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SEP 7 1989

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Designation of Recreation Uses

FROM: William R, Diamond, Director /S/
Criteria and Standards Division (WH-58S5)

TO: Bruce R. Barrett, Director
Water Management Division, Region 1V

This memorandum is in response to a request from your staff
for guidance concerning State designation of recreation uses.
This topic has also been addressed in the preamble to the 1983
water quality standards regulation, the WQS Handbook, and the 1986
criteria document for bacteria. This memorandum summarizes the
guidance issued previously and outlines a number of acceptable
State options for designation of recreation uses.

Ogtion 1

Designate primary contact recreation uses for all waters of
the State and set bacteriological criteria sufficient to support
primary contact recreation. This option fully conforms with the
requirement in Section 131.6 of the WQS regulation to designate
uses consistent with the provisions of Section 101 (a)(2) and
383(c) (2) of the CWA. States are not required to conduct use
attainability analyses (for recreation) when primary contact
recreation uses are designated for all waters of the State.

Option 2

Designate either primary contact recreation uses or
secondary contact recreation uses for all waters of the State
and, where secondary contact recreation is designated, set
oacterloloqlcal criteria sufficient to support primary contact
recreation. EPA believes that a secondary contact recreation use
(with criteria sufficient to support primary contact recreation)
is consistent with the CWA Section 101 (a) (2) goal. The rationale
for this option is discussed in the preamble to the WQS
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regulation, which states that "aven though it may not make sense
to encouragqe use of a stream for swimming because of the flow,
depth or the velocity of the water, the States and FPA must
recognize that swimming and/or wading may occur anywav., In order
to protect oublic health, States must set criteria to reflect
recreational uses if it appears that recreation will in fact
accur in the stream." 'Inder this option, future revisions to the
nacteriological criterion for specific stream segments would be
subject to the downgrading provisions of the Federal water
quality standards requlation (43 CrR 131.10).

Option 3

Designate either primary contact recreation, secondary
contact recreation (with bacteriological criteria sufficient to
support orimary contact recreation), or conduct use attainability
analyses demonstrating that recreation uses consistent with the
CWA Section 101 (a)(2) goal are not attainable for all waters of
the State., such use attainability analyses are required bv
Section 121.13 of the WNS regulation, wnich also svecifles six
factors which may be used by States in demonstrating that
attainina a use is not feasible. Physical factors, which are
important in determining attainability of aquatic life uses, nay
not he used as the basis for not designating a recreation use
consistent with the CWA Section 181(a) (2) goal. This precludes
States from using 49 CPR 131.1%(g) factor 2 (pertaining to low
flows) and factor S (pertaining to physical factors i{n general).
T™he basis for this policy, which is covered in the WNS Handbook
(p. 1=-A), is that the States and EPA have an obligation to do as
much as possible to protect the health of the vublic. 1In certain
instances, peorle will use whatever waterbodies are available for
recreation, reqardless of the physical conditions. In conducting
UAAs where avajlable data are scarce or nonexistent, sanitary
surveys are useful in determining the sources of bacterial water
qualitv indicators. TInformation on land use is also useful in
oredicting bacteria levels and sources.

Qthaer 2ntions

o States may apoply bacterial criteria sufficient to support
orimary contact recreation with a rebuttable presumption
that the indicators show the presence of human fecal
20llution., Rebuttal of this oresumotion, however, nust be
based on a sanitary survey which demonstrates a lack of
contamination from human sources. The basis for this ootion
is the absence of data demonstrating a relationship between
1igh densities of bacterial water quality indicators and
increased risk of swimming-associated illness in animal
contaminated waters (see attached August 17, 1989 memorandum
rom Al "ufour to Xent Ballentine and the the 1986 criteria
Jocument for bacteria). Maine is an example of a State
~“0ich nas successfully imolemented this option,



3 “here States adoot a standards package which does not
suoport the swimmable goal and does not contain a UJAA to
justify the omission, SPA may conditionally approve the
nackage orovided that: (1) the State commits, in writing, to
a schedule for rapid completion of the UAAs, generally
within 99 days - see June 20, 1989 conditional approval
juidance memorandum (attached), and (2) the omission may be
considered a minor deficiency (i.e., EPA, after consultation
with the State, determines that there is no basis for
CGﬁC;ﬁuxug that the UAAs would support upqradiug the uss of
the waterbody). Otherwise, failure to support the swimmable

goal is a major deficiency and must be disapproved to allow

nrompt Federal promulgation action.

o) States may conduct basin-wide use attainability analyses if
the circumstances relating to the segments in question are
sufficiently similar to make the results of the basin-wide
analyses reasonably applicable to each segment.

If vou have guestions about these comments, Dlease call ne
or have vour staff call David Moon of myv staff at FTS-475-7328,

ce Yike “McGhee, Region 1V
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DATE : August 17, 1989
SUBJECT: Non-paint P?jlution
FROM: Alfrea Du:ftur? Tirector
Microbiology Research Division
Environmental Monitoring Systems
Laboratory - Cincinnaty
T0: Kent Ballentine (WH-585)
Criteria and Stendards Division

[ have put together a summary of our non-point pollution study which

wd$ conducted by Yaie University.

The summary 1s not very aetallea but

it should provide emough information on wnicn to make tentative

decisions. If you think it needs more detail, please let me know ang
["11 expand on whatever sections you want moaifieda.
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central Connecticut. A sanitary survey of the watershed area indicated

that there were no human sources affecting the water quality of the

pond.
occasional deer.

The watershed area was hignly populated by smail animals and some
Under dry conditions the fecal coliform gensity was

approximately 17/100 ml and under rainfall conoitions the count was about

600-800/100 ml. Exfreme counts after
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The study population was comooseq
community which
least half of th

The study was conducted over a 49
taken tnhree times per cay at muitiple
Health status of the participants was
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as diarrhea, vomiting ana stomach ache, were considered evidence of

jastroenteritis,
~ere, t coli, enterecocct,
stapnylococct_ana rainfall,

The water quality parameters measured on a dally basis
fecal coliforms, Pseugomonas aeruginosa,

Analysis of the data inaicateo that the gastrointestinal 1!lness rate
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21stributions.



“he analysis 1n@icatea wnetner or not 111 swimmers were rangomiv
Jistriputed bDetween the nigh and low leveis or 1f 111 swimmers cliysterea
'n the days when 1naicator leveis were nigh. The resuits showea that ')
Swimmers were not associated with hign lcvels of Ecoli, enterococct, cr
‘acal coliforms. !1lneéss in swimmers also was not aSSGCIEtéﬁ with
~ainfall adays. This finding was expected since all of the hign ingicato-
a.“ny days were highly correlatea with the neavy rainfall days.
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Stapnylococci, Dacteria that are not associated wlth fecal contamvnat1on.
uere not correlated with rainfall. This organism was monitorea because
it is commonly found on the skin of humans and, therefore, mignt serve as
an indicator of bather density. Stapnyliococct dia, in fact, correlate
w1th bather density. Swimmers that became 1i1 ciustered on the nign
tapnylococci density days and on the nignh bather density days, ratner
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1, The risk of swimming-associatea 111ne§s in this study s not
related to high densities of bacterral water quality ynafcators
whose source is animals.

Z. Swimning-associated illness was apparently due to swimmer 22
swimmer tranemission in thie gtudy.

3. Risk of illness due to swimming in animal contaminated water may

not be as great as that due to swimming 'n humgn contamipateo

water,
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