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1. Introduction 
This document contains the text or links to the text of all comments received during the public 
comment period held from Jan. 12, 2022 through Friday, Feb. 11, 2022 for the draft 2022 
Integrated Report.  For DEQ’s response to the comments please see the “IR 2022 Response to 
Comment” document available online at 
https://www.oregon.gov/deq/wq/Pages/proposedIR.aspx. 

2. List of Commenters 
Commenter Acronym 

Bureau of Land Management BLM 

Clackamas Water Environmental Services CWES 

Clean Water Services CWS 

Deschutes River Alliance DRA 

David Waltz DW 

East Fork Irrigation District EFID 

Environmental Protection Agency EPA 

Farmers Irrigation District FID 

Forest Waters Coalition FWC 

Klamath Irrigation District KID 

Northwest Environmental Advocates NWEA 

Oregon Coordinating Council on Ocean Acidification and Hypoxia OCCOAH 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife ODFW 

Oregon Farm Bureau & Oregon Forest Industries Council OFT & OFIC 

Raymond Kinney RK 

Save Our Siletz River SOSR 

United States Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region USFSPNR 

Willamette Riverkeeper WR 
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3. Comments from Bureau of Land 
Management 
Subject: Proposed Listing in La Pine Area  

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding proposed ODEQ listings in the La 
Pine area. After a review of the data, I would submit the following: 

The HUC 12s Town of La Pine- Long Prairie (OR_WS_170703020609_05_102365 ) and West Long 
Prairie(OR_WS_170703020606_05_102362) and waterways Long Prairie Slough and Unnamed 
Trib to Long Prairie Slough have proposed water quality listings based on sample points OSF-02 
and OSF-09. These locations should not be listed. 

The rationale given for listings at these locations is due to biocriteria. This determination is 
based on a sample of aquatic macro-invertebrates taken at these sites compared to a modeled 
expectation of macro-invertebrate presence. 

It was brought to my attention (Anna Smith, BLM Hydrologist, personal communication) that the 
sampling method used by the BLM (Reachwide) at several locations does not fit the criteria for 
the PREDATOR model, which the listing is based on. Out of a subsample of monitoring locations 
that was done on BLM lands, only OSF-07 (where the Targeted Riffle sampling method was 
used) fits the criteria of the model (Table 1). Any sampling that uses the Reachwide method 

should not be used as criteria for impairment listing. 

This situation may occur for other potential listing locations. 
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Furthermore, the Unnamed Trib to Long Prairie Slough is in reality the Finley Ditch. The water 
delivered via the Walker Basin Canal originates from the Little Deschutes River in the adjacent 
watershed. Also, Monitoring Stations OSF-09 and OSF-02 both appear to be on irrigation ditches 
(Figure 1). 

Neither of these two HUC12 watersheds, nor the irrigation infrastructure should currently be 
listed as impaired. 
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4. Comments from Clackamas Water 
Environment Services 
Subject: WES; Comments on DEQ’s draft 2022 Integrated Report on Surface Water Quality and 
List of Water Quality Limited Waters. 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 

Connie Dou, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEQ’s draft 2022 Integrated 
Report on Surface Water Quality and List of Water Quality Limited Waters. WES staff have 
reviewed the draft report and have offered the following comments: 

 The Lower Willamette River has numerous category 5 listings for pollutants, which were 
not detected in the river’s water. An example is the reach of the Willamette River from 
Champoeg Creek to the Clackamas River. Several pollutants here – including dieldrin and 
DDE 4,4’ – are on the list with a category 5 designation – which means a TMDL is needed – 
yet the website says “All results are non-detects with detection limits above criteria”. 
Another example is aldrin in the reach of the river from the Clackamas River to Johnson 
Creek. Because these pollutants were not detected, why would DEQ assume that the 
pollutant was actually present in a harmful concentration, and then put that water body on 
the 303(d) list with a category 5 designation? DEQ should re-designate all of these listings 
in all water bodies in Oregon as category 3 (“not enough information…”). 

 The Lower Willamette River has numerous category 5 listings for pollutants which had 
“zero excursions of criteria”. An example is the reach of the Willamette River from the 
Clackamas River to Johnson Creek. At least two pollutants here – cyanide and ethylbenzene 
– are on the list with a category 5 designation – which means a TMDL is needed – yet the 
measured amount of the pollutant was below the criteria. DEQ should redesignate all of 
these types of listings in all water bodies in Oregon as category 3 (“not enough 
information…”). 

  In many instances, DEQ chose to combine two or more smaller streams into sub-
watershed-size groupings, which are based, to the best of our knowledge, on the U.S. 
Geological Survey’s HUC-12 classification, the smallest federally-derived hydrologic 
classification available in Oregon at this time. For listings of interest to WES, in many 
instances, all of the water quality data from several different creeks were pooled together 
into a single Assessment Unit (unit) and an assessment conclusion was then drawn for the 
unit as a whole. This is a loss of detail compared to older 303(d) lists/integrated reports, 
when creeks weren’t combined into a larger units with one or more other creeks for 303(d) 
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listing purposes. An example is Sieben WES Comments Creek, a tributary in the lower 
Clackamas River’s watershed. In previous integrated reports, Sieben Creek had its own 
303(d) listings (dissolved oxygen, for example). But Sieben Creek is now in a larger 
assessment unit with Rock Creek and maybe other creeks and this unit’s name is “HUC12 
Name: Rock Creek-Clackamas River”. This loss of detail creates challenges from a water 
quality management perspective, in part because creeks at this scale and particularly in 
urban environments can have drastically different water quality characteristics. If DEQ 
continues to combine several different creeks into the same assessment unit, an 
appropriate name should be used minimize confusion. For example, the Rock-Sieben Creek 
unit’s name could be changed to “Rock and Sieben Creeks‐Clackamas River”. 

 As recently as a few years ago, DEQ’s 303(d) list/Integrated Report website provided a 
detailed summary of the supporting information for the water quality data which was used 
by DEQ to support listing and delisting decisions. Having this data and supporting 
information on the website was very helpful to WES staff as they conducted reviews of 
previous 303(d) lists. Unfortunately, some of this data isn’t on the DEQ’s website at this 
time, or if it is available, it requires significant additional effort to find, and when it can be 
found, the data/information can be confusing or cryptic. Examples of supporting 
information which should be provided is the name of the organization who collected this 
data, when it was collected, and additional information about where it was collected, such 
as a nearby street address or the nearest intersection of streets. Note that our January 6, 
2020, comment letter – which was submitted for the draft 2018-2020 Integrated Report – 
included a similar comment. During our review over the past few weeks, WES staff have 
been able to obtain most of the supporting information needed, but the data and 
information they wanted wasn’t always obtained. We urge DEQ to make it easier to obtain 
the water quality data, and the full summaries of supporting information for water quality 
data, on the website again when the 303(d) list/Integrated Report is updated in the future. 

Please direct any specific questions you may have about the comments to WES’ Andrew 
Swanson at andrews@clackamas.us or 503-793-4570. Again, thank you for the opportunity to 
review this draft report. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Geist 
Director 

cc: Ron Wierenga 
Andrew Swanson 
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5. Comments from Clean Water 
Services 
Subject: Clean Water Services Comments on Oregon’s draft 2022 Integrated Report 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 

DEQ Integrated Report Team 
Water Quality Division 
700 NE Multnomah 
Portland, OR 97232-4100 
Submitted via email to: IntegratedReport@deq.state.or.us 

Re: Clean Water Services comments on Oregon’s draft 2022 Integrated Report 

To Oregon Department of Environmental Quality: 

Clean Water Services (District) appreciates the opportunity to comment on Oregon’s draft 
2022Integrated Report (Integrated Report). The District is a special service district, located in 
Washington County, Oregon, providing sanitary sewer service, stormwater management, and 
watershed management for more than 600,000 residents and the businesses and industries that 
support the local and global economy. The District holds an integrated watershed-based NPDES 
permit covering the sanitary sewer conveyance system, four water resource recovery facilities, 
and the municipal separate storm sewer system serving urbanized Washington County. The 
District also acts as the agent for DEQ in administering the industrial stormwater (1200-Z) and 
construction stormwater (1200-C and 1200-CN) permit programs.  

The Integrated Report is the mechanism provided for in the Clean Water Act to assess and 
communicate the quality of Oregon’s surface waters. The results of the water quality 
assessment   in the Integrated Report are used to define the priorities for Oregon’s water quality 
programs. Thus, it is essential that the water quality assessment use the updated methodology 
that DEQ developed in 2022 and use the latest data in assessing overall water quality. 

The District recognizes and appreciates the scope of the effort undertaken by DEQ. The fact 
sheet and storyboard provided a good overview of the water quality assessment process. The 
interactive map and database provided an efficient method to navigate and access the results of 
the water quality assessment. Overall, we believe that DEQ has done a commendable job in 
developing the Integrated Report. However, there are some areas of the Integrated Report that 
should be revised or clarified prior to finalization. 
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1. Dissolved Oxygen 

The 2022 WQ Assessment Methodology states that DEQ will identify spawning areas using 
the tables and figures of OAR 340-041-0101 to OAR 340-041-0340. The salmon and 
steelhead spawning use designations in OAR 340-041-0340 – Figure 340B indicate “no 
spawning use” in the Tualatin River segments or in the Dairy Creek segment 
(OR_SR_1709001002_02_104104, OR_SR_1709001004_02_104139, 
OR_SR_1709001005_02_104018, OR_SR_1709001003_02_104120). The Dairy Creek 
segment (Highway 6 to confluence with Tualatin River) is a combined segment of Dairy 
Creek and the lower West Fork Dairy Creek, all of which are indicated as “no spawning use” 
habitat. The 2022 Assessment Methodology also states DEQ will identify “any active 
spawning area used by resident trout species … during the time trout spawning through fry 
emergence occurs.” The District is not aware of any information indicating resident trout 
spawning occurring in the Tualatin River or Dairy Creek segments. Cursory observation does 
not indicate suitable habitat in these areas. Snorkeling surveys conducted in the upper 
sections of the basin for the Tualatin River Watershed Council and Clean Water Services 
found juvenile cutthroat trout, indicating successful spawning occurred in the upper 
tributaries. The District questions how DEQ determined that the Tualatin River or Dairy 
Creek segments provide spawning habitat. These segments should not be evaluated for 
spawning dissolved oxygen. 

Accurate application of criteria and the presence of beneficial uses are critical to generating 
an Integrated Report that can be effectively used to describe water quality issues and 
priorities. The District encourages DEQ to provide an evaluation, maps, and a description of 
habitat characteristics of resident trout spawning distribution and life cycle timing. This 
could help local agencies understand potential spatial distribution and when resident trout 
spawning through fry emergence occurs. The District also encourages DEQ to undergo a 
public process, such as rulemaking to update Aquatic Life Uses, so that public comments can 
be provided to help guide listings or refinements of the maps used to describe spawning 
distributions and timing. 

All of the segments listed in 2022 as Category 5 for dissolved oxygen spawning (shown in 
Table 1 below) have a corresponding listing for dissolved oxygen in areas identified as 
providing cool or cold water aquatic life for the salmon and trout rearing and migration 
beneficial use. 
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Table 1 

 
 
2. Iron 

The District agrees that the Category 5 listings for aquatic life iron in the Tualatin Basin are 
correctly categorized. District data confirm Category 5 listings in the segments shown in the 
Table 2 below. In order to reduce confusion and build trust in the WQ Assessment process, the 
District describes the following inconsistencies between our understanding of the WQ 
Assessment Methodology and the seven listings in Table 2 below with rationales that begin with 
“Insufficient data”: 

1. For the rationales stating “Insufficient data,” the rationales show sample sizes sufficient for 
evaluation of aquatic life toxics (i.e., two samples or more), according to Table 6 of the WQ 
Assessment Methodology. The Category 5 listings added in 2022 had not been previously 
listed, so they do not need to meet the delisting sample size in Table 10 of the WQ 
Assessment Methodology (i.e., 18 samples or more needed to delist for aquatic life toxics). 
Using the data sets in the rationale, these segments should be evaluated to Category 2 
instead of Category 5, as shown in Table 5 of the WQ Assessment Methodology, because 
there are less than 5% excursions with 90% confidence according to the binomial test 
(i.e.,less than two excursions). 

2. DEQ’s supporting data combined dissolved and total iron values, while the criterion is for 
total iron only. For toxic substances, the WQ Assessment Methodology states “A dissolved 
sample result less than a total recoverable criterion is not considered valid for determining 
attainment of the criterion, and the samples may be used to assign Category 3, but not 
Category 2, unless there are enough valid total recoverable samples to assign Category  
2.”While the District does not dispute the finding of Category 5, the application of the 
dissolved samples to a total recoverable criterion seems inconsistent with the methodology 
in these cases. 
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Table 2 

 

 
Notes: 
The assessment for all listings is Toxic Substances - Aquatic Life. 
The pollutant for all listings is iron (total). 
The parameter category for all listings is 5. 
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3. McKay Creek: Human Health Arsenic 

The District appreciates the ability to examine the supporting data. When searching for the 
supporting data for the two 2012 Category 5 human health arsenic listings on McKay Creek 
(OR_SR_1709001003_02_104116) and Upper McKay Creek watershed 
(OR_WS_170900100306_02_104503), there were no data returned. However, the supporting 
arsenic data seem to be associated with the assessment unit named lower McKay Creek 
(OR_SR_1709001003_02_104112). The supporting data has the same station number as stated 
in the 2012 listings rationale (USGS 453158123001701). However, the lower McKay Creek 
assessment unit was listed this year as Category 2 (“attaining”) for human health arsenic (record 
ID: 2022-104112-9-16). 

It also appears that the 2012 human health arsenic listings were evaluated against the aquatic 
life criterion. In the listing rationale, both listings state “Record ID: 25843‐ 2012 Data: [USGS] 
STATION 453158123001701 at RM 1.2 for 36 samples from 05/06/2008 to 12/01/2010, 6 of 36 
valid samples exceed the 2.1 ug/L criteria. [USGS] STATION 14206180 at RM 2.1 for 23 samples 
from 05/03/2006 to 04/08/2008, 1 of 22 valid samples.” For human health toxics, the geomean 
of the data should be compared to the numeric criterion instead of counting the number of 
exceedances (the aquatic life criterion). Reevaluating the District’s data for McKay Creek at 
Hornecker Road, which are stored in and available from the USGS NWIS database (called 
“McKay Creek near Hillsboro”) from 2006 to 2008, the Comments on draft 2022 Integrated Report 
ug/L. DEQ’s data set (n=7) in the lower McKay Creek unit is sufficient (minimum of five samples 
needed to delist for human health toxics) to “delist” the 2012 listings from Category 5 to 
Category 2 (“attaining”). 

The District’s total arsenic data (transformed to inorganic values by multiplying by a factor of 
0.80) at McKay Creek at Padgett Road since May 2008 (n=86) has a geometric mean of 1.4 ug/L, 
using the 2018 WQ Assessment Methodology for censored data (Attachment 1). The geometric 
mean is less than the human health criterion of 2.1 ug/L of inorganic arsenic and supports 
delisting. The District requests DEQ review the 2012 upper McKay listings for potential update to 
Category 2. 

4. Methylmercury and Total Mercury 

The Tualatin River methylmercury (OR_SR_1709001005_02_104018) and Fanno Creek 
watershed total mercury (OR_WS_170900100502_02_104513) listings should be recategorized 
from Category 5 (“water quality limited, TMDL required”) to Category 4A (“water quality limited, 
TMDL approved”), as the Willamette Basin Mercury Total Maximum Daily Load was published in 
2019. 

5. Fanno Creek (HUC 12): Hexavalent Chromium 

Fanno Creek (HUC 12) includes Category 5 listings for hexavalent chromium (Assessment ID: OR_ 



2022 Integrated Report Public Comments 12 

WS_170900100502_02_104513). The Integrated Report notes that hexavalent chromium was 
not assessed in 2022; the listing for hexavalent chromium has been carried forward since 2002. 
The Fanno Creek (HUC 12) listing for hexavalent chromium is likely based on data collected in 
the early 1990s at the Koll Wetlands. The District has previously commented on the listing for 
the Koll Wetlands, where data were collected for three months in 1992. The data are of poor 
quality, and the information regarding the purpose of the monitoring and sampling procedures 
are lacking. Additionally, the monitoring appears to be related to a remedial investigation, 
complaint, or spill and is not part of a representative, ambient monitoring program to assess 
water quality.  

The District monitored for chromium in Fanno Creek at Durham. 145 dissolved chromium results 
from 2003-21 were evaluated (Attachment 2). The maximum dissolved chromium value was 
1.97 ug/L; there were no exceedances of the hexavalent chromium criteria (CMC = 16 ug/L, CCC 
= 11 ug/L) even if all the dissolved chromium is assumed to be in the hexavalent form. As in 
2019, the District requests that DEQ recognize the poor data quality that triggered the initial 
listing, the substantial representative data collected by the District, and remove the Category 5 
listing for hexavalent chromium in the Fanno Creek watershed. 

6. Gales Creek: Hexavalent Chromium 

Gales Creek includes a Category 5 listing for hexavalent chromium (Assessment ID: 
OR_SR_1709001001_02_104096). The 2022 Integrated Report did not assess the hexavalent 
chromium listing; the previous listing has been carried forward since 2012. The District conducts 
water quality monitoring at two locations on Gales Creek: Gales Creek at Stringtown Road (RM 
7.0) and Gales Creek at new Highway 47 (RM 1.5). 206 dissolved chromium results from 2006-21 
were evaluated (Attachments 3 and 4). The maximum dissolved chromium value was 1.34 ug/L; 
there were no exceedances of the Comments on draft 2022 Integrated Report hexavalent 
chromium criteria (CMC = 16 ug/L, CCC = 11 ug/L) at either location even if all the dissolved 
chromium is assumed to be in the hexavalent form. As in 2019, the District requests   DEQ 
remove the Category 5 listing for hexavalent chromium in Gales Creek. 

7. Biocriteria 

DEQ is carrying forward Category 5 listings for biocriteria for a number of streams in the Tualatin 
Basin. Since a TMDL cannot be developed for biocriteria, DEQ should focus its efforts to identify 
the underlying pollutants causing the impairment. Since 2000, the District has conducted 
macroinvertebrate monitoring in the Tualatin River watershed. The macroinvertebrate studies 
have included an assessment of the stressors in the Tualatin River watershed (2018 Tualatin 
River Basin macroinvertebrate Assessment, Cole Ecological, ~May 2019). Temperature and 
dissolved oxygen were identified as the primary stressors for macroinvertebrate communities in 
the Tualatin River watershed. Thus, biocriteria impairment should be addressed and resolved 
through listings for these pollutants. This is consistent with the approach noted in the 
PREDATOR model report, which states that “knowing a site is in poor biological condition is 
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useful, but unless we are able to identify the cause(s) of impairment, we are at a loss for how to 
most effectively go about improving the stream.” The 2001 and 2012 Tualatin TMDLs include 
allocations to address impairments from temperature, dissolved oxygen, and nutrients. As in 
2019, the District requests that DEQ recategorize the biocriteria listings in the Tualatin Basin as 
“water quality limited, TMDL approved” (Category 4A) or “water quality limited, not needing a 
TMDL” (Category 4B). The District would appreciate any opportunity to work with DEQ to 
develop biological metrics designed for valley bottom streams, which are prevalent in our 
service area. 

8. Dairy Creek, McKay Creek: Ammonia 

The Integrated Report includes a Category 4A (water quality limited, TMDL approved) listing for 
ammonia for seven assessment units shown in Table 3 below. There is no established TMDL for 
ammonia in these streams. As in 2019, the District requests that DEQ remove the Category 4A 
listings for ammonia for these streams. 

Table 3 

 
 

Again, the District appreciates the opportunity to provide input on DEQ’s draft 2022 Integrated 
Report. If you would like to discuss any of the issues raised in these comments, please feel free 
to call me at 503.681.4464. 

Sincerely, 

Robert P. Baumgartner, Director 
Regulatory Affairs 
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Attachment 1: Dissolved arsenic at McKay Creek at Padgett Road 
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Attachment 2: Dissolved chromium at Fanno Creek at Durham Road (RM 1.2) 
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Attachment 3: Dissolved chromium at Gales Creek at new Highway 47 (RM 1.5) 
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Attachment 4: Dissolved chromium at Gales Creek at Stringtown Road (RM 7.0) 
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6. Comments from Deschutes River 
Alliance 
Subject: DRA Comments on TMDL Priorities and Schedule – Draft 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 

 
Dear Mr. Michie, 

The Deschutes River Alliance submits these comments on the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality’s “TMDL Priorities and Schedule – Draft” for Oregon’s 2022 Integrated 
Report submittal. Overall, the document lacks sufficient explanation of the agency’s 
categorization decisions and fails to prioritize TMDL Projects within those overarching 
categories. Without more transparency from the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), 
the priorities lack explanatory justification, the decisions appear vulnerable to changing intra-
agency priorities, and as a result, the document’s usefulness to stakeholders suffers. 

The Deschutes River Alliance is a science-based advocacy organization seeking collaborative 
solutions to the threats facing the Wild and Scenic Deschutes River and its tributaries. We 
advocate for cooler, cleaner water, a healthy ecosystem, and the recovery and protection of 
robust populations of resident and anadromous fish. Ensuring a fair and transparent process for 
restoring impaired waters like the lower Deschutes is important to achieving that mission. 

First, the draft TMDL Priorities and Schedule document should better explain how each TMDL 
Project was categorized. As presented, impacted stakeholders are largely left to guess about 
DEQ’s prioritization decisions. While the Department did provide the factors it used, listing the 
factors, alone, fails to tell the whole story. DEQ should explain how these factors were used to 
determine each TMDL Project’s priority. That explanation should include the weight each factor 
was given as well as a clearer quantification of factors like “severity of the water quality 
problem” and “input from the public.” A ‘decision matrix,’ for example, could be used to act as a 
report card for each TMDL Project and would clearly lay out how each Project’s priority was 
reached. 

Without clearer explanations, the prioritization process is opaque, vulnerable to shifting agency 
concerns, and is unhelpful for stakeholders and the public. At least three factors – “severity of 
the issue,” “public input,” and “DEQ resources” – are subjective or overly vague. With no further 
explanation, different DEQ staff could interpret these factors’ purposes differently and unevenly 
prioritize TMDL Projects. In future years, as current DEQ staff leave and are replaced, uneven 
application is likely to worsen. Transparent explanations will help ensure those factors are 
applied consistently over the years while also making the Priorities and Schedule document 
more useful to potentially impacted stakeholders. 
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Second, perhaps the biggest issue that transparent DEQ explanations would resolve is how 
“TMDLs with deadlines established via court order” are prioritized. As currently presented, it 
seems that this factor alone automatically results in a “high priority” ranking. This is extremely 
concerning, as it creates a clear incentive for concerned parties to forego DEQ consultation and 
communication in favor of immediately filing lawsuits against the Department – increasing both 
the financial cost and time burden of TMDL planning on DEQ. Likewise, it essentially penalizes 
parties that have undertaken efforts to work with the Department on TMDL-related issues by 
ensuring the Projects receive a less-urgent response. With more DEQ clarification, this potential 
misperception could be resolved. However, if a court order does automatically result in a “high 
priority” ranking, DEQ must change this prioritization factor to avoid the incentives it 
inadvertently creates. 

And finally, the Department should explain its prioritization within each larger category. 
Currently, TMDL Projects are not ranked within their category. This does little to help impacted 
stakeholders prepare for the TMDL process. For example, under current estimations, a “medium 
priority” Project could be completed anywhere between May 2024 and December 2029 – a 
more than five years difference. This provides very little regulatory certainty in this important 
process. 

The lack of in-category rankings also leaves the potential for certain TMDL Projects to languish 
for years, especially if re-prioritization takes place. Without in-category rankings or clearer 
factor explanation, prioritization is left vulnerable to changing political or Departmental 
attention rather than the stated prioritization factors. As stated above, expanded justifications, 
like a ‘decision matrix,’ for each TMDL Project would help prevent this potential outcome by 
further clarifying DEQ’s decision making process for stakeholders while also holding DEQ to its 
state goals. 

The DRA believes that the draft TMDL Priorities and Schedule and the increased transparency it 
provides about the Department’s TMDL creation and implementation strategy is a positive but 
incomplete first step. Much of the process remains opaque and vulnerable to changes unrelated 
to environmental need. Through increased transparency in the prioritization process, as 
suggested above, TMDL Projects will be completed based on a clear priority system. That clear 
system will prevent shifting priorities based on incentivized lawsuits, changing DEQ personnel, 
or political whims. It will also help to better inform regulated entities, stakeholders, and all 
Oregonians who enjoy the beneficial uses of waterbodies statewide of the Department’s 
response strategy. 

Sincerely, 

Ben Kirsch, Staff Attorney 
Deschutes River Alliance 
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7. Comments from David Waltz 
Subject: Dissolved Oxygen WQ Status 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 201 

DEQ WQ Assessment Team, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide input on the draft 2022 Assessment results 
and proposed Category decisions. I focused on dissolved oxygen WQ status for the reasons 
described below. 

Comment 1: Overall comments about DO Assessment: The Excel files provided for review of 
Dissolved Oxygen were many and confusing. One had to review all three primary Excel files 
(AU_all_Rollup, DO Spawn and Do-Year Round) to evaluate changes. There are multiple tabs in 
each of the DO files.  

I reviewed the proposed changes in status for the MidCoast Basin and Umpqua Basin. Initially, I 
was confused by several of the category assignments (or changes in category), but have largely 
resolved “how” the decisions were reached through Assessment’s responses. In order to 
evaluate the proposed assessment category decisions in detail, I reviewed the data in AQWMS 
in addition to the Assessment summary data for continuous data (statistical metrics). 

My overall comments focus on two global issues, supplemented with several examples that 
illustrate issues 1 & 2 below: 

Technology (monitoring device) issues that result in erratic (random?), poor quality data that is 
hard to parse out from good quality data; 

Methodology for DO assessment and interpretation of the complicated standard & numeric 
criteria; 

For #1 (Technology): DEQ and local partners have invested a substantial amount of time and 
effort in the “front end” of WQ assessment, from device calibration and QC checks, deployment, 
data collection and management, data submission to final agency data QC checks (prior to 
AWQMS upload). Despite our collective best efforts at screening and managing these data, it is 
apparent that device glitches, some limited duration, are leading to poor quality data 
subsequently used in the assessment process.  

Steve Hanson and others recognize the issue with these devices and asked for input on these 
and alternatives from Lab and regional staff. We have not identified relatively inexpensive but 
reliable devices for long-term deployment (e.g., > 7 days, 30 days, etc) in order to generate the 
data necessary to confidently compare with the primary applicable DO criteria (7-day or 30-day 
averaging) rather than an alternative minimum. 
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See Example below for the Siuslaw Watershed Council (SWC_) CDO data. 

Issue #2: 2022 IR Methodology impact on categorization decision: There are two DO 
assessment periods, with different issues.   

Spawning period (cold water) and intragravel (inter-) dissolved oxygen (IGDO): The 2022 
Assessment methodology applies a stricter (narrower) interpretation of the spawning criteria 
than 2018. Meaning that percent saturation is longer being considered if concentration is below 
the Table daily minimum (and lacking data that shows IGDO > 8 mg/L). Addition of the “≥ 2 daily 
minimum values…” decision box represents a significant change to Figure 6. The decision tree 
for assessment of the dissolved oxygen spawning criteria. This change can (and will) move 
certain AUs where continuous data were collected and saturation values were met into 
Category 5 based on no new data.  

Has Standards made an official determination that OAR 340-041-0016(1)(a) supersedes OAR 
340-041-0016(1)(b)? For many years these were interpreted as parallel criteria, rather than 
hierarchical decisions. 

This decision change also meant that a thorough review of the 2022 draft IR required a re-
review of the 2018/2020 assessment in order to compare to 2022 to determine what 
information changed, if anything, and confirm what data (or statistics) were now used to 
determine “excursions” and identify the root basis for the change in assessment category. 

One basic concern with intragravel dissolved oxygen (IGDO) monitoring data as the “alternative” 
tool to meet criteria is difficult to obtain and repeatable studies are virtually unknown in Oregon 
and rare nationally. Literature reviews show IGDO conditions are spatially variable (WA DOE, 
2009)1. The WA DOE review also concluded: 

“Oregon’s criteria include several exceptions and are more complex than others reviewed” 

“Oregon also includes an exception to both water column and intragravel numeric criteria. When 
barometric pressure, altitude, and temperature preclude achievement of these criteria, the 
waterbody must meet at least 95% DO saturation.” 

This is the framework we previously used. 

Although theoretically IGDO is accurately measurable over a period of time, in stable conditions, 
DEQ has no standard “off-the-shelf” methods to perform these measurements. We lack reliable 
and repeatable methods to compare ambient conditions with this aspect of the standard. In lieu 
of IGDO, DEQ is now applying a stricter interpretation based on a minimum number of samples 
that no longer considers percent saturation (≥ 95%) to be a key component of water quality 

 
1 
https://www.ezview.wa.gov/Portals/_1962/Documents/SSRSAG/Brown%20and%20Hallock%20200
9.pdf  
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condition. Since water column DO concentration is directly related to water temperature and 
pressure in naturally flowing waters (in absence of oxygen-demanding compounds or situations 
elevating dissolved gas), the 11 mg/L water column criterion will be exceeded and are therefore 
unattainable for many waters in the coast range in mid-October (onset of spawning period for 
many streams). 

Comment 2: Spawning period decisions for specific AUs 

Examples: 

The revised methodology produced a Category 5 AU in the coldest waters monitored in the 
Siletz subbasin. The spawning period for the Siletz River starts Sept 1, the earliest of the 
freshwater segments in the MidCoast Basin. In most years, temperatures even in the upper 
gorge will not be achieving applicable temperature criterion in early Sept, but show healthy 
levels of % Sat (see 2017 continuous data reported to the Lab; AWQMS missing reported %Sat 
values). 

This change also reverses spawning period assessment decision Category 2 (2018) for these AUs: 

 OR_SR_1710020405_02_105978 
 OR_SR_1710020407_02_106452 

Example: For OR_SR_1710020407_02_106452: it does not appear that Assessment evaluated 
the August-Sept 2016 continuous monitoring data generated by the Salmon-Drift Creek WSC 
(VM_SDCWC_AW) in collaboration with the Siletz Tribes for either the 2018 IR or the current 
assessment. The temperature and CDO data is in AWQMS, but the reported DOSat% values 
calculated using local barometric pressure data are missing.  

See Stations:  
38920-ORDEQ 
40227-ORDEQ 
40228-ORDEQ 
40229-ORDEQ 
40230-ORDEQ 

Example: Station 34454 (October 2016): 

An unusually intense precipitation event in mid-October 2016 impacted the use of the October 
monitoring data for calibration of a QUAL2Kw model for the early spawning period, so the 
available grab data and continuous data (daily minimums) were evaluated using a statistical 
approach (see draft TMDL document or TSPD).  

For the designated spawning period (Oct 15-May 15), the stringent DO criteria were not 
consistently met at Station 34454 (i.e., excursions identified) in October 2016 despite relatively 
cold water temperatures (met spawning Temperature criterion for 14/16 daily maximums: Tmax 
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≤ 12 deg C) and relatively high saturation levels (≥ 92%). I used the same data as the 2018/2020 
Assessment. 

Barometric pressure varied from 748 – 769 mm Hg during Oct 15-Oct 23. Over this wide BP 
range, the water temperature must be 11 deg C or lower to attain the DO criterion of 11 mg/L. 
That is, even if water temperature met the 12 deg C spawning criterion, the water column DO 
concentration could not theoretically meet DO criterion at 100% saturation within this BP range 
(see Figure below). For reasons described above, the alternate Table 21 DOmin (based on 
intragravel DO) could not reasonably be assessed and may not have made a difference due to 
the Temp-BP relation described.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Example File: DO Spawn.xlsx 

Focus on: DO new Cat 5 

Spawning: For 2022 Methodology: Revised interpretation of spawning minimum criteria (9 
mg/L; ignores DOSat%) 

OR_SR_1710020408_02_105994 Salmon River Headwaters WA Unit to Slick Rock 
Creek 
OR_SR_1710020408_02_105997 Salmon River Slick Rock Creek to Willis Creek 
Stations: 34449-ORDEQ; 38593-ORDEQ & 35485-ORDEQ; 33099-ORDEQ; 35487-ORDEQ; 38588-
ORDEQ 

For DO-Spawn: Effect: resulted in multiple new Cat 5 AUs  that were ID’d as Cat 2 in 2018. 

Comment 3: DO Year-round (Technology issue #2 above): For the Siuslaw (see attached Excel 
file), there is substantial indication that the daily minimums results in AWQMS used to compare 
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with the assessment criterion are potentially due to device errors. I worked with the SWC on 
these projects and we never observed (nor were notified about) an indication of DO “starvation” 
(dead fish, device audit grab monitoring results, etc) such as those associated with results < 6.0 
mg/L. In addition, no field audit results indicated DO depressions in this range. Adding up the 
total “excursions” relative to total number of days of minimum results, this represents about 
3.3% of daily minimums reported as failing.  

Example: Tab N: Yr Rnd Cont Other AU Cat_MID 

AU ID: OR_SR_1710020602_02_105057 

AU Name: Wildcat Creek 

Review_Comment 

vol mon data - 8 excusrions of abs. min out of 103 results. lowest min =2.7  

David comment: this is an example of probable device data quality issue (Technology) rather 
than actual water column conditions. 

Conclusion: I don’t have great suggestions for dealing with results from these extended Onset 
U26 deployments that Steve Hanson, Dan Sobota and others haven’t considered, other than 
using BPJ to evaluate the daily mins that are extremely low (or high). It may be that these 
devices are not the appropriate technology to collect CDO for these periods and use the results 
for Assessment with a huge amount of manual review and “BPJ” in removing or qualifying 
suspect data. 

Comment 4: DO data not assessed, but data either available in AWQMS or submitted to Lab in 
2021 and not in AWQMS:  

Alsea-Beaver Creek CDO data (WR/LSWCD 2018): Continuous data template submitted to Lab 
(WQ-TMDL); submitted 4/21/2021: No results are in AWQMS at this time. Assessment does not 
appear to include any data from these two related, but separate projects. If possible, we would 
like to get it to Assessment Team for the 2022 IR and make decisions about WQ status before 
assigning WQ Analyst.Data submission is here:  
\\deqeug1\shared\DWALTZ\WaterQuality\TMDL\MIDCOAST\Lab_2018_MidCoast\2018_Alse
a-BeaverCk_CDO_forSubmit  

Filename: Alsea-BeaverCk_2018_New_ContinousProcessingTemplate_(DW).xlsxAlsea & Beaver 
Creek (2018 TMDL Lab & Region CDO projects):  

Big Elk Creek CDO data: OR_SR_1710020402_02_105954 Big Elk Creek Sugarbowl 
Creek to Devils Well Creek 

LSWCD (CDO-2016): Continuous Temp & DO data submitted to Lab (WQ-TMDL) in May 2021; 
data not in AWQMS; not assessed 
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File: AU_all.xlsx AU: OR_SR_1710020401_02_105950 Little Elk Creek Headwaters WA Unit to 
confluence with Yauqina River 

Column M (assessed_2022): Indicates not assessed in 2022. However, the 2016 spawning 
period DOSat% results for station 36912-ORDEQ were re-calculated using local barometric 
pressure data and re-submitted to the DEQ Lab for review. These Results were accepted by Lab 
and were scheduled to be revised in AWQMS in 2021 and we request data for this AU be re-
assessed. 

Comment 5: Assessed, but it appears assessment based on incomplete results for data in 
AWQMS: 

LSWCD VM (Siletz CDO 2017): AWQMS does not appear to contain results for the DOSat% (for 
continuous data) that was reported and submitted by LSWCD to VM Program (in March 2018 for 
2017). Missing DOSat% results appears to be the basis for two new Cat 5/303d listed AUs 
(OR_SR_1710020405_02_105978 and OR_SR_1710020407_02_106452). See SPREADSHEET DO 
Spawn.xlxs, Tab “Spawn Cont Other AU Cat” 

LSWCD Siletz monitoring sites & data submission are here: 
\\deqeug1\shared\DWALTZ\WaterQuality\ASSESSMENT\Assessment-IR_2022  

SDCWC VM (CDO 2017): AWQMS does not appear to contain results for the DOSat% (for 
continuous data) that was reported and submitted by SDCWC. We discussed this during our 
meeting on January 27, 2021. At that time, we discussed Lab/VM re-evaluating this issue, but 
not sure of the subsequent steps or outcome. I can’t tell from the IR database whether the lack 
of DOSat% data was one basis for the 2018/2020 decision to identify the AU 
(OR_SR_1710020408_02_105997) as Cat 5 (Spawning), but that’s a factor we need to consider 
since the data isn’t in AWQMS. 

SDCWC monitoring sites & CDO data submission (2017) are here: 
\\deqeug1\shared\DWALTZ\WaterQuality\ASSESSMENT\Assessment-IR_2022  

Comment 6: Recurring Typographical errors should be checked and corrected (some examples 
from draft tables): 

File: DO Year Round.xlsx  

TAB: Yr Rnd Instant Other AU Cat 
Column M: Rationale 
excurions 
Column P: Rationale 
Imapired:  
File: AU_Rollup: 
Column O: Rationale 
Impaired: 13 total excurions is > 4 needed to list.- 17 total sample dates 
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Column O: Rationale 
Imapired: 8 excursions of criteria. 5 needed to list. - 22 total samples. 
File: DO Spawn.xlxs 
Tab Spawn Instant Other AU Cat 
Column M: Rationale 
Excurions 
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8. Comments from Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 10 
Subject: EPA Comments on the 2022 Draft Water Quality Assessment 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 
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9. Comments from East Fork 
Irrigation District 
Subject: Comments on draft 2022 Integrated Report 

Date Received: Feb. 10, 2022 
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10. Comments from Farmer Irrigation 
District 
Subject: Comments on draft 2022 Integrated Report 

Date Received: Feb. 10, 2022 
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11. Comments from Forest Waters 
Coalition 
Subject: Comment on Department of Environmental Quality 2022 Integrated Report 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 

 Dear Director Whitman and Department of Environmental Quality staff,  

Please accept these comments on the 2022 Draft Integrated Report on behalf of the 
undersigned 22 member organizations of the Forest Waters Coalition. We appreciate the 
changes undertaken by the Department of Environmental Quality in the creation of the 2022 
report, especially as they pertain to an added level of localized monitoring and recording of 
information at the monitoring station level. We appreciate the move to more clearly identify 
where impairments are occurring by assessing and reporting at individual monitoring stations 
rather than just by watershed assessment units. In general, we support more site specific 
monitoring and would like to encourage the agency to continue growing in this direction. We 
also appreciate that the agency expanded on rationales supporting assessment conclusions, and 
would like to encourage more transparency around assessment reports and conclusions therein.  

Our greatest concern in reviewing the 2022 Integrated Report lies in the apparent absence of 
sufficient testing on landslide and sedimentation impacts, and the resulting absence of known 
and well documented degraded waterways on the 303(d) list for sedimentation related 
impairments. It appears that the last sedimentation assessments were conducted by the 
Department in 2012, and while some turbidity assessments were conducted in about 18 
assessment units this year (2022), it is unclear how those watershed units were prioritized, and 
why some watersheds with extensive records of sedimentation and turbidity issues were not 
recently monitored.  

This absence of sufficient monitoring for sedimentation related water quality issues is especially 
concerning given that Oregon has been deemed out of compliance with federal Clean Water 
standards since at least 2015—when the EPA and NOAA found the state’s forestry practices 
failed to satisfy the Coastal Zone Management Act and water quality protection standards 
preventing delivery of sedimentation to waterways. As a result, since then, the federal 
government has withheld at least $8.1 million in federal grants due to our state’s failure to 
update management practices to sufficiently protect fish bearing streams from logging related 
landslide risks. Still, many watersheds in western Oregon are largely owned by big timber 
companies, and land management of these areas, dominated by the same practices deemed 
insufficient by federal regulatory agencies. Given this history, it would seem pertinent for the 
DEQ to prioritize monitoring for sedimentation in these watersheds, which is why we were 
surprised to find that sedimentation monitoring has not occurred since 2012, and recent 
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turbidity monitoring did not include many watersheds that are both regulated by the CZMA and 
undergoing significant landscape level changes.  

A concerning consequence of the lack of adequate monitoring is the absence of waterways like 
Jetty Creek—the drinking water source for the town of Rockaway Beach— from the 303(d) list of 
waterways impaired for sedimentation related issues. The Jetty Creek surface drinking 
watershed has been logged over 90%— almost completely— in just the past dozen years. As a 
result, Rockaway Beach has struggled with turbidity issues for years. Residents there have 
received 23 alerts about trihalomethanes in their drinking water, which are byproducts of 
increased organic matter in the water after logging interacting with chlorine in the treatment 
process. During this time, Jetty Creek water managers have not provided raw water data to 
DEQ, nor have they filed required information about water usage to the Oregon Department of 
Water Resources that would be necessary to identify the sources of water quality issues. There 
is a robust history of community engagement around water quality and logging concerns in 
Rockaway Beach, including frequent interactions between community members and the DEQ, 
and coverage in local and statewide news outlets about the water quality issue. Still, the DEQ 
does not appear to have conducted testing for sedimentation in Jetty Creek since 2004. If the 
DEQ is to protect surface water supplies, it would seem prudent for the DEQ to focus monitoring 
on this watershed. Given the documented history of this water quality issue and the significant 
landscape-level changes that have occurred in the watershed, we request that the DEQ add 
Jetty Creek to the list of impaired waterways for sedimentation related issues in this year’s 
integrated report.  

The absence of Jetty Creek from the 303(d) list is like a canary in a coal mine, indicating that 
there are likely many other impaired waterways missing from this list. Clearcut logging is not a 
single watershed issue— it is a dominant land management practice that is contributing to 
unhealthy levels of sedimentation in waterways across western Oregon. The communities of 
Amity, who get their drinking water from the South Yamhill river, and Carlton, who pull surface 
water from Panther Creek, also have documented issues with sedimentation from logging 
related runoff. As a result of these issues, both water treatment plants were required to 
upgrade, and the cost of clean drinking water fell onto community members. Yet, neither the 
South Yamhill river or Panther Creek have been tested for sedimentation or turbidity in recent 
years, and neither are listed as impaired for these water quality concerns. We believe that the 
DEQ should focus its monitoring on drinking watersheds like Amity’s, Carlton’s, and Rockaway’s 
that are being acutely affected by sedimentation from industrial logging. 

It is clear from the turbidity testing that has been done in places heavily impacted by logging 
practices that sedimentation is a major issue plaguing Oregon’s waterways. For example, 
Willamina creek (Willamina’s water supply) is dominated by industrial timberlands and has been 
on the impairment list for turbidity since 2018. Though Willamina creek is just upstream from 
the South Yamhill river—the South Yamhill river does not appear to have been tested for 
sedimentation or turbidity for at least the past twenty years.  
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Additionally, the Little North Santiam river, which burned in the Lionshead and Beachie Creek 
conflagrations during the 2020 wildfire season— was heavily impacted by post-fire logging in 
the years since then. Much of this logging occured directly along the North Santiam river and in 
many documented cases, corridors were cut leaving minimal riparian buffers and steep slopes 
were clearcut in heavy handed salvage logging practices. Peer reviewed science on the impacts 
of post-fire logging have revealed that these practices drastically increase sediment delivery in 
streams that can lead to significant water quality issues for aquatic species and human 
communities. The widespread, landscape-level post-fire logging that occurred in the Santiam 
watershed after the 2020 fires no doubt contributed to the North Santiam’s recent uplisting to 
impaired for turbidity in the 2022 303(d) list. The results from monitoring Willamina Creek and 
the Little Santiam—two heavily logged waterways—confirm the need to do more frequent 
monitoring for sedimentation and turbidity in all of the state’s watersheds that are heavily 
impacted by industrial logging practices.  

Moving forward, we request that the DEQ a) ensure that waterways with sufficient existing 
evidence of impairments are listed on the current 303(d) list for sedimentation related issues 
now, and b) devise a plan for the next round of monitoring that prioritizes data collection and 
reporting in our state’s waterways that are most impacted by industrial logging practices. 
Towards that end, please consider the following specific recommendations from the Forest 
Waters Coalition.  

Uplist waterways with sufficient evidence of impairment—Although we believe more 
should be done in the outreach stage, we do believe DEQ has sufficient evidence to meet 
requirements to list the waterways discussed above on the 303(d) list as impaired for 
sedimentation. We believe the standard for overwhelming evidence has been met for Jetty 
Creek given the long list of water quality alerts and other known issues. We also believe the 
standard for overwhelming evidence has been met in the case of the Yamhill River and Panther 
Creek since both of those communities had to upgrade their water treatment systems due to 
sedimentation and turbidity concerns. If a waterway that has witnessed as robust attention as 
Jetty Creek did not make it onto the list for sedimentation, then we are concerned about how 
many other waterways are currently missing from this list.  

Monitoring methodology—We implore the DEQ to monitor for sedimentation and turbidity at 
individual assessment units in order to identify where exactly the problems are arising. The DEQ 
should conduct ongoing monitoring for sedimentation and turbidity along numerous testing 
locations, in the same way the agency is undertaking monitoring for pH, dissolved oxygen and 
temperature —in such a way that assists the agency and community members in determining 
the sources of the problems coming out of our taps. 

Future prioritization of monitoring sites—We would like to see the DEQ prioritize the coastal 
watersheds that are dominated by private industrial timberlands in steep slope geographies 
with documented landslides and sedimentation concerns. The DEQ should further focus its 
monitoring in waterways that function as surface drinking watersheds for Oregon’s 
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communities. We request that the DEQ dedicate special attention to watersheds with 
disproportionately large populations of poor, low-income and communities of color, to ensure 
considerations for environmental justice are at the forefront of source water protection.  

Data transparency— Please ensure public-facing and transparent reporting of raw water data 
before treatment by the water utility. Water utilities are required to record this raw water data, 
but are not required to publish it, which functions as a roadblock to public engagement and 
outside analysis of water quality issues. In conjunction with its bi-annual reports, we request 
that the DEQ work with local water authorities to publish raw water data from monitoring done 
at water plants, before water is treated 

Community engagement —The DEQ should work with community members and organizations 
to identify watersheds that require the most attention and develop a plan for ongoing 
monitoring of surface watershed across the state. Rather than simply open a comment period, 
or make a call for data, DEQ should proactively reach out to water managers, grassroots 
organizations and community members to conduct interviews and request input and data on 
impacted waterways. Please start with the communities like Rockaway Beach who have already 
worked to engage with the DEQ on water quality issues for over a decade, and prioritize 
outreach efforts to the dozens of communities who have reached out to the Department with 
concerns about logging in their drinking water supplies.  

We appreciate your efforts working to protect the surface waters of our state, in the service of 
the many Oregonians who rely on them. Thank you for your leadership and your consideration 
of our comments. Please reach out to us at your earliest convenience with any questions and 
your responses to our requests. We would appreciate the opportunity to connect with you 
about these issues.  

Signed, Forest Waters Coalition Member Organizations:  

350 PDX Audubon Society of Portland Beyond Toxics Cascadia Wildlands Friends of Breitenbush 
Cascades Institute for Fisheries Resources Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center Metro Climate 
Action Team North Coast Communities for Watershed Protection Northwest Guides and Anglers 
Oregon League of Conservation Voters Oregon Wild Our Forests Pacific Coast Federation of 
Fishermen's Associations Rogue Riverkeeper Trout Unlimited Tualatin Riverkeeper Umpqua 
Watersheds Wild Salmon Center Willamette Riverkeeper Williams Community Forest Project 
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12. Comments from Klamath Irrigation 
District 
Subject: Klamath #1 Drain incorrectly listed in the integrated report 

Date Received: Feb. 1, 2022 

This is my third communication to the Integrated Report 2022. 

In looking at the areas in Klamath listed. Please remove Reclamation’s #1 Drain from the report. 
This is a piece of the Reclamation Project infrastructure. The #1 Drain is the east/west purple 
line just north of the listed LRDC. 

For note: the LRDC is also a manmade structure for flood control purposes under O&M by 
Reclamation. 

Please contact me to discuss further.  

Mike, 
Can you please address with the team working on this? 
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13. Comments from Northwest 
Environmental Advocates 
Subject: Oregon Draft 2022 Integrated Report on Surface Water Quality and 303(d) List of 
Water Quality Limited Waters 

Date Received: Feb. 10, 2022 
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14. Comments from Oregon 
Coordination Council on Ocean 
Acidification & Hypoxia 
Subject: Oregon’s 2022 draft Integrated Report 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 
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15. Comments from Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Subject: Draft 2022 Integrated Report 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 
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16. Comments from Oregon Farm 
Bureau and Oregon Forest & 
Industries Council 
Subject: Comments on 2022 Integrated Report 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 
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17. Comments from Ray Kinney 
(Siuslaw Watershed Resident) 
Subject: Water Quality Degradation that is never properly assed by the state of Oregon 

Date Received: Feb. 3, 2022 

As salmon continue to decline, the State of Oregon very carefully avoids toxic contaminant 
pollution in the Siuslaw river. Six publically-owned railroad bridges, built around 1912, were 
supposed to be repainted every four years to protect the base coat of pure red lead from 
degrading into the stream, this was not done, and massive lead contamination is entering the 
water via particulate and dissolved lead. The state refuses to even begin to look at this pollution, 
that is a well-known toxicant for fish population viability. Many millions of dollars are spent each 
year on salmon population recovery efforts, yet this blatant threat to these fish are totally 
ignored. 

This problem is further aggravated by the very low hardness water in the river, spiking the 
massive lead pollution adverse effects, leaving the fish damaged even before reaching the ocean 
phase of their life cycle, they are less fit to survive. Scientific integrity is avoided, is fiscally 
irresponsible, and a tragic misguidance of the recovery effort. This is all because the state 
agencies for responsible for water quality do not do due diligence, the result is badly 
misinformed fisheries managers, and squandered millions of dollars each year. 

This problem is even further aggravated by the state totally ignoring the toxicologic dangers of 
lead use in fishing methodologies that pollute these same streams with lost fishing sinks and 
lead boat anchors. The low calcium waters dissolve the lead faster than almost all other surface 
waters in the nation, resulting in much increases adverse toxic effects on the young salmon and 
species that support these fish. Sinkers get ground up in the hydrologic action of riverine 
potholes that exponentially increase surfaces to dissolve. The particulate contacts fish gill and 
gut, directly exposing the fish. The dissolved colloidal sized particulate combines with iron 
oxyhydroxides colloid to stay suspended far downstream to further expose the stream biota. 
The scientific literature documenting these toxicologic adverse effects is extensive, well known, 
and devastatingly descriptive of the state of Oregon irresponsible regulatory outcomes.  

The 303d process is invalid on this pollution assessment shortfall, and USEPA regulatory 
oversight is almost nonexistent. All the while, each acidic rainfall causes water rivulets running 
off of these bridges to commonly reach many thousands of times the water quality criteria as 
this pollution hits the hardness 11 water the fish are swimming in, and the fine particulate 
reaches fish gill and gut to dissolve in direct contact to sensitive tissue for a high dose. The larger 
paint flakes falling into the water distinctly appear just like fishing lures, silver on one side and 
ironically salmon color on the other side, how often are large flakes ingested directly? 
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The State of Oregon has substantial water quality protective regulations, and enforcement is 
happening on some other less harmful parameters, but the toxic contaminant assessment 
irresponsibility is devastatingly damaging to the scientific integrity, and to the legislators being 
severely misinformed. Legislators want to take their grandchildren out in the boat to teach them 
how to fish, yet they are totally ignorant about how contaminated their tackle boxes are with 
fine lead powder that gets on wet hands, on sandwiches passed to the children, and on cooler 
ice and the body surfaces of the fish taken home to the frying pan. Every exposure route is 
blatant, and is blatantly ignored by the state, and countless children suffer decreased abilities as 
a result. The science is right there for the reading! We are poisoning the things we love the 
most! Agencies are NOT doing their jobs protecting these children. and the legislature is NOT 
doing the job they are supposed to ensure gets done to protect the children we borrow this 
world from or the salmon we desperately want to recover. 

Ray Kinney 
Siuslaw watershed resident 
541 964 3981 
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18. Comments from Save Our Siletz 
River 
Subject: Public Comment TMDL Priorities and Schedule – Oregon’s Draft 2022 Integrated 
Report 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 

Response and Comment to Oregon’s Draft 2022 Integrated Report on the reclassification of 
Siletz River TMDL’s and proposed postponing of the Siletz River’s TMDL’s.  

We have worked now for going on 4 years to Save Our Siletz River Save Our Siletz River | 

Facebook. One of our first reports to the Lincoln Commissioners was the Siletz River ever 
continuing delays, deadlines not met the TMDL’s. Our Save Our Siletz River , emails and 
correspondence with DEQ David Waltz, as well as DEQ Biosolids programs and others DEEQ 
programs speaks for how STRONGLY we feel about the Siletz River and about the health of our 
communities, as do our Save Our Siletz River members and/or supporters. This is totally 
unacceptable to continue to delay Siletz River TMDL’s, all need to be on HIGH priority and 
completed asap.  

We attach the new Cancer Study we requested from the OHA Cancer Registry, the rate of 
Bladder Cancer all areas of the report is HUGELY ALARMING, as well as the other cancers!!  

The Oregon Health Authority Cancer Registry in our Request Cancer Report VALIDATES our 
Environmental concerns: 

“…There are valid concerns about potential health risks from all these environmental exposures 
and the cumulative impact from these multiple stressors. Unfortunately, the data necessary to 
assess health risks from these environmental exposures do not exist. OHA does not have the 
expertise or resources to collect and analyze environmental samples (soil, water, air). We have 
to rely on the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality or other entities to collect samples 
and determine levels of specific contaminants in the environment. If such environmental data 
existed, OHA could then collect information about the times and locations where people spend 
time to evaluate whether people are being exposed to the contaminants, and calculate the risk 
of harm to health based on available scientific research about health effects of contaminant 
exposure. …” 

Link to our requested Cancer Report with text boxes with comments and notes we have added.  

file:///C:/Users/Admin/Documents/Davis-
LincolnCounty_ReportNarrative_FINALrev.NOTES.COMMENTS%20ADDED.pdf 
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We PROPOSE and REQUEST that DEQ Water Quality program partner and help the OHA Cancer 
Registry, by completing the Siletz TMDL’s and any further testing which the OHA Cancer Registry 
needs to complete the above assessment. Our Communities matter, our babies, children and 
future generations matter, we pay taxes, yet our Siletz River continues to be postponed for 
DECADES.  

We have lived in Logsden on our almost 43 acre farm, including 2 ½ acres Siletz River frontage, 
on both sides of the river, for approx. 30 years. We watch the Siletz River continue to decline, 
the algae grow, the aquatic life disappear. We see the ever growing rock trucks, logging 
equipment, and log trucks running, it appears they are ramping up the road building and 
logging. We are watching loads of large timber going by as the Siletz Watershed continues to 
depleted. When the logging is completed they will burn their slash/bios mass logging burns, 
covered with plastic and then ignited with usually a gas/diesel mix, amounts not regulated. Then 
they will spray as the Court did not uphold the vote of the Lincoln County voters to stop aerial 
spraying. Soon the toxic sewage sludge aka biosolids will begin being land applied again in the 
Spring to Fall. GP Mill continues to contribute huge amounts of toxins as it pulls water out the 
ever declining Siletz River. The municipals of Siletz, Toledo, Newport & Seal Rock also depend on 
the Siletz River for water. In the meantime this proposal to continue to postpone of the TMDL 
and business continues as usual the Siletz River will continue to decline, at what point will it be 
too late to Save Our Siletz River, has that point already been reached. Our Communities health 
continue to decline as well. Newport Water Treatment Plant Supervisor stated in a Newport 
Times article in 2021 that the Siletz River raw water is of poor water quality.  

Thank you, 

Alan & Kayleen Davis 
Save Our Siletz River 
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19. Comments from Forest Service, 
Pacific Northwest Region 
Subject: Change from Last Integrated Report to this one 

Date Received: Feb. 4, 2022 

Hi Joy,  

Thank you for letting us know this change did not make it into the draft 2022 Integrated Report. 
I confirmed this was a 2012 crosswalk error we had agreed to fix after the release of the Final 
2018/2020 IR. Unfortunately, this didn’t happen. I have made the needed changes to ensure this 
update is reflected in the Final 2022 303(d) list. It will appear as:  

AU_ID AU_GNIS OWRD_Basin Assessment 
IR_ 
category 

OR_WS_170501160106_05_
102974 

OR_WS_170501160106_05_102974;
Bluebucket Creek Malheur 

Temperature-
Year Round Category 5 

 

I have included the Integrated Report mailbox to this response so that we can track this as an 
addition to the 303(d) list based on comments received.  

Please let us know if you have any questions.  

 

Thanks! 
Lesley  

Lesley Merrick | Water Quality Specialist | Her/She 
Laboratory and Environmental Assessment Division 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
Phone: 971-323-7228 

 

From: Archuleta, Joy -FS <joy.archuleta@usda.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 4, 2022 11:53 AM 
To: PRITCHARD Travis <Travis.Pritchard@state.or.us>; MERRICK Lesley <Lesley.MERRICK@state.or.us> 
Cc: DOU Connie * DEQ <Connie.DOU@deq.oregon.gov> 
Subject: FW: change from last integrated report to this one... 
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This is a follow up on a correction that was supposed to adjusted in the new integrated report but 
appears to be incorrect still. Becky Anthony provided an email to us acknowledging the error .. Dec 11, 
2020 (see below). I am not sure if the FS will provide official comment on the current list due to work 
loads of the forests and lack of time for review.  

Since we had already provided comment on this site, I want to make sure it is corrected. Bluebucket 
Creek on the Malheur NF. 

Joy Archuleta  
R6 Water Quality and Water Rights 

Forest Service  

Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region 

p: 503-808-2696  
f: 503-808-2339  
joy.archuleta@usda.gov 

1220 SW 3rd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 
www.fs.fed.us  

 

Caring for the land and serving people 

From: Archuleta, Joy -FS  
Sent: Friday, February 4, 2022 8:25 AM 
To: ANTHONY Becky * DEQ <Becky.ANTHONY@deq.oregon.gov> 
Subject: FW: change from last integrated report to this one... 

Becky, 

This is a follow up on a correction that was supposed to adjusted in the new integrated report but 
appears to be incorrect still. You provided an email to us acknowledging the error .. see below. I am not 
sure if the FS will provide official comment on the current list due to work loads of the forests and lack 
of time for review.  

Since we had already provided comment on this site, I want to make sure it is corrected. Bluebucket 
Creek on the Malheur NF. 

 

From: Wood, Hazel - FS, CAMP SHERMAN, OR  
Sent: Friday, February 4, 2022 7:24 AM 
To: Archuleta, Joy -FS <joy.archuleta@usda.gov> 
Cc: Bass, Jordan - FS <jordan.bass@usda.gov>; 'Friedrichsen, Tom -FS' <tom.friedrichsen@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: change from last integrated report to this one... 
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Hey Joy, 

Wow- excellent memory and thank you for keeping track of this! 

I checked out the draft 2022 IR interactive web map application from 
https://www.oregon.gov/deq/wq/Pages/proposedIR.aspx. Hopefully this is the right spot, let me know if 
not.  

I’m cc’ing Jordan Bass, since she has taken over the Cliff Knox analysis and Tom Friedrichsen so he’s in 
the loop. Please let us all know if any follow-up is needed.  

Cheers, 

Hazel 

Here is a clip from the 2022 Draft IR, which doesn’t show the bluebucket subwatershed as listed or 
attaining.  

 

 

Here is the clip from 2018 IR, which also omits bluebucket subwatershed.  
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20. Comments from Willamette 
Riverkeeper 
Subject: Oregon DEQ 2022 Draft Integrated Report Comments 

Date Received: Feb. 11, 2022 

 


