
area. Asa result, WSDOH was able to upgrade the shellfish beds from Chimacum Creek south.

OSS Failures Analysis

Assessing OSS failure causes can help craft better outreach efforts to prevent premature OSS failures.
Figure6 summarizeshe failure causes founioh Phase IlIFailure conditionsvere grouped intdhree
categoriesPoor OSS design/installation, Poor OSS maintenance, andDS&jperation.

More than half of the failure

conditionsreported (37 of 55:67 %) Summary Conditions for OSS Failures
were related topoor OSS operation,

including: no OS$ccupied RVs, Poor OSS design/installatioriml 4

building or parkingn the drainfield Poor 0SS maintenancmmmm—— 14

and using a holding tank, outhouse, ©
pit privy. Nearly all the failure
conditions related to poor OSS 0 10 20 30 40
operation (35 of 37; 94.6%) were

identified on Jefferson County parce|§FigUI’e6Z Summary conditions for OSS failures identified aci
with no OSS permit records. Jefferson, Kitsa@nd Mason Counties during parcel surveys

Poor OSS operation . 37

One quarter (14 of 55; 25.4%) were related to poor OSS maintenicheding surfacing seage or
greywater, saturated drainfield, unpermitted repairs, no maintenance, and unsddands.

Four of thefailure conditions(7.3%) were related to poor OSS design/installation due to proximity
surface water

Figure7 summarizeghe rating criteria ér the parcels that were rated Suspect, Concern,iofaon.
Multiple conditions were reported for many of these parcels.

Nearly one quarter of the conditions

(37 of 154; 24%) identified have higt Summary Conditions for OSS Rated:
potential for sewage discharge: 32 Concern, Suspect, Violation
parcels (20.8%) had evidence of

occupation but no OSS (recreational No conditions reported | 1

vehicles, portable toilets, and Poor OSS design/installationmm e ——— 74
outhouses); five (3.2%) of the parcel Poor OSS maintenancan—— 96

had greywater discharge violations. Poor OSS operation o8

More than half (96 of 154; 62.3%) of 0 20 40 60 80 100 120

the concern conditions were related
to poor OSS maintenance, and nearfigure7: Summary conditions for parcel surveys rated: concern

suspect, or wilation, across Jefferson, Kitsap, and Mason Count
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half of the parcels (74 of 154; 48%) had conditions related to poor OSS design/installatey-eight
(18.2%) of the concern conditions were related to poor OSS operation.

One third of the parcels surveyed during Phase Il (129 of 380; 33.9%) had serious conditions that can
cause premature OSS failure

- 57 arevery old

- 53 are near surface wate

- 27 experience seasonal flooding

- 15 have past due maintenance

- 12 have a deficient tank inspection report

- 11 have parking, buildings, or burning on the drainfield
- 10 have excess vegetation over the drainfield

- 6 are overcapacity

Ambient Fresh Water Monitorg

Phase Ill incorporated a fresh water monitoring element in priority areas to improve program
effectiveness. Twelve priority streams were identified in Mason County for ambient water monitoring
(Appendlx AFigureA-7):

Liliwaup Creek - Deveraux Creegwet season only
- Finch Creek - Union River
- Big Bend Creek - Big Mission Creek
- Alderbrook Creek - Little Mission Creek
- Mulburg Creek - Tahuya River
- Trails End Creek - Dewatto River

The HCRPIC program formed a new partnership with the Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement Group

(HCSEGQG) that proved very successful in training volunteers to conduct ambient fresh water monitoring in
priority Hood Canal streams. They contdet26 percent more monitoring events (252) than the 200

events committed HCSEG ilized 31 volunteers, who volunteered a total of 217.75 hours. These results

aK2¢6 AGNRY3I O2YYdzyAide adzZlI2NI F2N 6§KS 1/ wtd./ t NB3I
and motivated to participate in future HCRPIC projects.

The Guidance Group worked with HCSEG to
develop and implement the fresh water ambient
monitoring plan and QAPP. HCSEG worked with
Mason Health, where their volunteers live, to
select priority fresh water streams. Kitsap Health
developed and implemented field training based
on the HCRPIC Guidance Documgi@RPIC

Field Implementation GuideAppendix C) and a
Field Implementation Guidaddendumfor
Ambient Fresh Water Monitoring Procedures
(AppendixE). On December 21, 2017, Kitsap
Health provided field training for HCSEG
volunteers.

Flgure 8: Kltsap Publlc Health Dlstrlct staff tralnlng HCSEG
volunteers how to collect water samples
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The volunteers conducteahonthly monitoring for fecal coliform bacteria, temperature, pH, dissolved

oxygen, and salinity on 12 high priority streams in Mason County, and the HCSEG laboratory analyzed

the fecal coliform samples pursuant to the approved QAIRPSEG entered the ambtevater quality

RFOGF Ayad2 YAGarLwL ISIHEGKQa g GSN) ljdz2r f Ade REFEGEFEOFAS

Water quality data collected for the project is preseniadrable4 below. Deveraux Creek and Lilliwaup

Creek were not flowing during four of the mooiitng events. Ten of the streams had excellent water

jdzl f AGeT YSSOUAYy3 020K LI NHA 2F 2FaKAy3adzy aidl dSQa
Union River met only Part 1 of the FC standgrbtetric mearx50 FC/100 ml Union River and

Deveraux Creek exceeded Part 2 of the FC standatdn(ore than 10% of all samples > 100 FC/100 ml

Part 2 of the FC standard for thinion River was 19% and Deveraux Creek was 11.7%.

Table4: HCRPIC Pha Il Ambient Fresh Water Monitoring Summary

. Number of | Geametric mean FC Standard
Samples (FC/100ml) Meets Part 1| Meets Part 2

Big Mission Cree 21 14 Yes Yes
Dewatto Creek 21 8 Yes Yes
Deveraux Creek 17 11 Yes No
Finch Creek 21 5 Yes Yes
Big Bend Creek 21 10 Yes Yes
Alderbrook Creek 21 9 Yes Yes
Lilliwaup Creek 17 6 Yes Yes
Little Mission 21 11 Yes Yes
Mulburg Creek 21 12 Yes Yes
Tahuya River 21 12 Yes Yes
Trails End Creek 21 9 Yes Yes
Union River 21 24 Yes No
FC Standard:

Part 1:<50 FC/100 mlgeometric mean)

Part 2: Not more than 10% of all samples > 100 FC/100 ml.

Shellfish Protection Activities

The HCRPIBogram provided Mason Health with the funding and a framework to quickly craft a
shellfish warning response plan for Anigesy(Annas Bay Shellfish Protection District Closure Response
Planlinked herg. The Skokomish Tribe shared detailed knowledgaitBanas Bay. Mason Health

would not have been able to develop the plan without an alternative funding source. The funding and
tribal technical assistance allowed Mason Healtlgticklydevelop and implement the plan. Early

action has been shown to redutiee response time and cost.

Mapping

TheHCRPI@am worked witha GIS mappingonsultant(PetersonGISp update theHCRPIOSS GIS
Mapsfor Phase Il(Appendix A)Local Hood Canal Jurisdictions provided upd@&@ermit data and
implementation work lgations including shoreline surveys, shoreline hotspots, parcel survey§ $8d
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failures identified and repaired.he updated maps illustrate the locations of all Hood Canal OSS
categorized by OSS typ&ppendix A: FigusA-8 ¢ A-13) and age(Appendix AFigure Al4¢ A-17), and
identifies clusters of potentially problematic QS8ch as those over 20 and 30 years old (Appendix A:
Figures A-15 and A-16, respectively, to help prioritize HCRPIC field work.

Phase Ill mapping included a pilot map of HCRBI @onducted in HoodsporiE{gure 3, Appendix-8)
that will be useful to report Hoodsport source correction to WSDOH for shellfish area assessments and
classifications.

The maps will be provided to the jurisdictions to inform work planning for futwed-HCanaPICwork
and will be available on the HCCC website. HCRPIC mapping data is best viewed using the interactive
$So0 YIFLA F2dzyR 2y |/ /] cwhdowRIC/ t NPIANI Y 6So0airidsSs

GIS mapping methods are deibedin Appendix-

Outreach and Education

The HCRPIC Program selected Cascadia Consulting Group to provide Phase Il outreach objectives aimed
at demonstrating and sharing program success to convey to degiziders and the community:
- Theimportance ofclean water to the health of Hood Canal residertsd
- The urgent need for sustainable funding to ensure the continuation of the PIC work needed to
protect Hood Canal water quality.

Cascadia was instrumental in helping define specific audierees fand core messages with key visual
components that clarified and illustrated the messages.

Three public outreach tools were produced: an HCRPIC project update for Hood Canal residents, an
update for decisiormakers focusing on the value of the HCRP&@nam and the need for sustainable
funding, and a story map that can be used to illustrate the program achievements on the program
website and at public presentations throughout Hood Canal:

- A 22R [ VIt %IAppendidG-1)ash wb-pgageochurefor Hood Canal residents
describngthe benefits of clean water, HCRPIC program accomplishments, and the need for
ongoing pollution correction work to protect public health. This handout was distribiated
Hood Canal shoreline residenceshiitthe Hod Canal LIO area boundary.

- The two-pagePhase lll Accomplishments & Highlighésmdout for decisiormakers and
community groupgAppendixG-2) includeddetailed program needs and successes. This was
distributed to the Hood Canal Coordinating Council Board of Directors and digitally shared with
local community groups. Each jurisdiction received copies for distribution.

- The HCRPIGoBy Map illustrates the importance of the HCRPIC program and highlight
achievementsand will be available on hccc.wa.gov/PIC

SepticSystenServiceRebates

The HCRPIC Guidance Group found the Phase Il OSS maintehatesto be a helpful incentive that
successfully encouraged property owners to service sayitemsn high priority areas. The HCRPIC
Guidance Group developed guidelines and added them to the Phase Il workplan in March 2018,
including:
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- Eligible to parcels in Phase Il work plan priority areas that have not reaeibatkssince July
2015, and high prioty parcels under investigation in the Hood Canal watershed based on age,
lack of OSS records, OSS maintenance history, or prior violations
- Reimbursement up to $250 per recipient
- Onerebateper septic system
- Rebate can be used for tank inspections, pumpimgtalling watertight risers, and other minor
tank repairs by a licensed OSS maintenance provider (tank sealing, baffles, filters)
- Funding is distributed in the order that applications were received
- Provide water quality messaging about the importancenafntaining septic systems:
0 Leaking septic systems are a significant source of beach pollution that can make people
sick
0 The Hood Canal community relies on clean beaches for swimming, fishing, and shellfish
harvesting
o /tSFYy &I G§SNJ NBIljdzANBa SOSNR2ySQa KSf LJ
During Phase lll, the jurisdictions redeemed 44.3% nebatevouchers than were committed (140
redeemed, 97 committed). Many of the OSS were well past the theae recommended inspection
period. Fourteen tank deficiencies were identified and correctedugh the program. Tab&below
summarizes theebate vouchersedeemed during Phase lIl.

Table5: Septic TanlServiceRebateSummary

Septic Tank MaintenancRebates
Agency Number | Number | > 11 years since servic Corrections
Committed | Utiized Number Percent Number | Percent
Jefferson County Public Health 30 60 Unknown | Unknown | Unknown | Unknown
Kitsap Public Health District 47 48 26 54.2% 12 25.0%
Mason County Public Health 20 32 8 25.0% 3 9.4%
Total 97 140 34 15

KitsapPublic Health OSS service rebate program results

- Redeemed 48 of 450 (10.7%) rebate vouchers distributed

- More than half of the inspections (26 of 48; 54.2%) identified and corrected at least one
deficiency or concern

- Nearly40percent of the systems senéd (19 of 48; 39.6%) had moderate {2 €¢ 0 2NJ KA I K 0
Hnéov fS@PSta 2F a2t ARax AYRAOFNGAY3 dGKFG Glryl as

- Six (12.5%) tank baffles were replaced: 3 inlets, two center, and one outlet

- Two (4.2%) corrected root intrusion in the tank

- One (2.1%)aplaced a broken tank lid

- One (2.1%) removed a tree over the tank lid

- One (2.1%) old permit was finalized

- One (2.1%) leaky toilet was identified and corrected

Mason County OSS service rebate program results
- 32 rebates redeemed
- Three (9.4%) replaced inlbaffles
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- Two (6.2%) installed watertight risers
- Two (6.2%) were pumped for repair

Kitsap and Mason Countgbate vouchersvere analyzed for the amount of time since prior tank
service. More than threguarters (62 of 80; 77.5%) of the Kitsap and Mason Guseptic tanks
serviced (61 of 80; 76.2%) were past the recommended tygesse inspection period:

- 34 (42.5%) were serviced more than 11 years ago

- 28 (35.0%) were servicedl® years ago

- 13 (16.3%) were serviced at least 1 year but less than 5 years ago

- 5(6.2%) were undergoing repairs and were serviced less than 1 year ago

Jefferson Health chose to offer rebatef $100 to install a watertight tank riser, $150 for a septic system
inspection, and $250 for a riser and inspectidetferson County OSS serviebate program results:

- 60rebatesredeemed

- 14 installed tank risers

- 22septic systemsvere inspected

- 24 installed risers and had tank inspections

TheHCRPIC Program OSS semdbate program has proven to be valualide encouraging compliance
with OSS maintenance requirements and protecting water quality in priority a@asfindings have
shown that the rebates:

- Encourage site survey participation and OSS service

- Target systms with no OSS information or past due maintenance

- Direct efforts toward parcels that have not participated in the past

- Identify and correct small problems before they become large ones

- Motivate homeownesto servicetheir OSS when otherwise little fundingavailablewhile OSS
service costgontinue toincrease

Pilot Nutrient Studies

During Phase llI, the Guidance Group reviewed the pilot nutrient stwdibghe goal ofensuring that

any future nutrient studies will build on, and further nutrient resetain Hood Canal. The Guidance
Group determined, at the November 15, 2017 meeting, that they are satisfied with Phase Il findings
0S0ldzaS (GKSé& FyasgSNBR (KS ljdSatazya GKIFG 6SNB
contributions to Hood Canal. Thyegoup does not recommend expending further funding on this task and
decided to reappropriate the funds to higher priority tasks.

Sustainablé-unding

The HCRPIC program developed preliminary groundwork for sustainable funding during the planning

2 N .

phase. The Guidance Group developed a HCRPIC Sustainable Funding Strategy to assess implementation

funding options. The lonterm goalisto develop sustainable fundirfigr ongoingHCRPIC Program
planning and implementationThe strategy noted that:

- The eonomic climate in the region has been challenging since the 2008 recession. Even when
the Washington State economy was strong and healthy, it was difficult to fund water quality
projects locally.

- Local jurisdictions have cobbled together a patchwork ahgfunding for water quality
projects.
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- Ongoing, stable funding is essential to a strong, ongoing, and coordinated regional PIC
partnership in Hood Canal. It supports a trained and capable staff and robust process that will
result in the water quality imppvements necessary to protect public health, recreation, and
shellfish harvesting in Hood Canal.

During Phase llI, the Guidance Group discussed current local PIC funding and funding gaps:

- Jefferson Health has some funding through a shellfish projectianatjut they are
continuously chasing grants

- Kitsap Health has sustainable funding for PIC work but can only use that funding in
unincorporated Kitsap and has not been able to fund tank serelates

- Mason Health does not currently have any sustaladbnding source for water quality work
and relies on grants to fill funding gaps

The HCRPIC coordinatasd HCCC staffiet with HCRPIC Program partners, health department
YFYyF3SNAEZ yR (GKS O2dzydie O2YYAaaAz2ypoEcubdgad G YI 1S
funding needs and sustainable funding ideas.

JeffersonCountyhas a Clean Water District fee of $25 per parcel for the eastside of the county and the
city, and an OSS Operation and Maintenance fee of $35 for OSS management.

They are curredy managing multiple WA Department of Ecology grants and are in the process of
increase efficiency by creating a new countigle grant project to replace multiple smaller projects.
They would like to become free of grant funding requirements but would eeéacrease their Clean
Water District fee in order to do so. Their political climate, and local Clean Water District and OSS
management fees may make it harder to be part of a Hood Gaida funding effort. They will need to
demonstrate a strong need rder for their decisiormakers to increase current fees but remain very
interested in exploring Hood Canal sustainable funding ideas.

Mason Health is currently reliant on HCRPIC Program grants to conduct PIC work in Hood Canal. Mason
Health isexploring the feasibility of a countyide clean water assessment to fund their PIC progrém.
addition, Mason County was a key leader in advocating that the Washington State legislature define and
fund foundational public health services, includiegvironmental health. This bill (SSHB 1497) passed

the legislature in the 2019 legislative session and was signed by the GovAaitimugh the funding

provided for this new law was minimal, it does provide a framework for ongoing state funding for local
PICand OSS management efforts if additional appropriations can be secured.

Local jurisdictions haweatched2 (0 K SNJ t dz3 S rpcerdaftdinpt§l@ appfaveial S
maintenance feavith little success and are wary of the public response to such effuégly.

Related Work Funded by Other Sources

KitsapHealthsupplemented regional HCRRgramfunding withClean Water Kitsap funding.
JeffersorHealthutilized multiple grants to funéHood Canal PIC work.

PHASE IGONCLUSIONS

StrategidPartnerships Leverage ResouresGreater Outcomes

Since 2012he HCRPI@rogramhas developed unique partnerships to share and leverage resources,
resulting instrategic partnershipsand interjurisdictional field workncludingsharingresources,
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conducting joint shoreline surveys atvestigatiors, developingdye testingcampaignsand refining
reporting techniques¢ KS | / wt L/ artheksBifgwith WID&H dllbws us to quickly identify and
rank high priority areas for PIC wokndHCCC providestreamlined grant managemeimind reporting,
decreasing th@dministrative burden for prgram partners

Jefferson Health grew their PIC program amzteasedheir Hood Canal footprint through grant awards
in multiple watershedssuccessfully expaiml their clean water assessment program. Jefferson Health
staff attended multiple PIC training opportunities and patrticipated actively in Guidance Group meetings.

Mason Health has focused PIC efforts in high priority shellfish closure areas like Big @&hdcem the
Annas Bay threatened area, and the rich shellfish resource in Hoodsport. They carefully directed their
HCRPI@rogramfunding to parcels with the highest potential to impact the Hood Canal shoreline. Phase
Il funding and our Skokomish trizrtner allowed Mason Health to quickly respond to threatened

water quality in Annas Bay and our Skokomish tribal partner provided their considerable watershed
knowledge to help develop the response pl&mase Ill also sawe Skokomish TribRindedpilot OSS
maintenance rebate program gw into a successful regional incentive progtam

¢KS t2NI DIFIYotS {QYflFffl Y ¢NXO-8mesupinftetsdof tHHCRICHKS { {
program and have been valuable and active partners in the HCRPI@¢au@laoup under their own

funding. PGST science and technical staff conducted research and tested investigative techniques to find
new PIC tools in areas of Jefferson, Kitsap, and Mason Counties where the PIC approach has not been
successful. The Skokomigtibe shared their extensive knowledge of Mason County shoreline drainages
and shellfish resources. They mentored Mason Health staff and conducted supplementary field work

with their own funding.

HCPRIC Programanners are constantly leveraging locaflynded related field work and outreach and
educationefforts to expand their reach and work toward common goals.

Coordinated EffostLead toBetter Results

Phase Il results demonstrate that the HCRPIC team is fulledrand efficient in finding OSS failures.
During Phase lll, the team again exceeded field work commitm@aiectively, HCPRIC partners
- Found OSS failures on 14.5% (55 of 380) of the parcels surveyed
- (onductedgreaterthan three times more parcel survetfsan committed (380 completed and
110 committed, 345%)
- Identified 11 times more failures than estimated (55 found, 5 committed)

One third of all Phase Il parcels surveyed (129 of 380, 33.9%) had serious conditions that can cause
premature OS&ilure including: very old, proximity to surface water, seasonal flooding, past due
maintenance, deficient OSS inspection, driving or burning or excess vegetation on drainfield, residence
over-capacity.

Assessing failure causes can help us craft betténeach efforts to prevent premature OSS failures
- More than half of the failure conditions reported during Phase Il were related to poor OSS
operation includingho OSSpccupied RVs, building or parking on drainfields, or using holding
tanks, outhousesyr pit privies.
- One quarterof the failure conditions were related to poor OSS maintenance including surfacing
sewage or greywater, saturated drainfield, unpermitted repairs, no maintenance, and unsecured
tanks.
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Significant Progress Toward Long Sought W@ikellity Upgrades in Hoodsport

HCRPI@nplementationwork in Hoodsport resulted in the identification eévenfailing OSSTwohave
been corrected anthe remaining haveorrections in progress. We expect that when the source
corrections are complete, @bd-corrective monitoring will show that water quality has improved to the
point that shellfish beds in the Hoodsport area can be classified for the first time as approved for
harvest.

This coordinated work is the result of the strong inperisdictionalrelationships that the HCRPIC

Program builtBetween the planning phase and the first implementation phase, the Skokomish Tribe
alertedHCRPIC about a rich shellfish resource in Hoodsport toktsed due to historical pollution
concerns. The partnerssad their own funding to conduct Hoodsport PIC planning until the Phase I
QAPP was approved. WSDOH, Mason Health and the Skokomish Tribe developed and implemented a
coordinated plan to assess Hoodsport shoreline drainages and refer bacterial hotsp@&RRIEl

Program partners

Community Partnershiggtilizedto Expand Monitoring Efforts

The HCRPIC Phase llI partnership with the Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement Group (HCSEG) was a great
success. HCSEG and its volunteer teanducted twentysix percent more ronitoring events (252)

than the 200 events committedHCSEG ilized 31 volunteers, who volunteered a total of 217.75 hours.
Thevolunteers conducted monthly ambient fresh water monitoring for fecal coliform bacteria,

temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, asalinity on 12 high priority fresh water streams in Mason

Countyl / { 9D SYGSNBR G(KS FYOoASYd REAF AyG2 YAGaFLI IS
STOREdatabase

OSS Service Reba®tect Water Quality

The septic tank service rebateuchers were an incentive that successfully encouraged property owners
to maintain septic tanks in high priority areas. They also gave the jurisdictions information about the
OSS functional status.

- During Phase I, thebatesresulted in 61 OSS inspegi®on systems well past they@ar
recommended inspection period. At least 26 deficiencies or concerns were identified and
corrected. Phase Il audience research found the most popular incentive for a site visit was a
rebate or coupon for septic system megnance.

- During Phase llI, the jurisdictions redeemed 140 semngbate vouchers44.3% more than were
committed (140 redeemed, 97 committed). Many of the OSS were well past the-yiege
recommended inspection period. Fourteen tank deficiencies (10%9 identified and
corrected through the program.

- More than half of thaebateinspections in Kitsap (26 of 48; 54.2%) identified and corrected at
least one deficiency or concern.

- More than threequarters (62 of 80, 77.5%) of thebate services in Kitsapnal Mason were
past the 3year inspection period. Thirfpur of the eighty tanks (42.5%) were serviced more
than eleven years ago.

Data Guided Prioritgetting

HCRPIC program jurisdictions can use updated OSS GIS maps to prioritize future work bygdentifyi
areas where clusters of potentially problematic OSS coincide with water quality concerns. These maps
also report field work locations and results to the public and decimakers. The Hoodsport map is a
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valuable tool that illustrates Hoodsport PIC warkd fecal source corrections. It will be useful to report
source corrections and posbprrective monitoring to WSDOH for Hoodsport shellfish classification.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The HCRPIC Program partners have grown the program over the past eight yeamslaoking
forward to Fhase IV of the HCRPIC Prograessbns learned from previous phases and newly gathered
information haveresulted in the following recommendations:

- The Hood Canal region should brainstorm sustainable funding options and where and how
focus limited Hood Canal grant funding. Ongoing, stable funding is essential to a strong,
ongoing, and coordinated regional PIC partnership in Hood Canal. It supports a trained and
capable staff and robust process that will result in the water quatifyrovements necessary to
protect public health, recreation, and shellfish harvesting in Hood Canal.

- HCRPIC Program partners should continue to repair OSS failures identified during Phase Il

- HCRPIC partners should utilize the data and mapguiadysis from Phase Il to prioritize future
work

- The HCRPIC partnesisouldcontinue to find ways to streamline project reporting.

- Field partnershouldconsistently conduct quality assurance and quality control data review
pursuant to the approved QARfefore data is submitted. Technical reporting is more robust
and less timeconsuming when regional field work and reporting consistently meet QA/QC
measures.

- HCRPIC partners should continue to develop effective outreach materials for the public and
decisior-makers. They should brainstorm how to celebrate successes with partners and the
public.

- TheHCRPI@rogramshould continue to fund OSS service relsdteencourage maintenance of
priority gravity septicsystemswithout current service, and to assess @@®tional status.
HCRPI®hase Il audience research identified tank service rebates as the number one incentive
for a site visit

- The Guidance Group should work with local stormwater agencies to develop strong stormwater
programs and recommendations. Dng Phase II, WSBxt foundmanychallenging drainage
issues in Hoodsport, Union, and the North Shore of Tahuya.

In addition to these recommendations, several key findings should also be noted:

- HCRPIC found that a field training workshop and field woidegoased on important QA/QC
considerations (survey ratings and criteria) expedited PIC field work.

- Existing regional organizations can effectively lead a regional effort bechttseir established
structure and relationshipwith their jurisdictions.

- Regional PIC implementation can be more affordable because the preparation of the grant
application, contracts, quality assurance plans and reporting are coordinated and submitted
once. The regional approach also provides addiiaesources and experience that can be
leveragedn addressing challenging PIC problems. As grant funding diminishes, it becomes more
difficult to fund the coordination and field work components of regional implementation.

- Regional projects benefit from planning phase to develop a work group and program guidance.
HCRPIC quarterly Guidance Group meetings were well attended and the partners found them
valuable.
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parcels closed to shellfish harvest due to pollution

Figure A3: HCRPIC Phase Il shoreline areas monitored
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Figure A8: Map atlas of OSS types located in the Hood Canal watefshed
Figure A9: Conventional OSS located in the Hdganal watershed
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Figure A16: Clusters of OSS over 30 years old in the Hood Canal watershed
Figure AL7: OSS of unknown age locdt@ the Hood Canal watershed

A Additional fgures available in filénked here

HCRPIC Phase Ill Final Report | Appendix A: HCRPIC Phase Il Maps 25


https://hcccwagov.box.com/s/4ay6kwumer5lhwl13lpi263qc5v0zs5e

PORT
ANGELES

BREMERTON

o152
] Miles

On-site Sewage Systems
Located in the
Hood Canal Watershed
As of April 2019

Hood Canal Regional Pollution Identification

and Correction Program, Phase 111
Dec. 1, 2017 - Feb. 28, 2019

. All 0SS

- Kernel Density
AllOSS

\

\Hlu \
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Figure A3: HCRPIC Phase Ill shoreline areas monitored
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