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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 September 30, 2019 to January 6, 2020 for
response to these commentCommgineg @s e oxsebe@be avVRe s adb
2018/2020 Integrated Report Page.

2. Comments from: Multiple
Commenters Form Letter

From Adam Stinnett, Amanda Stevens, Anne Rigor, Arnédig Austin Sayer, Barb Iverson, Bearl

Seals, Beau Allen, Beverly Nadaau, Brenda Frketich, Bruce Albert, Bryan Schmidt, Bryce Marvin, Casey
Fretwell, Charles Ruddell, Chris Silbernagel, Compton Chase, Craig Herman, Crystal Otley, Cynthia
Norton, Dan Newto, Dana Tuckness, David Cooper, David Dlemp, David Kunert, David Phipps, David
VanHoose, Dever Pugh, Devon Wells, Donald Doerfler, Donnie Jenck, Doug Olsen, Douglas Duerst,
Dwight Wrolstand, Dylan Wells, Elizabeth Brooks, Eric Schurter, Gary Boxeman,@anyr, George

Pugh, Gine Lee Smith, Gordon Dromgoole, Gretchen Jawurek, Harold Stevens, Heath Waack, James
Bryant, Jamie Cate, Jason Perrott, Jayme Dumford, Jen Hanmaker, Jennifer Beathe,Jenny Johnson, Joey
Gilmour, John Seitel, Jolene Moxon, Karen Rariair] Zweifel, Kathy Hadley,Kellie Bowsher, Ken

Masten, Kenneth Parsons, Kevin Dyck, Kevin Schuter, Kristen Domes, Laurie Schrock, Lori Pavlicke,
Lou Davies, Louie Molt,Lucien Gunderman, Lynden Brown Lyndon Kerns, Maren Davism, Marie
Gadotti, Mark TalcottMarlene Acker, Mary Jo Davis, Matt Schuster, Melody Molt, Michael Keerins,
Michele Bryant, Michele Doerfler Fennimore, Michelle Dudley, Michelle Hafpemnis, Mike Seeley,

Mr. & Mrs. Charlie Waterman, Mr. & Mrs. Donal and Susan Ramsay, Mr. & Mrs. FredNRow Mrs.

Ken Holiday, Mr. & Mrs. Robert Duerst, Mr. & Mrs. Steven Joheph Heesacker, Neil Wetfall, Olde Salt,
Patricia Wentz, Peter Wiese, Ralph Meyer, Richard Siemens, Richard Twigg, Robert Moore, Robin
Myers, Robin Pille, Sandra Twigg, Seri Miller,&na Suttner, Sheryl Staffer, Stephen Roth, Steve
Kramer,Steven Lewis, Sue Vanek, Sue Woodman, Tanner Holland, Terry Beilke, Tim Fransworth,
Timothy Winn, Tom Hammer, Tyer Pike, Vicki Schaur, Wade Flegel, Warren Seely, Wesley Miller,
Wilson Dinsdale

Subjed¢: Oppose DEQ's Draft Integrated Report
Date: Nov14,2019to Jan. 6, 2020
Dear Director Whitman,

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to list water bodies on farm and forestland as water quality impaired
without data to support those listings, as it has dorts 20182020 Integrated Report. | also oppose

DEQ's decision to include agricultural irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of water quality impaired
waterways. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as immastduk

based on water body specific data and cannot be extrapolated from samples from neighboring waterways
or tributaries. To do otherwise is not sound science or sound agency policy. DEQ's decision also appears
to be intentionally making agricultuead forest water quality look worse than data supports.

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 1
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Farmers, ranchers, and foresters have always been good partners with DEQ and our designated
management agencies, the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Forestry. Forest and ag
lands hae among the highest water quality in the state, and farmers and foresters have invested
millions in improving and protecting water quality. It is a poor way to reward our hard work with a
misleading report that makes it look like farms and forests amriexging declining water quality,
particularly when it appears that DEQ lacks actual data for a significant portions of the waterways
listed.

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data
collected fom neighboring properties. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and may have experienced differing
current and historic riparian management. DEQ has presentedden@vithat this extrapolation is
scientifically valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways without
first going through the necessary step of determining that data actually shows an impairment.

In reviewing my farm| am particularly concerned with DEQ's decision to list waterways that | have not
given DEQ permission to sample and where sampling has not occurred. | urge DEQ to revisit these
listings.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

3. Comments from: Linda Bentz

From: Linda Bentz

Subject: Water Quality Regulations

Date: Dec. 16, 2019

Dear DEQ,

I am writing this letter in response to the Draft 2@IBnew regulation that will impose more restrictions
to aalready over regulated systelinam opposed to every ditch in the state being placed on a water
guality threat when there is no data to support such findings. This continues to burden those farm and
ranch families that work hard to provide healthy clagricultural commodities for the citizens of

Oregon, neighboringtates and foreign Countries. These are the very people and products that generate
the most revenue for the state of Oregon.

To date we already have improvements plans in place to help aién gquality.

We as a state needs less regulations and more cooperation among the land owners to solve
prevalenissues for the waters in Oregon.

Sincerely,
Linda Bentz

Generational Family Owned

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 2



Ranch Survivor
Juntura Oregon

4. Comments from: Center for
Biological Diversity

From: Emily Jeffers

Subject: Center for Biological Diversity Comment on Draft 2018/2020 IR

Date: Dec. 4, 2019

Hello,

Please see attached comments from the Center for Biological Diversity on the State of Oregon

Departmentof Water@ul i t y6s draft 2018/ 2020 Integrated RepoO
originally submitted during the 2018 call for data. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Best,

Emily

Emily Jeffers

Staff Attorney
Center for Biological Diversity

CENTER for BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

The Centefor Biological Diversity appreciates the opportunitycommenton the State oOregon
Departmenbf EnvironmentaQu a |l i t y 6 s 20&482&2Qnieprated RepbriThe draft Integrated
Reportunlawfully fails to consider microplastfllution datain assessingttainmenbf waterquality
standards.

The CleanlWaterAct mandateshatstates include in theintegratedReportall water bodies thafail to
meeti any water qual i humerisctiteria, rhativdcritéria,watecbbdy dsesang
antidegradatiomequirements40 C.F.R. § 130.{)(1),(3),& (d)(2). DEQmust evaluateall sourcef
water quality data. 33 U.S.€.1313(d).

While recognizing thamicroplasticgpose a growing concern tioe aquati@nvironmentD E Q06 s
assessmemhethodologys t at es t hat fi DE Qordnmaecsptethethbdolbgg thesefoer i t er i a
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DEQwill be leaving thesassessmeninits asunassessefr microplastics andontinue to study and

investigatethe issue for futura s s e s s This respansedmadequatainder the CleamwaterAct, and

we remindDEQ that it has aesponsibilityto consider allavailable data imompilingits Integrated

Report. 40 C.F.R§ 130.7(b)(5X fi E &tatdrshalssembland evaluate all existing and readily available

wate quality related data anidformationt o d e v e | oREQ mayeotwait Isetore theg state

adopts a criteria specific tomicroplastics beforeit acts.DEQ must consider all readily available data

on theimpactsof microplastcon t he St at e of wddar qugivassessmewtradt er s i n it
consider thattainmenstatus ofall of Oregon's relevant watquality standards.

As det ai | edcommentsubmitte@oeDE éuring theublic call for data, DEQnust
evaluatemicroplasticdata even withoutvaterquality criteria specific tanicroplastics.There are several
existing narrativevater quality standards thedn be used to gauge if waterish microplasticpollution
areimpaired.For examplestandardsequire that toxic substancesaynot be introduced above natural
background levels in waters of the stataimounts,concentrations, acombinationghatmaybe
harmful,may chemically change to harmful forma theenvironmentpr mayaccumulatén sedments

or bioaccumulatén aquatic lifeor wildlife to levels that adversely affgotiblic health safety, or welfare
or aquatic life, wildlife or othedesignatedbeneficialuses. OAR, 840-041-0033(1). In addition,waters
of the state must also baf sufficient qualityto support aquatic species without detrimental changes in
the resident biologicadommunitiesOAR, § 340-041-0011.Beneficialusesaredesignatedor each water
of the state andnhclude fishing, aesthetiguality, fish and aquatic life, angildlife and hunting for all
coastalbasinsE.g, OAR, § 340-:041-0220. Available datahow thaimicroplasticsn Oregon waters are
violating the toxic substancetandard, disrupting biologicabmmunitiesandpreventinghe
achievemenbf all beneficial uses.

Oregonmustevaluate thattainment status of each of its standavidk respect tanicroplastics
pollution. In itscommentsthe Centerhighlighted the neefbr Oregon to list severaharine
waterbodiesincludingoceanwatersoff Crescent Beach, Cape Blanamd Fort Stevens Stafeark as
impaireddue tomicroplasticpollution because pollution controls are insufficient floose waters to
meetexisting criteria.

Our previouscommentsareattachedo thisletter; bysubnitting this data we hope to inforthe Oregon
DEQ and the public on the prevalence of and the umgsdfor the state to reduamicroplastic
pollution inOr e g surfatesvaters.

Please contachewith any questions.

Sincerely,

-

Emily Jeffers

Centerfor Biological Diversity 1212 Broadway, Suite 800
Oakland, CA 94612

(510) 8447109

ejeffers@biologicaldiversity.org

July 25, 2018
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RE: Microplastics Data Submitted in Response to State of Oregon Water Quality Data Request
for 2018 Integrated Report

The Center for Biological Diversity appreciates the opportunity to submit data regarding
microplastics in the state waters of Oregon, in response &itale of Oregon Department of

Environment al Qualitydés (ADEQO) request for wat
Report. By submitting this data we hope to inform the Oregon DEQ and the public on the prevalence
of and the urgent need forthetsta t o reduce microplastic pollutio

l. Water Quality Standards Applicable to Microplastic Pollution

Oregon should list its marine and fresh waters as impaired as required by section 303(d) of the Clean

Water Act because existiimgo | | ut i on controls are insufficient
water quality standards (33 U.S.C. § 1313(d)). On its impaired waters list, Oregon must include all
water bodies that fail to meet 0 aerig, nawaiteer qual i

criteria, water body uses, and antidegradation requirements (40 C.F.R. 8 130.7 (b)(2),(3), & (d)(2)).

There are several water quality standards that must be used to gauge if waters with microplastic
pollution are impaired.

The following water quality objective applies to the waters under the jurisdiction of Oregon DEQ:

[T]he highest and best practicable treatment and/or control of wastes, activities, and flows must in

every case be provided so as to maintain [...] overall water qaatitye highest possible levels and

[...] toxic materials [...] and other deleterio
Narrative Cr i {04-008H06, OAR, A 340

Oregon has a general policy of water quality antidegradation for wateis ustjurisdiction, the
purpose of which is to Aprevent unnecessary fur
nonpoint sources of pollution, and to protect, maintain, and enhance existing surface water quality to
ensure the full protectionoflal exi sting beneficial us ®4&1-0004) ( A A
The High Quality Waters Policy ensures that
those levels necessary to support fish, shellfish, and wildlife propagation, recreation in and on the
water, and other designated beneficial uses, that [éveter quality must be maintained and
protected. ®41-000A&), A 340

nt
il w

Further, the Outstanding Resource Waters Policy
waters constitute an outstanding State or national resource such as those waters

designated as extraordinary resource waters, or as critical habitat areas, the existing water

guality and water quality values must be maintained and protected (OAR, $34®M004 (8))

Waters of the state must also be of sufficient quality to support agpattes without detrimental
changes in the resident bi ol ogi0d41800ll)communi ti es.

Toxic substances may not be introduced above natural background levels in waters of the state in

amounts, concentrations, or combinatioret thay be harmful, may chemically change to harmful
forms in the environment, or may accumulate in sediments or bioaccumulate in aquatic life or

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 5



wildlife to levels that adversely affect public heakhfety, or welfare or aquatic life, wildlife or
othereesi gnated beneficial uses. ( AF1H0E8(@) Substance:

Human health must also be protected: waters of
adverse health effects associated with l@rgn exposure to toxic substas associated with
consumption of fish, shellfish and wa@4800330 ( iHu

(3))

Beneficial uses are designated for each water of the state and include fishing, aesthetic quality, fish
and aquatic I|ife, and wildlife and hunt-sng for
0410220, fANorth CoasOdl-ORa890, ntdihS OARst AB3BUBn o, OAR,
0300)

Oregon must evaluate the attainment status of each of these standards with respect to microplastics
pollution. To do so, Oregon should be evaluating all readily available information about

microplastics pollutionThere are increasingly comprehensive data sets that contain information on
microplastics pollution, and Oregon must evaluate these data to assess its marine and fresh waters for
impairment by microplastics.

Il. Microplastics Threaten Water Quality and Ecosystem Health

Mi croplastics, generally defined here as plast:i
emerging as a major threat to marine wildlife and water quality. The sources of microplastics
pollution include industrial and domestileaning products, medicines including consumer care
products and cosmetics, and synthetic textiles (Browne et al. 2011; BrowneéB20ther & Friot
2017) They also originate from plastic products such as Styrofoam, plastic grocery bags, plastic
bottles or other packaging that breaks down when plastic products fragment or degrade by either
photo, thermal, or biological degradation (Morfeérguson et al. 2010; Browne 2015). Another
common source of microplastics is plastic pellets, or nurdles, thasadeto manufacture plastic
products.

Microplastics are ubiquitous to coastal and marine environments, found at sites worldwide

from the poles to the equator (Bergmann et al. 2015a). Microplastic pollution covers the
oceands sur f ac e seafce, and permedtes shoreliree zeglimenis and the

water column (Barnes et al. 2009; Browne et al. 2011; Ivar do Sul & Costa 2014).

Microplastics are rapidly being dispersed globally and accumulating in remote locations far
from population centers, including in Arctic (Cézar et al. 2017) and Antarctic (Isobe et al.
2016) waters. It was recently discovered that both Arctic Sea ice and deep-sea sediments
from the Atlantic Ocean, Mediterranean Sea and Indian Ocean contain concentrations of
microplastics several orders of magnitude greater than those previously reported in highly
contaminated surface waters, such as those of the North Pacific Gyre (Obbard et al. 2014;
Woodall et al. 2014), indicating that desga sediments and sea ice are major sinks for
microplastics.

Unfortunately, the amount of plastic available to enter the world's oceans is on the rise, with a
predicted increase by an order of magnitude by 2025 without dramatic source reduction efforts and
improvements in waste management (Jamleeei. 2015). Global trends indicate that accumulations
are increasing in aquatic habitats (Thompson et al. 2004; Goldstein et al. 2013), consistent with

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 6



trends in plastic productidmcreasing 560 fold in just over 60 years (Thompson et al. 2004). The
rapidly growing body of research suggests that there is not one square mile of surface ocean
anywhere on earth that is not polluted with microplastics (M. Eriksen, pers. comms.). Tragically,
under a businesasusual scenario, the ocean is expected to aowiae ton of plastic for every three
tons of fish by 2025, and more plastics than fish (by weight) by 2050 (Ellen Macarthur Foundation
2016).

Mi croplastics comprise the majority of plastic
by Moore ¢ al. (2011) on plastic particles flowing from two rivers into coastal areas and beaches in
southern California found that plastic particles less than five millimeters in size were 16 times more
abundant and had a cumulative weight three times greatelatigen particles. Global estimates

indicate somewhere between 15 and 51 trillion plastic particles currently floating in the world's
oceans (van Sebille et al. 2015), 92 percent of which are microplastics (Eriksen et al. 2014).

While secondary microplassi those which originate from the degradation of large plastic waste into
smaller fragments once exposed to the marine enviroiimeake up a significant portion of

microplastics in the ocean, a recent report by the International Union for Conservaiato ief
demonstrates that primary microplastics are globally responsible for a major source of plastics in the
oceans (Boucher & Friot 2017). The study estimates that primary sources of micrdplastics
microplastics that are directly released into the enwiremt as small plastic particiesccount for

between 15 and 31% of all of the plastic in the oceans. The overwhelming majority of the losses of
primary microplastics (98%) are generated from land based activities. One of the largest contributors
of these pdicles stem from the laundering of synthetic textiles, which enter the marine environment
through wastewater treatment systemds. (

A growing number of studies demonstrate that microplastics harm a wide range of aquatic

species. Ingestion of microplastics by wildlife was first brought to light in 1987, when

surveys of Laysan Albatross and Wedge-t ai | ed Shear waters on Midway
Hawai 0i identified 90% of 50 chicks surveyed ha
other plastics in their upper gastrointestinal tract (Frye et al. 1987). 12 of 20 adult

shearwaters surveyed ingested plastic fragments or pellets 1-3 mm thick and 2-7 mm long

(Id). More recent studies suggest seabirds are particularly sensitive to plastic pollution due

to high frequency of ingestion, impacts on body condition and transmission of toxic

chemicals (Wilcox et al. 2015). More than 90% of seabird species are believed to have

ingested plastic globally, and by 2050 the percentage is estimated to increase to 99%,

resulting in increased mortality and decreased reproduction (Wilcox et al. 2015). Consistent with this
prediction, DonnellyGreenan et al. (2014) documented a dramatic increase in the amount of ingested
plastic in Pacific northern fulmarglmarus glacialis rogesii) washed up on beaches in Monterey

Bay, California between 2003 and 2007. Sea turtles are also highly vulnerable to plastic pollution. A
recent study found that over 50% of sea turtles worldwide are expected to have ingested plastic,

which can lead tgtarvation due to false sense of satiation, intestinal blockage, and transfer of
dangerous chemicals (Schuyler et al. 2012).

A quickly growing body of evidence points to bioaccumulation of plastics and adsorbed pollutants as
an increasing ecological tlaeto marine organisms as well as humans (Engler et al. 2012). For
example, Setéla et al. (2014) demonstrated the potential of microplastic particles to transfer via
planktonic organisms from one trophic level (mesozooplankton) to a higher level

(macrozoofankton), suggesting a clear pathway for the bioaccumulation of microplastics and
associated pollutants within the marine food web. Higher treliel organisms such as figlating

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 7



birds, omnivorous birds, and marine mammals are exposed to toxic corspaaiideir

consumption of prey. Even baleen whales, among the largest animals on earth, are exposed to micro
litter ingestion as a result of their filtdgeding activity; a recent study documented the presence of
phthalates traced to microplastic polutiin the tissue of stranded fin whales (Fossi et al. 2012).
Generally, typical polychlorinated -il@Bloldnyl|l s (A
when ascending major consumption levels in a food chain (Gobas et al. 1995). Specifically,

Was®&rman et al. (1979) reported that for marine food webs, concentrations of PCBs in zooplankton
range fr om <, Wherfad t®Bp consumérs, sugh agseals and fish, had ranges of PCBs
from 0. 03i1 Theref@d, 2 PCBgandyother contamitsaare abundant in lower trophic

levels, they will be amplified through the food chain to levels that can adversely affect higher

trophiclevel organisms. As a result, people who ingest fish may be exposed to dangerous levels of

PCBs (EPA 2006). Duetotheo x i nds accumul ati on properties, ma
safe level of exposure to PCBd)

Large pelagic fishes, including many consumed by humans, have been shown to ingest microplastics
(Romeo et al. 2015). Choy & Drazen (2013) repwat 119% of fishes sampled from 10 species

captured by the Hawaiian longline fishery had ingested plastic particles. Similarly, Rochman et al.
(2015) discovered that approximately a quarter of fish sold at markets in California and Indonesia for
human consmption had ingested anthropogenic debris, primarily in the form of microplastics and
microfibers from textiles. Considered in conjunction with the findings of Rochman et albj2013

which demonstrate the transfer of adsorbed pollutants from ingestadsptaghe tissues of fishes,
ingestion of plastic by fishes targeted for human consumption has potentially serious human health
implications that have yet to be thoroughly investigated (Bergmann et ah)2015

Because of micr opl asavdilable td inrtelrates,tinbleing dapost al s o
feeders such as sea cucumbers (Graham & Thompson 2009), the lug worm, that feeds by

stripping organic matter from particulates (Moore et al. 2011), gooseneck barnacles (Goldstein et al.
2013), oysters (GreerD26), clams (Davidson & Dudas 2016), and shore crabs (Watts et al. 2014). A
recent study of sceletarian corals on Australia's great barrier reef indicates ingestion rates of
microplastics similar to the rate of plankton ingestion (Hall et al. 2015). kdjesicroplastics were

found in the coral gut cavity, suggesting that ingestion of high concentrations of microplastic debris
could potentially impair the health of corals (Hall et al. 2015).

A third of shellfish found in seafood markets in Indonesia@alifornia contained anthropogenic

debris, primarily in the form of microplastics (Rochman et al. 2015). Mussels ingest microscopic
plastic of less than 1 mm, accumulate it in the gut and transfer it to the circulatory system (Brown et
al. 2008). Microplatics persist in mussels for over 48 days despite transfer to clean water, suggesting
similar fates for these particles in predators like birds, crabs, starfish, and even humans (Brown et al.
2008). European researches found microplastics present in talgebspecies cultured for human
consumption, with an average load of 0.36 particles per gram of tissue (Van Cauwenberghe &
Janssen 2014). They conclude that the annual dietary exposure of European consumers can be up to
11,000 microplasticdd). Planktonc Pacific oysterQrassostrea giggdarvae readily ingest

waterborne nanoplastic and microplastic polystyrene particles (Cole & Galloway 2015)sikato
polystyrene particles may permeate into the lipid membranes of organisms, altering the membrane
structure, membrane protein activity, and therefore cellular function (Rossi et al. 2014). Acute
exposure to microplastics results in significant biological effects including weight loss, reduced
feeding activity, increased phagocytic activity and transferemtiee lysosomal (storage) system

(Von Moos et al. 2012; Wagner et al. 2014; Browne et al. 2013; Lee et al. 2013; Rochman et al.
201%).
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Ecological impacts from plastic pollution on nearshore environments, such as sandy beaches, include
ingestion by avariety of organisms (Graham and Thompson 2009), sediment contamination from
leached plasticizers (Oehlmann et al. 2009), and adsorbed persistent organic pollutants (Rios et al.
2007). Carson et al. (2011) demonstrated how the presence of microplast@aairan beaches can

alter the physical properties of beaches such as heat transfer and water movement, and noted that the
observed effects may have broad ecological implications for a wide variety of beach dwelling
organisms and their eggs, including ¢aggans, mollusks, polychaetes, fish, interstitial meiofauna,

and sea turtles. Emerging research suggests microplastic pollution is capable of driving shifts in
ecological communities. A study by Green (2016) indicates that repeated exposure to high
concertrations of microplastics could alter community assemblages in important marine habitats by
reducing the abundance of benthic fauna.

The ability of plastics to adsorb hydrophobic pollutants from the marine environment is well

documented (Rios et al. 2007; Teuten et al. 2009). Many plastics adsorb PCBs, organo-

chl orine pesticides, polybrominated diphenyl s (
(APAHO), metals, and petroleum hydrocarbons, so
stomachs resulting in uptake by the animal (Teuten et al. 2009; Van et al. 2012; Rochman et

al. 201d). Indeed, it has been shown that seabirds that ingested plastic demonstrate higher PCB
concentrations in their fat tissues (Ryan et al. 1988), and seabird chicks fed plastics showed
inceasing PCB concentrations (Teuten et al. 20009)
recovered plastic debris globally (Hirai et al. 2011), bioaccumulate in foodwebs (Teuten et al. 2009)

and are linked with adverse ecological effects includingerde disruption, decreased fish

populations and reduced species richness (McKinley & Johnston 2010; Rochman etal. 2013

Plastic fragments can concentrate organic pollutants upstorids that of the surrounding seawater,

with release rates in an estlerm gut 30 times higher than in seawater (Bakir et al. 2014). Plastic
additives, such as Bisphenol A (ABPAO), phl al at
ingested plastics into the tissue of organisms inducing adverse effects incluthggmstmimicry

and reduced testosterone levels (Teuten et al. 2009; Rochman et &). &Il and microscopic

plastic fragments in particular present a likely route for the transfer of toxic chemicals to marine
organisms because of their large surfa to volume ratio, allowing for an increased uptake of
contaminants (Rios et al. 2007).

Finally, because plastics do not readily degrade and ardil@tbthey provide an effective invasive
species dispersal mechanism (Barnes et al. 2009; Gregd®y. F#agic plastic items are commonly
colonized by a diversity of encrusting and fouling epibionts, including barnacles, tube worms,
foraminifera, coralline algae, and bivalve mollusks (Gregory 2009) as well as unique pathogen
assemblages (Zettler et 2013). The environmental importance of this process is widely recognized,
as pelagic plastic, (including nar@nd microplastics) may be vectors in the dispersal of aggressive
and invasive marine organisms that could endanger endemic biota (Barne9@®gl. 2

Ill. Summary of Data on Microplastic Pollution in Oregon*
Oregondbs marine waters and beachpduticmane vidategni f i c

numerous water quality standards. The following is a brief summary of studies documenting the
presence of microplastics in Oregon state waters:
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1. Sea Turtles Forever 2012\l four beaches sampled demonstrated elevated levels of
microplastics, with an average of 228, 453, and 467 microplastic pelletsCape Blanco, China

Beach, and Whiskey Beach respectively. The average number of plastic pellets collected on Crescent

Beach increased dramatically from 95 pelletsh 2010, to343 in 2011 and to 721 in 2012.

2. Sea Turtles Forever 20141,616 plastic pellets, and over 3180g of microplastic were collected
on one square meter of beach at Fort Stevens State Park.

3. Jauregui 2017494 plastic microfibers were found in 30stgrs reared for human consumption
from six oyster vendors along the Oregon coast.

*See Appendix A for a summary of microplastics data, water bodies to be designated as impaired,
and water quality standard violations. These data demonstrate water Ipagiyments that are
described below.

IV. Water Bodies to Be Listed as Impaired and Water Quality Violations
1. State marine waters off Crescent Beach

The marine waters off Crescent Beach warrant listing because sediment samples from Sea Turtles
Foreve (2012) indicate various water quality violations summarized in Appendix A. Sea Turtles
Forever found that the level of microplastics on Crescent beach increased dramatically from 2010 to
2012. High volumes of microplastics on beaches indicate elevatedmoations of microplastics in
adjacent waterse(g.Wessel et al. 2016), suggesting waters off the Crescent Beach are laden with
microplastics and are impaired.

These data, which demonstrate a dramatic increase in microplastic pollution and associated
degradation of water quality, indicate waters

Anti degradati on water quality standards, which

or increased point and nonpoint sources of pollution, apdaiect, maintain, and enhance existing

0]

surface water quality to ensure the fub4l: protec

0004)

Data presented by Sea Turtles Forever (2012) reveal that Crescent Beach is inundated with
significant amounts of visually offensive plastic trash. High concentrations of plastic pellets are
certainly offensive to the sense of sight and inhibit aestheiyment when sunbathing,
beachcombing, sightseeing, and studying-fidel marine life. The recurrence an increase of
microplastic on Crescent Beach, year after year, shows that the adjacent waters are polluted.
Therefore, the marine waters off Crescena@eviolate the aesthetic quality beneficial use of the
North Coast Basin and should be listed as impaired. (OAR, ®3%0230)

Elevated and increasing levels of microplastics on Crescent Beach pose a threat to marine wildlife
including in shellfish, sa turtles, fish and seabirds.

Bour et al. (2018) recently demonstrated how environmentally relevant concentrations of microplastics
(25 mg/kg of sediment) negatively impact two species of sediment dwelling bivalves. Several other
studies have demonstegthow environmentally relevant concentrations of microplastics be deleterious to

marine fauna. For example, Green (2016) Wemonstr a

harmed a variety of marine benthic organisms including periwinkles, isogadisjams in lower
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intertidal to shallow subtidal zones on temperate beaches, indicating that numerous species of marine life
on Oregon beaches and in surrounding waters are likely to encounter detrimental concentrations of
microplastics. Indeed, Jaured@D17) documented nearly 500 microplastic fibers in 30 Pacific oysters
(Crassotrea gigasfrom various oyster farms along the Oregon coast, raising alarms about potential
impacts of microplastipollution on commercial shellfish operations and marine wildlife in Oregon

waters, as well as on the health of Oregonians who consume locally sourced shellfish.

The tendency for microplastics to concentrate toxic POPs is well documented, and digcussed a
length above. Various studies have documented elevated levels of POPs on microplastics found on
West Coast beaches.¢.Rios et al. 2007; Ogata et al. 2009; Van et al. 2012). Microplastics
prevalent on Oregon beaches exhibit significant levels of pemsisrganic pollutants, including

PCBs (Marc Ward, Sea Turtles Forever, pers. comms.). Evidence suggests microplastics and
associated adsorbed pollutants are capable of bioaccumulating and pose an increasing ecological
threat to marine organisms, incluginommercially harvested fish and shellfish (Rochman et al.

2013%; Rochman et al. 2015), as well as humans (reviewed by: Chae & An 2017).

Rochman et al. (2013 showed that fish exposed to microplastics with chemical pollutants sorbed
from the marine erikonment bioaccumulate these chemical pollutants and suffer liver toxicity and
pathology. Fish fed virgin microplastics also showed signs of stidss (

The harm to sea turtles from plastic pollution is discussed above. Considering three species of
federlly endangered sea turtle (Loggerhead tu@larétta caretty, Green turtle Chelonia mydas

and Leatherback turtl®®¢rmochelys coriacggOregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife)) frequent waters
off the Oregon coast, it is highly likely that endangeredsekes encounter microplastic pollution
off of the beaches considered here.

As discussed previously, Carson et al. (2011) demonstrates how the presence of microplastics on
beaches may have broad ecological implications for a wide variety of beachngwedjanisms.

Therefore, data presented by Sea Turtles Forever (2012) indicate shellfish and other benthic and
sediment dwelling organisms on Crescent Beach encounter concentrations of microplastics that could
potentially negatively influence their ecolodt is likely that fishes, sea turtles and seabirds also
encounter potentially damaging levels of microplastics in marine waters off Crescent Beach. The
water body in question therefore violates the High Quality Water Policy which protects beneficial

uses and water quality necessary to support fish, shellfish and wildlife propagation (OAR08140

0004 (6)) and various beneficial uses of the North Coast Basin including fishing, fish and aquatic

life, and wildlife (OAR, 8 346041-0230) and should be letl as impaired.

DEQ must also evaluate whether the data presented here demonstrate that marine waters

of f Crescent Beach violate the Toxic Substances
may not be introduced above natural background levels in waters of the state in amounts,

concentrations, or combinations that may be harmful, may chemically change to harmful

forms in the environment, or may accumulate in sediments or bioaccumulate in aquatic life

or wildlife to levels that adversely affect public health, safety, or welfare or aquatic life,

wildlife or other designated beneficial uses (OAR, §-84@-0033 (1)), as well as the Human Health
Numeric Criteria which protects fAOregonians fro
longtermexpoar e t o toxi c substances associated with ¢
(OAR, 8§ 340041-0033 (3))

2. State marine waters off Cape Blanco, China Beach, Whiskey Beach and Fort Stevens State Park
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The marine waters off Cape Blanco, China Be#l¢hiskey Beach, and Fort Stevens State Park
warrant listing because sediment samples from Sea Turtles Forever (2012; 2014) indicate various
water quality violations summarized in Appendix A. Sea Turtles Forever discovered 228, 453, 467,
and 11,616 microplais pelletsiz at the four beaches, respectively (Table 1).

Year Beach Plastic Pellets Plastic Pellets (g/m?)
(#/m?)

2010 Crescent Beach 9533 1.96

2011 Crescent Beach 34350 7.35

2012 Crescent Beach 721.50 1542

2011 Cape Blanco 228.00 4.62

2011 China Beach 45350 10.14

2011 Whiskey Beach 467.00 8.15

2013 Fort Stevens State Park 11616 212

Table 1. Summary of microplastic collected at five Oregon beaches. For detailed reporting see Appendix B.

As noted above, high volumes of microplastics on beaches indicate elevated concentrations of
microplastics in adjacent watels.@.Wessel et al. 2016), suggesting waters off the beaches listed
above are impaired.

Microplastics particles have been shown to accumulate in gut tissue of mivdéiss(edulig, and
subsequently translocate to the circulatory system, indicating mistiggland associated toxins

may bioaccumulate in food chains (Browne et al. 2011). A third of shellfish found in seafood
markets in California contained anthropogenic debris, primarily in the form of microplastics
(Rochman et al. 2015). Jauregui (2017) thasumented high levels of plastic microplastic fibers in
Pacific oystersQrassotrea gigasreared for human consumption at oyster farms along the Oregon
coast.

Taken together, these studies, in conjunction with data from Sea Turtles Forever (20)2; 2014
demonstrate that shellfish on and off the beaches considered here could be negatively impacted by
harmful concentrations of microplastics, and humans ingesting shellfish collected from the region are
likely being exposed to microplastics and associatdéidtants.

Choy and Drazen (2013) found that 19% of pelagic game fish sampled in the North Pacific had
ingested plastic. Rochman et al. (2BLl8emonstrated how chemical pollutants sortoech the

marine environment, as well as hazardous chemicals from the material itself are able to transfer from
microplastic particles to the tissue of fishes and bioaccumulate, inducing liver toxicology and
pathology.

Additionally, the work of Green (2®) illustrates how environmentally relevant concentrations of
microplastic are capable of harming a variety of marine organisms, indicating that repeated exposure
to high concentrations of microplastics could alter assemblages in marine habitat bygreducin
abundance of benthic fauna. Therefore, ocean surface waters off the Oregon beaches listed above
violate beneficial uses protecting and water quality necessary to support fish, shellfish and wildlife
propagation (OAR, 8§ 34041-0004 (6)) and various benehl uses of the South Coast Basin

including fishing, fish and aquatic life, and wildlife (OAR, § 3@41-0300) and should be listed as
impaired.
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DEQ must also evaluate whether the data presented here violate the Toxic Substances Narrative
(OAR, 8 340041-0033 (1)), as well as the Human Health Numeric Criteria. (OAR, $034®033

(3))

Lastly, DEQ must consider whether the elevated concentrations of microplastics found in ocean
waters off the beaches consi dewatedquditegstaadards, ol at e
which Aprevent unnecessary further degradati on
pollution, and to protect, maintain, and enhance existing surface water quality to ensure the full
protection of all existing beniefc i a | u s e s -041-0004) BeReficialluses @ddersely

impacted by microplastic pollution, as argued above, include fish, shellfish and wildlife propagation
fishing, fish and aquatic life, and wildlife.

4. Other water bodies should be considered

Data from studies that are conducted within Oregon State waters and along shorelines or adjacent
areas must be considered. A selection of data compiled by Kapp et. al (2018) demonstrate significant
levels of microplastic pollution in the Columbia river.iJhiver should be evaluated for violation of

state water quality standards including relevant beneficial uses, the High Quality Water Policy, and
Antidegradation.

Further, DEQ should evaluate data currently being collected by Dr. Elise Granek atdPtaitn
University on levels of microplastics in Pacific razor cla®siqua patuld to determine whether
marine waters off Oregon beaches violate various water quality standards.

VI. CONCLUSION

We urge DEQ to designate as impaired the specific water bodies identified in this letter. The

Department must consider all readily available data on the impacts of microplastics on the

State of Oregondéds waters for its water quality
Oregon's relevant wateuglity standards. Additionally, due to the unique properties of

microplastics, DEQ should adopt a water quality criterion particular to microplastics. A criterion of
filess than one it e mzfoodedimentsar miptheawatericdum@n®Bomm) m

more than one synthetic fiber50mk e di ment f or subti dal sedi ment sa
the measurement standards noted by Hid&gp et al. (2012). Finally, we urge the state to improve

its own monitoring program so that it can effeetivdetect microplastiegelated water quality

problems.

Sincerely,

Blake Kopcho

Oceans Campaigner

Center for Biological Diversity
1212 Broadway, Suite 800
Oakland, CA 94612
bkopcho@biologicaldiversity.org
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5. Comments from: BLM, Burns
District

From:Lindsay Davis
Subject: Comments to 2018/2020 Integrated Report
Date: Dec. 16, 2019

These comments are specific to the Donner und Blitzerh&siin.

The interactive map shows an ephemeral/intermittent tributary to Dry Krumbo -Grbédh flows into

Kern Reservoir, is listed as impaired for iron. (Record 14147). It is labeled in the information as "Bridge
Creek". Bridge Creek is actually to the South of this drainage. | beheyksting was

accidentallyapplied to this ephemeral/intermittent tribe, awad to the actual Bridge Creek itself.

Mud Creek (stream just south of Bridge Creek) is not included in the Assessment Area. | am not sure if
this is an oversight, but it is a perennial fish bearing stream that | believe was previously listed on the
303() list.

Lindsay A. Davies

Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Burns District, BLM

541.573.4409

6. Comments from: Willamette
Valley Mining Association

From: Tom Quintal
Subject DEQ Submits Mercury TMDL to EPA for Approval
Date: Nov. 25, 2020

" submitte attached comments submitted during theWillamette Basin Mercury TiMiblic comment
period.”

Because Oregon suction dredge miners were left otheVillamette Basin Mercury TMDL until the
July 392019 DEQ finally let miners know about the mercury TMDL for the Bohemia drkat is when
DEQ notified miners meetings would be scheduled in various locatiosigmitted some of the
attachments and my email outlining how DEQ left miners out ofabe. Il believe EPA folks need to
consider this information before approving 303d stream listings for the Bohemia mining district.

Tom Q. WVM
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/. Comments from: David Cooper

From: David Cooper
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Intergrated Report
Date: Nov.22, 2019

Dear Director Whitman,

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to list water bodies on farm and forestlarmdesisquality impaired

without data to support those listings, as it has done in its-2028 Integrated Report. | also oppose

DEQ's decision to include agricultural irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of water quality impaired
waterways. In ordeto be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as impaired must be
based on water body specific data and cannot be extrapolated from samples from neighboring waterways
or tributaries. To do otherwise is not sound science or sound ageliy DEQ's decision also appears

to be intentionally making agriculture and forest water quality look worse than data supports.

Farmers, ranchers, and foresters have always been good partners with DEQ and our designated
management agencies, the Depenit of Agriculture and the Department of Forestry. Forest and ag

lands have among the highest water quality in the state, and farmers and foresters have invested millions
in improving and protecting water quality. It is a poor way to reward our hardwitirla misleading

report that makes it look like farms and forests are experiencing declining water quality, particularly when
it appears that DEQ lacks actual data for a significant portions of the waterways listed.

| strongly oppose DEQ's decisiondrtrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data
collected from neighboring properties. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and may have experiéeiied di
current and historic riparian management. DEQ has presented no evidence that this extrapolation is
scientifically valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways without
first going through the necessary steglefermining that data actually shows an impairment.

In reviewing my farm, | am particularly concerned with DEQ's decision to list waterways that | have not
given DEQ permission to sample and where sampling has not occurred. | urge DEQ to revisit these
listings.

You have included a "phantom” waterway and designated it as impaired. The waterway that you have
identified that does not exist would be a part of the Threemile Creek drainage in Northern Wasco County
running SSE just to the East end of RenomgRd. In my nearly 74 years of having lived here | have

never know water to flow is this drainage.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Sincerely,

David Cooper

2270 Dry Hollow Rd

The Dalles, OR 97058
cooperorchards@gmail.com

8. Comments from: Kevin Schurter

From: Kevin Schurter
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Integrated Report
Date: Nov. 22, 2019

Dear Director Whitman,

I farm, and own property that woul drwhys. Ifindipact ed
insulting that these new rules are based on no factual findings in the actual waterways or ditches. It is
unreasonable to make up rules that have such broad sweeping effect without actually doing the necessary
work to support those ruleBlease stop trying to overreach and control every aspect of our lives with
baseless administrative rulings.

Thank you,
Kevin Schurter

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to list water bodies on farm and forestland as water quality impaired
without data tasupport those listings, as it has done in its 28080 Integrated Report. | also oppose

DEQ's decision to include agricultural irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of water quality impaired
waterways. In order to be scientifically defensiblejslens to list waterbodies as impaired must be

based on water body specific data and cannot be extrapolated from samples from neighboring waterways
or tributaries. To do otherwise is not sound science or sound agency policy. DEQ's decision also appears
to be intentionally making agriculture and forest water quality look worse than data supports.

Farmers, ranchers, and foresters have always been good partners with DEQ and our designated
management agencies, the Department of Agriculture and the DepanfrR@nestry. Forest and ag

lands have among the highest water quality in the state, and farmers and foresters have invested millions
in improving and protecting water quality. It is a poor way to reward our hard work with a misleading
report that maket look like farms and forests are experiencing declining water quality, particularly when

it appears that DEQ lacks actual data for a significant portions of the waterways listed.

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterwalyditomes based upon data
collected from neighboring properties. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and may have experienced differing
current and historic ripariamanagement. DEQ has presented no evidence that this extrapolation is
scientifically valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways without
first going through the necessary step of determining that data actually amawgairment.
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In reviewing my farm, | am particularly concerned with DEQ's decision to list waterways that | have not
given DEQ permission to sample and where sampling has not occurred. | urge DEQ to revisit these
listings.

Thank you for thepportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Kevin Schurter

6655 Fruitland Rd NE

Salem, OR 97317
schurtonfire@yahoo.com

9. Comments from: Marie Gadottli

From Marrie Gadotti
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Integrated Report
Date: Nov. 22, 2019

Dear Director Whitman,

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to list water bodies on farm and forestland as water quality impaired
without data to support those listings, as it has done in its-2028 Integrated Report. | also oppose
DEQ's decision to include agricultural irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of water quality impaired
waterways. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as impaired must be
based on water body specific data and cane@xirapolated from samples from neighboring waterways
or tributaries.

My husband and | live and farm in a drainage district with a drainage ditch running through our property.
We have been farming in this areas since 1969 and have improved our ap&vatiake water quality

the best that we can. These kind of ditches do not have yearly running streams that flow into the ditch.
These ditches also are pumped out through most of the year and when the ditches are low for many
months the water just staysthe ditch with vegetation growing and decaying as the seasons come and
go. It also goes without saying that the ditch on our property is not accessible without our permission
which has not been given to have samples taken.

We as farmers have workécelessly with the Department of Agriculture and the Department of
Forestry using the SB1010 program. We continually work with NRCS as well to do our part in keeping
water quality as a intergall part of our operation.

It is a poor way to reward our tthwork with a misleading report that makes it look like farms and forests

are experiencing declining water quality, particularly when it appears that DEQ lacks actual data for a
significant portions of the waterways listed.
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| strongly oppose DEQ's des@dn to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data
collected from neighboring properties. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and may haverequedifering

current and historic riparian management. DEQ has presented no evidence that this extrapolation is
scientifically valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways without
first going through the necessatgp of determining that data actually shows an impairment.

In reviewing my farm, | am particularly concerned with DEQ's decision to list waterways that | have not
given DEQ permission to sample and where sampling has not occurred. | urge DEQ tthesasit

listings and realize that many drainage and irrigation ditches are not "creeks " and have stagnent waters or
little flow for many months of the year.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Marie Gadotti

33717 Johnsons Landing Rd

Scapoose, OR 97056
mariegadotti@centurytel.net

10. Comments from: Timothy Winn

From: Timothy Winn
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Integrated Report
Date: Nov 22, 2019

Dear Director Whitman,

| strongly oppose DE® decision to list water bodies on farm and forestland as water quality impaired
without data to support those listings, as it has done in its-2028 Integrated Report. | also oppose

DEQ's decision to include agricultural irrigation and drainage e#t@h its list of water quality impaired
waterways. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as impaired must be
based on water body specific data and cannot be extrapolated from samples from neighboring waterways
or tributaies. To do otherwise is not sound science or sound agency policy. DEQ's decision also appears
to be intentionally making agriculture and forest water quality look worse than data supports. As a Benton
County Farmer, it concerns me that a governing agencild attempt to use it's authority and influence

to further any sort of antesource industry agenda.

Farmers, ranchers, and foresters have always been good partners with DEQ and our designated
management agencies, the Department of Agriculture aridepartment of Forestry. Forest and ag

lands have among the highest water quality in the state, and farmers and foresters have invested millions
in improving and protecting water quality. It is a poor way to reward our hard work with a misleading
report hat makes it look like farms and forests are experiencing declining water quality, particularly when
it appears that DEQ lacks actual data for a significant portions of the waterways listed.
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| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings ¢émuays and ditches based upon data
collected from neighboring properties. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and may have experienced differing
current and histotiriparian management. DEQ has presented no evidence that this extrapolation is
scientifically valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways without
first going through the necessary step of determining that dat@lgctiiows an impairment.

In reviewing my farm, | am particularly concerned with DEQ's decision to list waterways that | have not
given DEQ permission to sample and where sampling has not occurred. | urge DEQ to revisit these
listings.

Thank you forthe opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Timothy Winn

3405 NE Garden Ave

Corvallis, OR 97330
tandcwinn@gmail.com

11. Comments from: Lyndon Kerns

From: Lydon Kerns
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Intergrated Report
Nov. 22, 2019

Dear Director Whitman,

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to list water bodies on farm and forestland as water quality impaired
without data to support those listings, as it has done in its-2028 Integrated Report. | also oppose

DEQ's decisin to include agricultural irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of water quality impaired
waterways. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as impaired must be
based on water body specific data and cannot be exdtagdrom samples from neighboring waterways

or tributaries. To do otherwise is not sound science or sound agency policy. DEQ's decision also appears
to be intentionally making agriculture and forest water quality look worse than data supports.

Farmersranchers, and foresters have always been good partners with DEQ and our designated
management agencies, the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Forestry. Forest and ag
lands have among the highest water quality in the state, and farmdmsesters have invested millions

in improving and protecting water quality. It is a poor way to reward our hard work with a misleading
report that makes it look like farms and forests are experiencing declining water quality, particularly when
it appearshiat DEQ lacks actual data for a significant portions of the waterways listed.

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data

collected from neighboring properties. Water quality naturally differs fratembody to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and may have experienced differing
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current and historic riparian management. DEQ has presented no evidence that this extrapolation is
scientifically valid or soundnistead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways without
first going through the necessary step of determining that data actually shows an impairment.

In reviewing my farm, | am particularly concerned with DEQ's decision to list wagerthiat | have not

given DEQ permission to sample and where sampling has not occurred. All of our irrigation and drainage
ditches are listed as impaired without any known evidence. These ditches are not waters of the state but
private infrastructure. Weealocated along Klamath River near Keno.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Lyndon Kerns

9111 Highway 66

Klamath Falls, OR 97601
fbkerns@charter.net

12.Comments from: Adam Stinnett

From: AdamStinnett
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Intergrated Report
Date: Nov. 22, 2019

Dear Director Whitman,

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to list water bodies on farm and forestland as water quality impaired
without data to support those listings, as it haseda its 2018020 Integrated Report. | also oppose

DEQ's decision to include agricultural irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of water quality impaired
waterways. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies asdnpast be

based on water body specific data and cannot be extrapolated from samples from neighboring waterways
or tributaries. To do otherwise is not sound science or sound agency policy. DEQ's decision also appears
to be intentionally making agriculterand forest water quality look worse than data supports.

Farmers, ranchers, and foresters have always been good partners with DEQ and our designated
management agencies, the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Forestry. Forest and ag
landshave among the highest water quality in the state, and farmers and foresters have invested millions
in improving and protecting water quality. It is a poor way to reward our hard work with a misleading
report that makes it look like farms and forests apedencing declining water quality, particularly when

it appears that DEQ lacks actual data for a significant portions of the waterways listed.

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data
collectedfrom neighboring properties. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and may have experienced differing
current and historic riparian management. DEQ has presentettieoee that this extrapolation is
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scientifically valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways without
first going through the necessary step of determining that data actually shows an impairment.

lamunawareofan moni toring in the |l ocations | work in wi
completely unreasonable to lump these streams in with others without actually doing the work. Please
dondt make the mistake of | etting the DEQ get awa

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Adam Stinnett

338 Arvilla Ct
Sutherlin, OR 97479
astinnett0O4@gmail.com

13. Comments from: Craig Herman

From: Craig Herman
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Intetgd Report
Date: Nov 22, 2019

Dear Director Whitman,

| read your 22 page 204820 Draft Integrated Report and was disturbed by the maps of your identified
impaired water bodies. Just about every water body on farms and ranches was identifed as ifgaired.

a result, | strongly oppose DEQ's decision to list water bodies on farm and forestland as water quality
impaired without data to support those listings, as it has done in its22@D8Integrated Report. | also
oppose DEQ's decision to include agliiotal irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of water quality
impaired waterways. The agriculture drainage ditchs on my property are not impaired. In order to be
scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as impaired must be basatkobody specific

data and cannot be extrapolated from samples from neighboring waterways or tributaries. To do
otherwise is not sound science or sound agency policy. DEQ's decision also appears to be intentionally
making agriculture and forest watearality look worse than data supports.

Farmers, ranchers, and foresters have always been good partners with DEQ and our designated
management agencies, the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Forestry. Forest and ag
lands have among the higitevater quality in the state, and farmers and foresters have invested millions
in improving and protecting water quality. It is a poor way to reward our hard work with a misleading
report that makes it look like farms and forests are experiencing dgohaiter quality, particularly when

it appears that DEQ lacks actual data for a significant portions of the waterways listed.

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data
collected from neighboring pperties. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and may have experienced differing
current and historic riparian management. DEQ has presented no evidence thabiiigation is
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scientifically valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways without
first going through the necessary step of determining that data actually shows an impairment.

In reviewing my farm, | am particulariconcerned with DEQ's decision to list waterways that | have not
given DEQ permission to sample and where sampling has not occurred. | urge DEQ to revisit these
listings.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Craig Herman

13180 S CaruRd

Oregon City, OR 97045
ciherman@gmail.com

14. Comments from: Srinivas
Puram

From: Puram Srinivas
Subject: Water is precious save it globally
Date: Nov. 21, 2019

Respected sir /Madam

Water is very precious dife source survival imagine to create a drop of pure mineral rich oxygenate

water efforts to puin for manufacturing processe of course cannot create water in lab it not

feasible viable wise decisiorigdea optionswhich is abundantly naturaljylentiful available all around

us

We al | know natur eds wa bwithhappinédssof \weldleing pr esence ito
ltés from nature cycle fishes and ants to ani mal s
contribution towardgarthwith agriculture grains fruits. healthy vegetableslairy all direct indirect

commodity materials for better exjpnce existence of human living

In colonies to kingdom to present continents to nations topographical geographically historcaity pl
presencef past connect to water again

All around us of course water is available with different levels with different sowitte ppm depleted
guality and quantity viih various levels of pollution

All around wisdom of human nature knowing unkmagly ignoring pure nature with uncertainty of
future demands of water and it bonding of life and experiemrexxfstenceof healthy living
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We all unitedly love it for its prection for future generations

Millions of years glaciers presence with fisrming and sudden changglobal glaciers dis forming as
they are melting away at warning alarming rate leads to future major differebkems of nature
disasters

We need to care with concern afl continents around the globe with specific analf@idigher energies
levels to lower energies environmentally

Major imbalances started in and around nature as it is occurrencéepdthto crisis of all types
including unknown newer pollution of course all sky Air Water land aleitlg sea

| t stading up with leads to complicatediseases, droughts, soil erosions, famines, alarmingly fast
melting away of glaciers, tsunami. Tornadoes. Cyclones, earthquake, ice storms , desert storms, forest
fires, sea levels raising sign for overflowing andariersions of land it sea and land on sea flooding

W AT E R being approx 70/30 ratio of upper layer presence we all should love to honor by newer
technology at nanoscale for more of Cleaning all types of pollution nature naturally leads to cleaner
greene technology with new vision tachieve mission all around world

Newer subjects from primary school education with all types of dedicated energies environmental
awareness protection for dissolving issue crises problems to love for nature with all cotewtiebbgy
with zero pollution

Awards rewards gifts recognition with certificatd=or all students researchergientists teachers
professors programmers innovative ideas creatamsgjor problems solver of all above mentioned
disasters

As Newerscope for better ideas to culture cultivate all positive nature proteptigjact
programming effective efficient skills for future model for zero pollution with protection

Earthly itds protection at al lofolrdéiny paradiseheavenig E | cont
AR T H To be blessed with our newer ideas and healed all édisalsove mentioned are purely simple

concept ideas for nature and gracious to be honored

ITS FOR NOBLE CAUSE ONLY

Taken care in lighter way

We honor andhank all team And team leaders for all their continued growth contribution efforts for
bringing laurels and different organizations

Puram Srinivasa
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15. Comments from: Crook Soill
and Water Conservation District

From: Andy Gallagher
Subject:Public Comment
Date: Nov. 18, 2019

Crook County Soil and Water Conservation District is concerned with DEQ's decision to list water bodies

on farm lands as water quality impaired without sufficient da@itae district is also concerned about

DEQ's decision to includegdcultural irrigation ditches as water quality impairé€dDE Q&6 s deci si on
list certain waterways is inappropriate given the lack of data specific to given wateExdsegpolation

of data from one tributary to the next by lumpirigtirough 4 orderstreams is not an appropriate,

accurate or defensible way to characterize water quality in Crook County.

Agricultural producers are a driving force in improving water quality in Crook County and throughout the
state. Crook County SWCD has a history afking cooperatively with agricultural producers to this

end. This includes the implementation of practices designed to improve water quality and the collection of
water quality dataThis new method of designation appears to directly target agricududd as the

source of water quality impairments. Additionally, much of the water quality data that is used in your
designations was collected with the permission of private landowners who would not have consented if
they believed that the information wdube misused in this fashion.

Crook County Soil and Water Conservation District opposes DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of
waterways and ditches based upon data collected from neighboring properties.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Crook SWCD

Office 541-447-3548
Cell 4064504242

16. Comments from: Robert
Simerly

From: Robert Simely

Subject: Comments on Draft Intergrated Report from Bob Simerly
Date: Dec. 16, 2019

| Oppose DEQ's Draft Integrated Report.

| am an environmental professional and landowner in eastern Oregon and | strongly oppose DEQ's
decision to list water bodies on farm and forestland as water quality impaired without adequate data
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to support those listings, as it has done in its 22038 htegrated Report. | also oppose DEQ's
decision to include agricultural irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of water quality impaired
waterways. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as impaired must be
based on wat body specific data and cannot be extrapolated from samples from neighboring
waterways or tributaries. To do otherwise is not sound science or sound agency policy. DEQ's
decision also appears to be intentionally making agriculture and forest watey paditvorse than

data supports.

My credentials include:

BA Environmental Biology, California State University, Fresno
Certified Sustainability Specialist, American Society of Agronomy
Certified Professional Agronomist, American Society of Agronomy

In the case of my farm, which is situated on Fletcher Gulch between Nyssa and Adrian Oregon
(Figure 1), the determination that the waters are impaired are flawed for the following reasons.

The following were assessed as Impaired in 2002. | have owneddperty since 2001. | am not
aware of any water quality data collection occurring on my farm by DEQ during that period.

1. Temperature. Naturally the temperature of a water course varies on the time of year, time of day
and air temperature. The water retlateral is relatively deep and fast moving. The temperature of

the water flowing in it is not adversely high. Clearly the temperature has not been measured
appropriately. The water in the drains is relatively shallow and slow moving. The channels (ditch
walls) are approximately 10 to 15 feet deep and the waters are well shaded by vegetation. It is likely
that these waters are warmer than the lateral but still likely not excessively high even on a hot day.

2. Dissolved Oxygen is a function of temperatame | doubt these waters are low in dissolved
oxygen at any time of year.

3. pH: The waters and soils in the region where Fletcher Gulch is located are naturally slightly
alkaline resulting in a relatively high pH value.

4. The biecriteria has not begproperly assessed. There is a great deal of wildlife that routinely use
the waterways at this location including: frogs and other amphibians; bull snakes and other reptiles;
birds including songbirds, birds of prey, upland game and waterfowl; and mamuoiatiing

coyotes, badgers, skunks and other small animals. Over the years | have observed mule deer,
antelope, foxes, weasels, muskrat and other species using the water on this property. These animals
are supported by an abundance of naturally occurriggtaéon and insects at the bottom of the food
chain.

5. Total dissolved gases (see # 2 above).
6. The presence of Atoxic pollutantsd (mercury,

of the native minerals (pesticide residues notwithsty)dThese elements would have been present
in the environment prior to European settlement.
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7. TMDLs in the form of suspended solids are also native to our region. The vast majority of the soils
in the Fletcher Gulch drainage are silt loams which avagto movement by air and water. The

waters in this area likely would not have met current TMDL standards evenliuprpean

settlement times.

8. The assessment lists these waters as a fishery which it is not. There is no salmonid spawning;
historically, prior to the advent of irrigated agriculture, these waters did not flow year round. They
were washots during times of heavy rain.

The water that flow across my property is varied (Figure 2). First, there is an irrigation lateral. This is
water that ha been diverted directly from the Owyhee reservoir and travels much of the distance to
my property via buried pipelines. The water in the lateral emerges from a pipeline where it enters my
property. The second

One thing the assessment got right is thatdRler Gulch does not have a recreational or aesthetic
value. With the possible exception of bird hunting, it never has and should not be expected to.

Farmers, ranchers, and foresters have always been good partners with DEQ and our designated
managementgencies, the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Forestry. Forest and Ag
lands have among the highest water quality in the state, and farmers and foresters have invested
millions in improving and protecting water quality. It is a poor way tearel our hard work with a
misleading report that makes it look like farms and forests are experiencing declining water quality,
particularly when it appears that DEQ lacks actual data for a significant portions of the waterways
listed.

| strongly oppose BQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data
collected from neighboring properties. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and magxperienced differing
current and historic riparian management. DEQ has presented no evidence that this extrapolation is
scientifically valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways
without first going through the sessary step of determining that data actually shows an impairment.
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Figure 1i General location of Fletcher gulch, eastern Oregon.
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Figure 2i Location and type of waterways on Simerly property Nyssa, OR

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Robert (Bob) Simerly MBA, CCA
Agronomist

848 Klamath Ave.

Nyssa, OR 97913

17. Comments from: City of
Corvallis

From: Chad Wolfe
Subject City of Corvallis Integrated Report Comments
Date: Dec. 16. 2019

The City of Corvallisappreciatesthe opportunityto commenton Oregon's2018/2020ntegrated
report.

We havereviewedthe reportand havethe following generaland Assessmentnit (AU)-specific
commentsto submitto DEQ for consideration.
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GeneralComments:

Werecommendreakingup HUC/AU ID into smallerareas.In thatway, the datawould bemore
representativef the areasampledlfthatis not done ,we believeaverylargenumberof additional
samplesvould needto be collected. We don'trecommendhis additionalsampling asit is cost
prohibitive.

Werecommendoloringstreams foall 5 categorie®n theinteractivemap,and usingcolorsthat are
notsimilar to eachother,in orderto improve comprehension.

2. FrazierCreek(OR_WS 170900030609 02.04297):
Pleaseprovide the sitedescriptionfor MLoclD 3508G0RDEQ.
This streamis indicatedasimpaired for Dissolved Oxygen (DO)

1. TheDO classificationis coolwater,andthe criteria iggreaterthan6.5mg/l DO

11.  Our concernis that all sevendatapoints listed were 9.1 mg/l or greater,which showsthat all
samplesverein alignmentwith the criteria. Thereforewe are not understandinghe ‘impairment’
determinationfor the stream. We believethis AU is incorrectly listed basedupon the dataprovided.

3. Lower Marys River (OR_WS_ 1709000302102 104263):
Therewas nodataprovidedfor this AU.
This streamis indicatedasimpaired for BioCriteria
i. Listedas"CAUSEUNKNOWN -IMPAIRED BIOTA"

11. OurconcernsthattheLower MarysRiverislistedasa Category5s,which
meanghatthedata showedhereis a20%lossin taxafor onesampleor
15%lossfor multiple samplesHowever,therewasno dataprovidedto
justify theconclusion.WerequesthatDEQ providethe dataheyused,
sowe canreviewit aswell. IfPREDA TORwasnotusedto ascertairthe
taxaloss,werequesthatDEQ supply the studyhatled to the
determination.

111. We do notunderstandhemeaningof thelisting "causeunknown-impaired
biotd'. We requestthat DEQ explain thatcommentand provide the data
for howthatdeterminatiorwasderived

4. GreasyCreek(OR_WS_170900030204_0202256):

a. Pleaseprovide site descriptionfor SNF040
b. This streamis indicatedasimpaired for temperature.

1 Temperatureriteriais Corecold Waterof 16C,andsahnorandtroutrearing
andmigrationof 18C. Fourteerperceniof thedatapoints (869 outof 2609)
weregreaterthan orequalto 16C.

11. Thedatawas collectedfrom 20102013.
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111. Thecriteriais any 2 exceedancesf the 7 DADM within 3 years. The
datasupportsthe determinationfor the time period.

iv. Our concernis thatthe criteriais basedupon a threeyear period.
Howeverthe datawas only collectedover four yearstotal. The first two
yearshad no exceedanceall exceedancewerein 2012and2013. We
believemore data shoulthavebeencollectedto ascertainwhetherthe two
final yearswereanomaliesWe requestthat DEQ provide an explanation
for why more datawas not collected.

v. We believeit is importantto know whetherair temperatureexclusionand
low flow condition evaluationswere performedon the data. If they have
not beendone,we requesttheseevaluationsbe performed and the results
addedto the datafile spreadsheet.

The City of Corvallis would like to expressour gratitudeto the DEQ for all the hardwork they
havedonein gatheringand disseminatingthe integratedreport. We recognizethe enormity of the
taskperformedandthe work still to be done.

If thereis anyassistanc€ity staff canprovidein investigatingour concernspleasdet usknow.

Sinccrcly,/—\ .
el

J

18. Comments from: Association
of Oregon Counties

From Mark Owens, Margaret Magruder
Subject: 2018 2020 Integrated Report Comments from AOC

Date: Dec. 16, 2019

AOC ASSOCIATION OF
OREGON COUNTIES
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The Association of Oregon counties 1s writng to oppose DEQ)'s decision to list water bodies throughont
the state as water quality impaired without data to suppert those listings, as it has done m its 2018-2020
Integrated Report. We also oppese DEQ's decision to include agricultural imigation, drainage ditches,
and other man-made ditches in 1ts hist of water quality impaired waterways. These are not natural
waterways, and we are concerned about the long-term ramufications to counties and our constifuents of
the agency making this large pohicy change.

AQC also opposes DEQ's decision to extrapolate hstings of waterways and ditches based upon data
collected from neighbonng properties by pocling data on a watershed wide scale. Water quality naturally
differs from water body to water body, particularly when those waterways are under different ovmerships
and may have expenienced differing current and historic ripanan management. DEQ) has presented no
evidence that this extrapolation 1s scientifically valid or sound. Instead, 1t appears to be an attempt to hist
and regulate waterways without first gomg through the necessary step of determuming that data actually
shows an impairment. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as impaired
must be based on water body specific data and cannet be extrapelated from samples from neighboring
waterways o mbutanes. To do otherwise 13 not sound science or sound agency policy. Without using
actmal data, DEQ) mav be making water quality on coumty lands, which are largely agricultural and forest
lands, look worse than it may actually be. Agniculture and timber jobs are critical to economic and social
stability m mural counties. Destalilizing these sectors without specific and venfiable data 15 bad public

pohicy.

Chur comnty commissioners, along with their fanm, ranch and forest constituents, have always been good
partners with DEQ) and their associated non-point source designated management agencies, the
Department of Agniculture and the Department of Forestry. Forest and agriculmral lands have among the
]Jighes.t water gquality m the state, and counties, fanmers, ranchers and foresters have sigmficant
mvestments over time improving and protecting water quality. It 1s disappomting that the report makes 1t
lock like county lands, especially farm and forest lands, are experiencing dechining water quality,
particularly when it appears that DEQ lacks water body specific data for significant portions of the
waterways hsted.

We are disappointed that the agency did not reach out to county officials about the Integrated Report prier
to listing the vast majonty of our waterbodies as water quality impaired. We believe we were entitled, as
local government, to forewaming and a mere in depth discussion of the methodelogies used and the
assumphions that the Inteprated Report makes about waterways in our counties, particularly when the
agency has made some very significant pelicy calls that will have a direct impact on counties and county
land.
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AQC’s Water Policy Principles are based on supporting a formal relationship with agencies with
significant roles in establishing and miplementing water policy in the state; along with the values of
collaberation; applying sound, venfied, peer reviewed science, and achieving balance.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we hope we can have a more productive dialogue about
the Integrated Report moving forward.
Sincerely,

Mark Owens

Commussioner, Harmey County

Co-Chair, Natural Fesources Steening Committee
mark owens(iico. harney.or.us

P |
m ra

by, L M
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Cotonmssioner, Columbia County

Co-Chair, Natural Fesources Steening Committee
margaret magmder@ico.columbia or ns

19. Comments from: Northwest
Environmental Advocates

From: NinaBell
Subject: NWEA Comments on 2018 303(d) list/assessment
Date: Dec. 19, 2019

NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL ADVOCATES

DEQ is incorrectly calling this a fA2018/2020 Inte
DEQ is relying was issued on May 2, 2018 for data collected between Janua®g hri2l

December 31, 201 BeeDEQ Online Subscription$ntegrated Report 2018 Call for Data

(May 2, 2018). DEQ cannot just tack on 20200 bec
list to EPA for approval in 2020. EPA has not allowed this in the past with Washington State.

For example, when the Washington Department of Ecology submitted a list that was purportedly

its 2014 list, EPA informed the state that it was approvingthe liska84 2 | i st fAbecause th
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assessment includes data collected only through M
EPA, to Heather Bartlett, Ecology, R&pproval of Washington State 2012 303(d) [Jsty 22,
2016).

Il. Comments on the Listing MethodologySubmitted as Comments on the List
In this section, we are a

proposed 303(d) lisGeeDEQ,Re s ponse t o
Methodology, Submitted to: EPA Region($@ég . 20

ddressing some of DEQO&6s
Comments to Oregonbdés 201:¢
18) (hereinafter fAResponNS

A. Weighing More Recent Data

DEQ notes that it wildl Aipl ace more weight on rec
concl ddsian. 8. We do not object to DEQO&6s | ooking
demongtates that an impairment has been resolved; however, DEQ should also be looking to see

if the reason for the apparent disappearance of the problem is unrelated to the underlying reason

for the original listing. For example, if it were a pollutant that rests itself in low water and

there are a series of high water years, or a discharger temporarily suspends its operations. A

little bit of common sense should be inserted int
weight on more recent data, just as@might not consider data that come from a-tme spill,

the effects of which are not expected to linger in the environiBeet.e.g., icat 3, response 2.

~+ D

B. Downstream Protection

I n its Response no. 3, DEQ sthbdbelsi sthadsandwi sha&ti
Assessment Units as Category 3B for IdatB.servative
The use of the word fisandwicho is not particular/l
unitupstream is listed and one downstream is listed as violating water quality standards, leading

to the inference that the one in the middle is at least a likely candidate for-tgdlovenitoring.

While Oregon has not, to the best of our knowledge, ad@ptekd into its water quality

standards that i mplements the federal requirement
the appropriate criteria for those uses, the State shall take into consideration the water quality

standards of downstream watemnd shall ensure that its water quality standards provide for the
attainment and maintenance of the water quality s
131.10(b), it is required to interpret its water quality standards in a fashion that meets this

requirement. If DEQ is aware that the source of the pollutant in the most downstream end of this
metaphorical sandwich stems from, in whole or in part, the assessment unit in the middle, DEQ

is obligated to list that unit as violating the requirementwéager quality standard that it protect

downstream standards. As such, this assessment unit would not be listed under Category 3B but,
rather, under Category 5. Thus, DEQ is incorrect
list water bodieswiar e t here is [ si c] RespongwiCammenas3.support a |
Likewise, DEQ fails to recognize how the change in its Columbia River assessment units will

provide the protection required by the abaited standards regulation as well as canreense.

In our comments on the Draft Methodology, we noted that the use of small assessment units

could reduce protection on the Col umbi a. DEQbGs r e

Smaller assessment units on the Columbia (8.6 miles on average) and Snake Rivers @® mile
average) provide a more refined look at where impairments may occur along a larger river
system. It does not result in a lessening of water quality protections. Rather than a blanket listing
of the entire river which may result in an inefficient ubeesources to address an impairment
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that does not exist in all reaches, the impairment may be more confined to a particular reach.
Resources may then be targeted to specific areas of impairment.

Response to Commerats5. DEQ is mistaken in stating thsahaller assessment units do not

result in a lessening of water quality protections. Since the only water quality protections that
Oregon implements, albeit in the slowest possible manner, are those in NPDES permits, and
DEQ conducts its analysis odasonable potential to cause or contribute to violations of water
guality standards based on the location of the discharge pipe, making assessment units smaller
can indeed result in a disconnect between outfalls/mixing zones and impairments in assessment
units. This would not be as significant an issue if DEQ properly applied the requirements of 40
C.F.R. 8 131.10(b) requiring the protection of downstream waters. The failure to do so, and the
DEQO6s focus on attempti ng uance odNPBPESpermitsinthed 3 ( d) | i st
first place, does point to lessened protections. On the other side of the ledger, when DEQ argues
that more geographically limited 303(d) listings will result in more efficient and targeted use of
resources, it is unclear tchat DEQ is referring. If it is that a TMDL will be more targeted, that

is unlikely because such an investigation would necessitate a broader examination of the area in
any event. If DEQ is referring to some other resource targeting, short of lookingzrddus

waste site, this is disingenuous. DEQ does not target resources to nonpoint source controls and
this listing approach reduces the likelihood that NPDES sources will be given discharge
restrictions rather than increases them.

C. Listings on the Bais of Designated Use Impairment

I n Response no. 8, DEQ emphasizes its decision to
available by applying criteria for pollutants or parameters and determining which beneficial uses
ar e i mpRespohse w Canmentis4. DEQ directs readers to a table in its draft

Methodology that links specific parameters with the uses that those criteria are intended to

protect. This is not a response to the comment that was made, a comment that pertains to, as

DEQ quotes but ignores, Afhow the state assesses t
how DEQ uses data and information that are not wa
is not how DEQ tied uses to numeric criteria in the listimacess but whether DEQ uses

designated use impacts alone as the basis for listing.

DEQbs Call for Data cannot possibly ensure that s
impairmenthave submitted data and information because DEQ makes clear that it only accepts

data for which fAisurface water quality wil!/ be ass
physical, and biological par amet er dichtiso water qual

related to the fiaccuraO®©yegbndtbe288adaBpl atkegcatiednRé
for Data Submission Guidelingsndated). While DEQ does not state categorically that it will
not accept data and information regarding designated useringdj it implies that it will not.

I n additi on, it states that it owi || Aprio
|l i sted address designated uses. I'n additi
pertain to thegoals of the Clean Water Act, a quotation from the Oregon narrative

criterion that is otherwise ignored, and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wd#@DEQ),
Met hodol ogy for Oregondés 2018 Water Quality Repor
(Sept. 2019) (hereinafter fA2018 Methodol ogyo) .

ritize d
on, al |

D. Listings on the Basis of the Antidegradation Policy

DEQ is remarkably itinformed as to the meaning of the antidegradation policy. In response to
comments that DEQ is required to use the policy in makasgssments of water quality, DEQ
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responds that A[w]ith regard to the commenters <co

concerns, DEQ will assess t he RespdnsetorCenumentsv ed agai n
at 6. First, fANgatwhataobeenatspeesedsé@npghi nsto desig
water quality data whereas other Ainformationd ma

example, reproductive failure in wildlife caused by toxic contaminants in water is evidence of a

desgnated use impairment but is not water quality data. But DEQ misses the bigger point here,

namely that existing uses may not be designated or not clearly designated. For example,

whereas wildlife is a designated use, the absence of any informationsataafipecific wildlife

in specific waters renders this a purely academic sort of protection. DEQ does not seek to

protect amphibians, for example, in location or by criteria, in any of its regulatory programs.

Therefore, in response to a comment that DE@travaluate data and information against

fexisting uses, 0 which include those that have no
designated as to not be apparent, DEQ says that it will evaluate against designated uses, thereby

missingthe entire point. That DEQ goes on to say that it will evaluate new locations of uses is

also entirely beside the point. The antidegradation policy protects existing uses regardless of

whether they have been designated. As NWEA has fully explained réiyeatetecting

existing uses does not mean merely what DEQ suggests, whether uses have popped up where

DEQ did not believe they were present, as in DEQ®6
have been locally extirpated since 1975.

GiventhatDEQhasnl y designated wildlife uses broadly wit
designation given to salmonid life cycle stages, DEQ has actually provided these uses with zero
protection other than indirectly through salmonids, which provides no protectior witdlife

occupy norsalmonid streams. A full discussion of two wildlife spedigke Southern torrent
salamandemRhyacotriton variegatysand the Coastal tailed fro§scaphus truéi for which

DEQ provides no protection throughout the majority of streatwarks is set out in a letter

from Nina Bell, NWEA, to Dan Opalski, EPA, R8regon Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control

Program; Protection of the Designated Use of AmphibiansinsihkBe ar i ng (AType NO)
Streams Through the MidCoast Implementation REAMPL (Oct. 5, 2012). Protection must be

established through the DEQ process of evaluating data and information against applicable water

guality standards, namely the 303(d) listing process. Without this evaluation, DEQ will take no

regulatory action, incding inclusion in future TMDLSs, to protect these species.

E. Failure to Use All Readily Available Data and Information

In response to comments thater alia, DEQ has not used data and information from tribes, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, theattional Marine Fisheries Services, the Oregon Department

of Fish and Wildlife, the Oregon Department of State Lands, Soil and Water Conservation
Districts, academic institutions, the Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership, the Columbia
River Estuary Stug Taskforce, and other organizations and institutions that routinely monitor or
publish studies on water quality and designated uses in Oregon, DEQ asserts that sending out an

emailt o over 4,000 entities and individuals is al/|l t
incorrect. First, DEQ concludes that its obligation stops with its effort to solicit data, stating that
ADEQ is required under tdbleda@WMACRR®L3GDI i cit all rea

( b) ( 5) Responrise t) omrhedis7. That misreads the EPA regulations that start with the
following:

Each State shall assemble and evaluate all existing and readily availablguaétgrelated data and

information to @velop the list required by 8§ 130.7(b)iind 13 0. 7(b) (2). At a mini
and readily available wateuality-r e | at ed data and i nformationd inclu
existing and readily available data and information aboufoll@ving categorie®f waters:
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(i) Waters identified by the State in its most recent section 305(b) regopasr t i al | y meet i ngo
meetingod designated uses or as fAthreatenedo;
(i) Waters for which dilution calculations or predictive models ¢atitnonattainment of applicable
water quality standards;

(i) Waters for which water quality problems have been reported by kiedé, or federal agencies;
members of the public; or academic institutions. Theeganizations and groups should be actively
solicited for researctney may be conducting or reporting. For example, university researchers,

the United States Department of Agriculture, the National OceaniAtamaspheric Administration, the
United State Geological Survey, and thunited States Fish and Wildlife Service are good sources of
field data; and

(iv) Waters identified by the State as impaired or threatened in a nonpoint

assessment submitted to EPA under section 319 of the CWA or in any

update®f the assessment.

40 C.F.R. § 130.7 (b)(5) (emphasis added). These regulations squarely place the burden on DEQ

to assemble and evaluate all existing and readily available water geddityd data and

information to develop the list without exceptiortiuding the exception that DEQ might have
solicited but not received data so |l ong as it 1is
there are data and information published on agency websites and in scientific journals or

referenced in agenayews letters that could be obtained through an internet search, personal

email, or phone call to the source. That is because the regulations also go on to specify that at a minimum

the phrase fAreadily avail abl eoroblemz| udes A[ w] aters
have been reported by local, state, or federal agencies; members of the public; or academic
institutions. o | f the problems have been reported
readily available, and DEQ is required to assemble and evdhggteeven if the agencies in

guestion do not respond to DEQ6s mass email i nvit
various entities fishould be solicitedodo for resear
theobl i gati on that the AState shall assemble and ev
Second, as it describes, DEQ solicits frelevant w
the kind of information that some of the listed agencies and institutions collect and analyze, e.g.,
pollution impacts to designated uses. These entit
fifidata and informationd that excludes information

designated use impairment in the absence of ambient water qaaddifyace in fact, matters that

DEQ should be asking for and they should be providing. The vast majority of the public

believes that the phrase fAwater quality standardo
fraction of people, even among thoskonnderstand the legal definition of a water quality

standard is more than the numeric criteria, grasp that in regulatory programs regulatory agencies

are required to use that full | egal definition. T
does ot specify all of the kinds of data and information that it will compare to-&j#oved

water quality standards including designated and existing uses, it has not, in fact, complied with

EPA regulations and guidance to actively solicit organizationsratidduals. If this were not

clear from EPA regulations on standards, EPA makes it even more clear by setting the

requirement out in the 303(d) listing regulations.

40 C.F.R. A 130.7(b)(3) (AFor the purposes of
l i sting waters unweetrerA dqBal.i7t(yp)st arhceartckerarp @l i cabl ¢

6applicabl e water quality standardsd refer to tho
section 303 of the Act, including numeric criteria, narrative criteria, waterbody uses, and
antidegradation e qui rement s. 0). A solicitation that is nar
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an equally narrow response.
F. Evaluations and Listings DEQ Admits it Continues to Fail to Do

In its Response to Comments, DEQ admits that it continues to fail to list watatdeast the

following bases:

A 1ldentification ldfat4waters as fAthreatened. 0

A Flow modlatf i 2at(bPBQ offers that fAanyone who bel i
may be impacted due to flow modification may submit data and evidence identifging

poll utants and beneficial uses affectedo however
include flow modification and only references fwa
Subscriptionsintegrated Report 2018 Call for DatagMay 2, 2018). Moreover, DEQ

implies that flow modifications must affect pollutants as well as beneficial uses, which is

incorrect as an effect on the uses is sufficient to constitute an impairment.

Fish tissueResponseto Commets 15 (ADEQ was unable to include a
assessinfi sh ti ssue and/or sediment contamination by
A Sedi ment Ml ues of toxics.

A Narratidve( tDE®ewiilal. be setting priorities for e\
in future Integrated Reports. Developing a method would regusignificant amount of

resources, since it is not a direct interpretation of water quality standards, and may be

undertaken for f utSeeasoibdantt elgér a(tfieDdE (R enpuosrtt sd.eov)e.l o p
protocols to implement the narrative criteria and to Hatedone so for a limited number

of narrative criteria. DEQ has developed several assessment protocols that apply

narrative criteria in conjunction with available numeric criteria for related pollutants that

are protective of beneficial uses or that TMDi#l target. See 2018 Methodology

protocols for biocriteria, harmful algae blooms, use of beach advisories due to bacteria

levels, turbidity impacts to drinking water, and use of fish consumption advisories due to

toxic substance |l evels in fish. o).

A wifelimpairmentld. at 15 (ADEQ will review all studies,
submitted during the data call period and will use its best professional judgement to

determine whether enough evidence eeiists to concl
not supported, and it is in fact i mpaired. o). DEQ
have been previously submitted and that DEQ has access to without their being submitted

during the data call period.

A Al bases Idof ( GolwpbéaiRivem@ the example presented) was

previously listed as impaired for DDE, PCBs and PAHs based on fish consumption

recommendations from both Oregon and Washington. As a result, the toxics present in

fish tissue as ref cdree madad eisrs eDME Qs orugo rt th ewiTIMDL p
Listing on all bases is important because when DEQ develops TMDLs it limits them to

only the impairment bases upon which they were initially listed.

A Nut Respensé¢ts Commerts 21 (fAan as gyefasurentstvasmet hodol o

not undertaken at this time. o).

A Sedi melmt atti2offian assessment methodology for sed
undertaken at this time. o).

A Designéhaed24se8Gi ven the absence of [turbidity]
to conclude that a designated use is not supported and a water body is impaired for a

speci fic parameter. 0).

A Antideldatdabi oRhDEQ is open to considering addit
antidegradation in the 303(d) listing process if EPA dewetppdance on how to align

the antidegradation policy with the listing process where the focus is to identify waters

that are degraded and i mpaired. o).
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A Mi cr oSed 2018 Metlwdology 75 76.
A Ocean aSeedat?6i &7at i on .

Inresponsed a comment that DEQ6s call for data should
2017, DEQ stated that: AThe focus of the I ntegrat
status of the water bodi es i nardatawingowm . As such, DE

provides the most current andResppiseto@mmentsnf or mat i o
at 6. While DEQ is certainly correct that most recent data is most current, it is equally true that:

(1) expensive studies from long ago have nenbeplicated in recent years and are likely not to

be in the near future; (2) where DEQ has in years prior to ten years ago refused to review data
and information due to overly narrow interpretations of its obligation to issue a 303(d) list, it is
manifestly incorrect to not consider those data and information now, particularly if the cost of
obtaining these data is prohibitive; and (3) noting the extensive areas in which DEQ has still not
established assessment methods, applying date restriatiatataoand information that pdate
methodologies once they are established clearly will result in a failure to identify waters that do
not meet water quality standards based on readily available data and information. DEQ also

st at es t h a trallioftthe datalit feceites m itscall ebeedata and make a determination
about whether this represents the id,butthant condi ti
leavesopen whether DEQ is expecting the public tsubmit data and information that have
already been submitted in prior years and if DEQ has this expectation on what basis. If data and
information have been submitted prior to the time that DEQ has estaldishethod of

evaluating the data and information, it is clearly readily available because DEQ already has it in
hand.

G. Category 4B Listings

DEQ has failed to provide an opportunity to comment on the entire list. According to its

database, DEQ has kst four waterbody segmedtdNorth Umqua River (total dissolved gas),

North Myrtle Creek (ammonia), Willamette River (pentachlorophénahder Category 4B but

it has not made these 4B determinations available to the public. In contrast, DEQ states that the

use of Category 4B i s RaspandejocCommentsd. In@ddibon,i ¢ c omment . O

DEQ failed to respond to the comments that reques
period of timed is for purposkidnresgonse,®EQ | i sti ng wa
simply copied the information for Category 4B fro

include the specific language of the EPA guidance pertaining to the issue of the period of time.

SeeEPA, Guidance for 2006 Assessment, Listing and RiggoRequirements Pursuant to

Sections 303(d), 305(b) and 314 of the Clean WatetJatt 29, 2005) at5% 6 ( i Wh a't
constitutes a reasonable period of time for purpo
informationabout how it uses the factors suggested by EPA to determine whether a period of

time is reasonable. Without access to the proposed 4B findings, the public cannot provide

comments on them.

Ill. Additional Comments on the Proposed 303(d) List

A. D E Q daxlololhert Light of the Available Database

Pollutants and pollution that are not available to search for in the database include but are not limited to:
localized extirpation of existing or designated uses, nitrogen, reproductive failure

(and other advee population effects) of aquatic and aqudépendent designated wildlife uses,

threatened waters, fish tissue toxics, sediment toxics, synergistic effects of multiple pollutants,
nutrients, secalled emerging pollutants such as pharmaceuticals andhpécswe products
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(PPCP), and sedimentation (for new data).
B. Listings Must Identify All Applicable Criteria Violated

It is not possible to know which criteria in water quality standards that DEQ considers to have
been violated for individual segmentsdause DEQ does not provide that level of information.

In addition to keeping the public in the dark, it is important that DEQ identify all chteria
numeric and narrativethat are violated and all uses that are not supported because of the
ramifications or future regulatory actions, including under section 303(d) of the Clean Water
Act. DEQ has taken the position that in the event it prepares a total maximum daily load
(TMDL), it will address only the basis upon which the waterbodies were listed. Sxdimple,

if there is no listing for impacts to human health, aquatic life, or wildlife, the TMDL will
similarly not evaluate whether those aspects of the applicable water quality standards will be
protected, leaving the possibility that the TMDL will no¢@t all water quality standards.
Moreover, as DEQ begins to adopt variances for water quality standards, those may have the
practical effect of rendering other criteria more applicable. For example, if a mercury variance
essentiallynullifies the human health criteria for mercury, it may leave the criteria for aquatic
life protection being the more applicable criterion. In that event it would be important for people
taking regulatory actions, as well as the public, to know if thgir@ily-less protective criterion

is now the controlling criterion. And in that context, it would be important to know if the current
water quality is violating the controlling criterion.

One example of this problem concerns seasonality. DEQ has listédwrer Columbia River

as impaired for temperature. However, this is just a part of the picture. One could conclude that

the violation is of the 20° C numeric criterion applicable at the hottest time of the year (and

accompanied by additional narrativeteria that we know DEQ ignores). DEQ has likely not

evaluated in this assessment the question of whether the narrative criteria of cold water refugia

and temperature timing have been met but it is impossible to determine from the scant

information madeaval abl e to the public. For exampl e, EPA h:
July river temperatures at Bonneville Dam (Panel B) over the past 60 years has resulted in earlier

mi gration of Col umbi a ®lumb&a Rives@oldl Water BefugemPImon. 06 EPA,
DRAFT(Oct. 2019) at 57. If DEQ has not identified this as a violation of standards in its 303(d)

list, it has erred. We are also fairly certain that DEQ has not identified a violation of the water

guality standard that requires protection of the dedaghuses in addition to the numeric

criterion and its associated narratives, namely the 2015 massive death of sockeye salmon

migrating through the Columbia River. As EPA described it recently:

Figure 4-8 shows how survival of sockeye from Bonneville DemMcNary Dam dropped significantly
as temperature rose during the sockeye run in 20Earlyp June when river temperatures were below
19°C, survival between the tvelams was high (90200%). During week 4 ifigure 4-8 (June 2228),
whenriver temperatue climbed above 20°C, survival dropped to 70% for Columbia

River sockeye and 50% for Snake River sockeye (10% for Snake River sockeye

transported as juveniles). In week8,5vhen river temperatures exceeded 21°C,

survival was very low (20%). Because mosf the Snake River sockeye

migrated in late June and July, the overall survival for Snake River sockeye

between Bonneville Dam and McNary Dam was only 15% in 2015 (FPC 2015).

Id. at 55. This massive mortality is a violation of the water qualityandar ds & r equi r ement
support designated uses. And, EPA pointed out that the problem has not been limited to 2015:

Al t hough 201506 s -lulynvertempelatyres\hada dramhtic n e
effect on sockeye salmon survival in the Lower Columbia Rivarm Lower
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Columbia River temperatures result in decreased sockeye survival in other years
as well. Figure @ shows the sockeye survival rate between Bonneville and
McNary dams as a function of river temperature across the sockeye run for six
differentyears (2012015). In 2012012 when the sockeye migrated through

the Lower Columbia River before river temperatures reached 64°F (18°C)
survival rates were relatively high (approximately 75%). In 2013 and 2014, for
those sockeye migrating through Lower@obia River when temperatures
exceeded 64°F (18°C) survival decreased, most dramatically for Snake River
sockeye.

Id. at 55 56. As EPA demonstrates, designated use support is key to providing protection to
sockeyebecause the 20° C criterion and associated narratives applicable at the hottest times of
the year do not protect sockeye.

These additional listings are relevant for the reason explained above with regard to any
subsequent TMDLs. They are also relevaiiRDES permitting and the eventuality of any
nonpoint source controls the state might require to meet water quality standards. DEQ does not
have a crystal ball through which it can see into the future; instead it must carefully determine
where and when arid what way water quality standards have been violated in order that future
regulatory actions may respond fully and appropriately.

Along those lines, DEQ must consider how to use its antidegradation policy and/or the
requirement to evaluate threateneatevs to evaluate the waters that EPA is in the process of

designating fAcold water refuges, 0 pursuant to a R

by the National Marine Fisheries Service in response to finding that without such refuges,

Or e g numéris criterion for migration in the Columbia River jeopardizes the continued

existence of salmonidSee id These colevater refuge waters, some of which are already listed by DEQ

as violating numeric criteria, must be identified in the 303(d) lithiéncontext of

the narrative criterion that gave rise to EPAG6s f

C. DEQ Must Expand the Timeframe of Data and Information Evaluated

The fact that DEQ has finot c walitgda@froendbutssde st at ewi de
sour ces sRegpange to2COrnterts3, is reason enough for DEQ to have accepted

data and information for a period longer than call for data period that was open May 1, 2018 to

July 25, 2018id. at 7. More than just accipg such data, it is crucial that DEQ seek such data

and use the data and information that it has but has declined to use to date. Remarkably, DEQ

admits that its yeast®ng failure to assemble and evaluate data and information, combined with a

short winaw in which agencies were asked to submit data (and not information), resulted in its

failure to have assembled all of the readily available data and inform@geridat 7 ( A The

[U.S. Forest Service] USFS has made its best attempt, given the skt twosubmit all

readily available data [pertaining to temperature and other parameters] that has been validated to

DEQ for thae 20ABud Rt ®)t he magnitude of data that
timeline, DEQ made the recommendationtite USFS that they prioritize their data submittal.

Since DEQ lacks specific methodologies for sedimentation and turbidity, DEQ made the
recommendation that the USFS prioritize temperatu
of failure that is roted in a particular assessment that gives rise to problems when DEQ sets

arbitrary timeframes for use of data down the road. For example, with regard to these data that

DEQ admits that it did not use, should it fail again for a long period of time toathex list, it

would likely make the same policy decision to restrict the age of data it was using. In doing so,

it would then leave behind data that it never got around to using earlier.
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This is not just a matter for projecting into the future aboutifeeof Forest Service data. It
pertains very much to data and information from m
2010 comment letter on the 303(d) list, we noted the following:

As a result of the Departmentualgy | i mited interpret
standards, it has failed to evaluate data on use impairment related to levels of

toxic contaminants, i.e. for pollutants that are at levels posing a risk to piscivorus

wildlife such as eagles, mink and otter. For example, despite a report citing a

technical report on the Columbia River that concl
vicinity of RM 119.5 are in a critical or almost critical category based on

reference level comparisons, abnormalities noted during necropsy, and

histopathological observationsf i ndi vi dual s, 06 DEQ has not wused thi
basis of listing. The Health of the River 199996, Integrated Technical Report,

Tetra Tech, May 20, 1996, Figure 14, at 53. This information is tied to toxic

contaminant s: A Concmeemsectiaides, BdBs,andfoaor ganochl or i

lesser extent PCDDs and PCDFs in the liver of river otters were highly correlated

with each other and many were significantly related to baculum [penis bone] and testes

si ze orld aé2 This samestudy noted tHafistorically, some

individual mink contained PCB concentrations known to make adult female mink

in | aboratory studies Ildais2alptlisidnet of producing youn
sufficient evidence of beneficial use impairment, clearly nothing short of

extremely expensive studies and extreme impairment of species will satisfy DEQ

that its narrative criteria for the protection of wildlife from toxic contaminants

have been violated. Yet DEQ ignores this data and information. Similarly, DEQ

ignores the resudtof the Lower Columbia Water Quality Study where it found

sediment contamination exceeds values believed to be protective of benthic

organisms and wildlifdd. at 37, Figure 14.

Letter from Nina Bell, NWEA, to Oregon DEQ, Réomments on Phasé IOregon 2010

Integrated Report; CWA 303(d) Liébec. 15, 2010) at 23. The comments also pointed out that:

The Department has many studies that include data reported as tissue residue,

sediment contamination, reproductive failure and other adverse effefiséh @and

wildlife. These include studies from the-Btate Lower Columbia River Water

Quality Program, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries

Service, the US Geological Survey, and academic institutions, among others. The

public caniot evaluate whether the Department has all of the studies that it should

have because it has not chosen to make that information available. (In addition, it

is not clear whether the Department has entered all of the data and information it

hasintoitsdaabase and that the only aspect of the fAphas:
and assessment is the assessment or if the Department has not yet entered all the

data and information into the database. Again, the public cannot comment on

what is not clear.) However, @Emay not ignore these data and the results of

these studies in interpreting and applying its narrative criteria, Tier | protections

of its antidegradation policy, and the requirement to fully support designated

uses. Instead, it is required to obtain ¢hdata and information and use them in

assessing Oregonds waters6 compliance with water

Id. at 24. To this day, we have no evidence of what DEQ did with these data and information

from this very expensive ortene study of toxics and leér pollutants in the Lower Columbia
River and other associated data and information, such as on reproductive impairment of
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mammals. What we can say with certainty is that DEQ did not use them as the basis for 303(d)
listings and did not apparently usenthas the basis for nampairment category identification.

And we can surely say that when DEQ precludes the use of these data and information because
they are older than ten years from its most recent call for data, it will automatically refuse to
conside them once again. It is not acceptable for DEQ to bring forward all of its past failures

into its new list any more than it is acceptable for DEQ to set itself up to do the same thing
moving forward.

D. DEQ Should Not Agree to Disregard 303(d) Listing$or Future Regulatory
Actions

In response to a comment that DEQ commit to not engaging in delisting actions between listing

submi ssions to EPA, DEQ agreed: ADEQ does not

as s es s me Réspoosyg  Cansnelalisl2.Unfortunately, however, DEQ has

di singenuously agreed to do all but remove
during the evaluation of ambient data during permit development or through 401 certification,
DEQ determines that available data oade that a waterbody is not impaired (e.g., either

through an error in previous data analysis, revised criteria, would demonstrate attainment, etc.)
and has assimilative capacity for a given parameter, then they may proceed with determining the
appropriag¢ effluent limits that ensures the permit requirements comply with all applicable state
and federalldrequirements. 0

E. More Examples of Readily Available Data and Information that DEQ
Continues to Ignore

DEQ has not obtained and/or evaluated an eikterand readily available database relevant to

del

waters

assessing impairment of aquatic uses. M@ndResear

mussel records from research and museum collections, historical publications, and public agency
and personal records dagi as far back as 1834, allowing scientists for the first time to
understand the true picture of mussel di str
Bulletin, Study: Range of Western Freshwater Mussels Declines b¥i@heCould Impact

Stream Health(Nov. 3, 2017)see alsd&Emilie Blevins,et al., Extinction Risk of Western North
American Freshwater Mussels: Anodonda Nuttalliiana, the Anodonta Oregonensis/Kennerlyi
Clade, Gonidea Angulata, and Margaritifera Falca2® Freshwater Mollusk Biologgnd
Conservation 71 (2017); Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife ProgrBnoposal No. NPCC19
2002037-00. If, as a representative of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation said that freshwater fahwessksel s ar
evaluate their extirpation since November 1
identify the water quality problems that are leading to their demise. Columbia Basin Bulletin,
Freshwater Mussels Canary in the Coal Mine for Staesi In Sharp Decline; Umatilla Tribes
Working to Bring BackNov. 14, 2019).

DEQ has not evaluated readily available data and information pertaining to threatened waters.
Seelisa G. Crozierget al, Climate vulnerability assessment for Pacific salmod ateelhead in

the California Current Large Marine EcosysterioS ONE 14(7):e0217711 (2019) (salmonid
species evaluated for vulnerability to climate change in light of water quality).

DEQ has failed to implement the narrative toxic criterion as wrifer, e.g.Memorandum

from Leslie Bach, to Northwest Power and Conservation CounciPReentation on effects of

Toxic contaminants on figAug. 8, 2017); Cathy A. Laetet al., The Synergistic Toxicity of Pesticide
Mixtures: Implications for Risk Aessment and the Conservation of Endangered

Pacific Salmon117 Environmental Health Perspectives 3 (March 2009); Cathy A. Laetz,
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Interaction Neurobehavioral Toxicity of Diazinon, Malathion, and Ethoprop to Juvenile Coho
SalmonEnvironmental Science and dfenology (2013); Robert J. Naimaet,al., Developing a
Broader Scientific Foundation for River Restoration: Columbia River Food VI@8sPNAS 52
(Dec. 26, 2012); Nathaniel L. Scho#t,al., A Perspective on Modern Pesticides, Pelagic Fish
Declines, andJnknown Ecological Resilience in Highly Managed EcosystéthBioScience 4
(April 2012); Kate H. Macnealet al., Pesticides, Aquatic Food Webs, and the Conservation of
Pacific Salmon8(9) Front Ecol Environ 475 (2010); Cathy A. Laetzal., Elevated
Temperatures Increase the Toxicity of Pesticide Mixtures to Juvenile Coho Saffedkquatic
Toxicology 38 (2014); David H. Baldwirt al., A Fish of Many Scales: Extrapolating Sublethal
Pesticide Exposures to the Productivity of Wild Salmon Populati®{8) Ecological
Applications 2004 (2009); John P. Incadosiaal., Very Lower Embryonic Crude Oil Exposures
Cause Lasting Cardiac Defects in Salmon and Herr8wentific Reports (Sept. 2015);
Nathaniel L. Scholzet al., Recurrent Di®©ffs of AdultCoho Salmon Returning to Spawn in
Puget Sound Lowland Urban StrearR#S ONE 6(12): €28013.(2011)

All of these reports and studies were obtained from the internet with little effort. These are
precisely the types of reports on water impairment that DE€qisired to obtain and assess
against its water quality standards.

F. Past Submissions of Data and Information

NWEA has submitted data and information in the past, for example by letters dated February 24,

2014, and December 15, 2010. Yet nowhere dd&® Bespond to inform us or the general

public on whether DEQ is using that data and information. Has it? If so, how did DEQ use it? If

not , wi || it ever use these data and information?
methodology, why will it ontinue to exclude the data and information on the basis of age?

G. Proper Application of the Numeric Temperature Criteria

Water quality standards must be applied to data and information in the way that it was assumed

they would be when submitted to aapproved by EPA. In the case of temperature, EPA

assumed that Oregon6és numeric criteria would be m
designated for the related uSze, e.gEPA, Biological Evaluation of the Revised Oregon

Water Quality Standard®f Temperature, Intergravel Dissolved Oxygen, and Antidegradation

(Feb. 4, 2004). It reasoned that the criterion would be protective because:

the 7DADM temperatures will be cooler than 16 C most of the time where this

use occurs. This is true becausef the criterion is met during the summer

maximum period, then temperatures will be colder than that value during the rest

of the year, 2pecause the criterion must be attained at the furthest point downstream where this use is
designated, temperatureslvgenerally be colder

where the use occurs upstream due the effect of elevation on tempexatugd

the criterion must be met in the warmest years (except for unusual warm

conditions as per 34041-0028(12(c)), so that in most years, the waters will be

colder.

Id. at 519 (pertaining to 16° C criterion) (emphasis addseg; also idat 520 (pertaining to 18°

C criterion). The National Marine Fisheries Servi
interpretatiorof how the numeric criteria would be appli&keNMFS, Biological Opinion on

EPA6s Proposed Approval of Revised Oregon Water Q
Intergravel Dissolved Oxygen, and Antidegradation Implementation Me(Rets 23, 2004) at

41, 42, 44, 46. And, on this same basis, EPA approved the numeric cBesizP A, Support
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Document for EPAG6s Action Reviewing New Or Revise
Oregon(March 2, 2004) at 51, 52.

The only way in which this rational@ work on the ground is if temperature data collected

upstream of the most downstream extent of a use designation are evaluated at temperatures lower

than the applicable criterion itself. If, instead, these upstream waters are evaluated against the

numert criterion that applies at the most downstream extent, the waters at the most downstream

extent will never be able to meet the applicable criterion because the warming will have been

allowed further upstream where the federal agencies assumed it wobléénota | | owed. DEQOSs
failure to incorporate this basic assumption underlying its numeric temperature criteria in its

listing methodology and in its proposed 303(d) list render the list as having failed to identify all

impaired waters.

H. More Sources of Daa and Information that DEQ May Not Have Used

EPA regularly sends out emails with information links to the Columbia River Basin Toxics
Reduction Working Group. Here are some of the sources of data and information readily
availablethrough that general source that DEQ may or may not have used in proposing its list of
impaired waters:

A E Bolumbia River Basin: State of the River Report for Toiaa. 2009)

A Northwest Power aPolycydicoAromatic Hydrdcatmsn Counci |

Locations in the Columbia River Basin Where the Toxics Could be Affecting Fish and
Wildlife, available athttp://nwcouncil.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/
index.html?appid=99e5965felac4dd38001e784d7c6aach (last accessed Dec. 16, 2019)

(note findngsuch as Aln 2012, Yanagida et al . (2012) me:
juvenile Chinook from the lower Willamette River and found concentrations near levels
associated with i mmune dysfunction. 0)

A Har t Fdal BieldsaedrData Report Upriver Reack@ment Characterization Lower

Willamette River Portland, OregqiMay 8, 2018)

A Environmental Working Group and Social Science
Institute,PFAS Contamination in the U,%vailable athttps://www.ewg.org/
interactivemaps/2019pfas_contamination/map/ (last accessed Dec. 16, 2019)

IV. DEQ Has Not Provided Adequate Opportunity for Public Comment

DEQ purports to have issued an integrated list for public comment but it has done nothing of the
kind. It is unclear how much money QEhas invested in its new data bases and presentation
options but the fact that they are disconnected from one another, individually opaque, and
missing the most key information renders them almost useless from the standpoint of a member
of the public attmpting to comment on almost any aspect of the 303(d) list and the overall
assessment. It is equally unclear how the public will be able to use the information provided for
such regulatory matters as commenting on proposed NPDES permits, TMDLs, and 401
cerifications.

First, DEQ has an Ai ntSeetps/thdcgee.degstate.omesipp appl i cati o
HVR291/ ?viewer =wgsa. This has the benefit of show
additionto showing the segment, it also combines waterbodies in ways that changes their names

and apparently is not intended to show their actu
a given segment on this application includes the general uses timpaned and the pollutants

or parameters that are causing the impairments along with the year listed.1 There is no
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information on the source of the data and information upon which the listing was originally made
and no information at all about any data amformation subsequent to the year in which the
water was listed, including any new analysis since that original date. For example, the
description for AU ID: OR_LK 1708000605 04 100320 (AU Name: Columbia River) states
that the segment was listed in 1988s not clear if that year applies to all of the data for all of
the pollutants/parameters, which are identified as: TemperdtaeRound; Methylmercury;

DDE 4,4"; Dioxin (2,3,7,8TCDD); Fecal Coliform; Arsenic, Inorganic. One cannot see if there
areany data or information that DEQ has obtained since 1998 that either support or potentially
contradict the listing that is made. One cannot comment on whether DEQ has all the relevant
data and information because there are no references. One cannot tomimam DEQ has

applied its listing methodology because there is no reference to the source of the data and
information upon which DEQ relied.

In contrast, the past 303(d) lists provided the river miles of the segment, what action if any was

taken duringhat particular assessment (e.g., 2012), and most importantly, the data and the basis

1 The fidescriptiono also includes any applicabl e
information about the TMDLS, however. For the example provided below, it references TMDLS

done for the ANorth Coast Subbasinso without refer
conclusion, year by year (if applicable), and parameter by parameter. As a result, the

listing date for an individual parameter was available as was a surofrtag/data DEQ

reviewed, for example stating a river mile(s) and how many days the water quality exceeded the

criterion. In addition, rather than exclusively a database, DEQ provided a summary of the

303(d) listing results, with listings, delistingend other informatior5eeDEQ,Or egondés 2012
Integrated Report Summary of New 303(d) Listings, Delistings, and Other Significant Changes

(Nov. 2012).

The second optién nies sRBQ&h arbhéw MWan abased that cov
thesame information, ostensibly searchable by assessmer$edittps://travispritchard.
shinyapps.io/201-2020_IR_Database/. This, however, is only a pulldown menu with a very

long list of very long and difficulto-read identification numbers in an urkam listing order. It

is not possible to paste an I D number in that men
includes some information not on the map, namely the monitoring locations. Like the map, it

does not provide any insight into the data aridrimation upon which DEQ based its

conclusions, the source of those data, or its analysis. It does not include the applicable TMDLSs.

The | ast source of information is DEQ6s Ambient W
not allow one to retrieve datand information by use of the identification number. There is an

ecaregion menu without a map by which one could identify whatregion one might be

looking in. This is cluttered with eae®gions from other states. It is possible to find monitoring

sites on a map using this system but that does not correspond to the ID numbers of the segments.

It is possible to find information about data sets submitted by a limited list of sources. It is

possible to identify monitoring locations. It is not possiblade this system, as far as we can

see, to answer the kinds of questions that are not answered by the database and map described

above. In any case, this system produces information about data at monitoring locations but not

by waterbody segmentsandprawvid no i nsight into DEQ6és I|listing ra

In sum, this entire system and therefore the entire list, including the proposed delistings, is not
really open for public comment because DEQ has made the information opaque. Contrast this
wi t h Wa s h iem.groucanérster Wayasnap or a searchable database, both of which are
fully integrated. The database allows a member of the public to determine the status of the
waterbody by status on previous lists (if desired), the parameter or parameters, the shétggum
data, and many other options all of which are easily understood (in contrast with the Ambient
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Water Quality Monitoring System). After performing the search, the results come up with a total

of the listings that are present in the search. All of the information that one could want is

presented, including hyperlinks to applicable TMDLs. There are two key columns for obtaining

additional information. The first is a segment/paramspexcific linkthat allows a person to

view the agencybés thought process, analysis, dat a
that are keyed to the assessment unit. The second is a link to the information as presented on the

map (uncluttered with extra creeks thag not actually included in the listed segment).

Likewise, the map links to the details of the assessment. Each unit shows the dates of listings and

delisting by specific parameters, the basis of the decisions, specific remarks pertaining to the

data andhe findings, and a link to the actual data source. It is not only very simple and easy to

use, it provides the primary information members of the public want to review the 303(d) listings

proposed or to use them for regulatory purposes: on what basiedigency come to its

conclusions that the water complies or does not comply with water quality standards?

We request a Ilist that allows the public to comme
rationale and analysis, sufficient information to ustiand what the listings are, and what the

proposed delistings are.

Sincerely,

Nina Bell
Executive Director
Attachments:

Letter from Daniel Opalski, EPA, to Heather Bartlett, Ecology,Afgaroval of Washington
State 2012 303(d) Ligfuly 22, 2016)

Letter from Nina Bell, NWEA, to Dan Opalski, EPA, Raregon Coastal Nonpoint Pollution
Control Program; Protection of the Designated Use of Amphibians infl&mBe ar i ng ( ATy pe
NO6) Streams Through the MidOa®dx2012)l mpl ement ati on R

EPA, Columbia River Cold Water Refuges Plan DRABPEt. 2019)
Letter from Nina Bell, NWEA, to Oregon DEQ, Réomments on Phasé IOregon 2010
Integrated Report; CWA 303(d) Lidbec. 15, 2010)

Columbia Basin BulletinStudy: Range of Western Freshwatkrssels Declines by O+fsfth,
Could Impact Stream Heal{Nov. 3, 2017)

Emilie Blevins,et al., Extinction Risk of Western North American Freshwater Mussels:
Anodonda Nuttalliana, the Anodonta Oregonensis/Kennerlyi Clade, Gonidea Angulata, and
Margaritifera Falcatg 20 Freshwater Mollusk Biology and Conservation 71 (2017)

Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Prograr®Proposal No. NPCC12002037-00

Columbia Basin Bulletinf-reshwater Mussels Canary in the Coal Mine for Strearmisn Sharp
Decline; UmatillaTribes Working to Bring BadiNov. 14, 2019)

Lisa G. Crozieret al, Climate vulnerability assessment for Pacific salmon and steelhead in the
California Current Large Marine EcosysteloS ONE 14(7):e0217711 (2019)

Memorandum from Leslie Bach, to Nonhst Power and Conservation Council, Re:
Presentation on effects of Toxic contaminants on(Asly. 8, 2017)
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Cathy A. Laetzet al., The Synergistic Toxicity of Pesticide Mixtures: Implications for Risk
Assessment and the Conservation of Endandeaedic Salmon117 Environmental Health
Perspectives 3 (March 2009)

Cathy A. Laetz|nteraction Neurobehavioral Toxicity of Diazinon, Malathion, and Ethoprop to
Juvenile Coho Salmoinvironmental Science and Technology (2013)

Robert J. Naimaret al.,Developing a Broader Scientific Foundation for River Restoration:
Columbia River Food Wep309 PNAS 52 (Dec. 26, 2012)

Nathaniel L. Scholzt al., A Perspective on Modern Pesticides, Pelagic Fish Declines, and
Unknown Ecological Resilience in High{§anaged Ecosystem&2 BioScience 4 ( April 2012)

Kate H. Macnealest al., Pesticides, Aquatic Food Webs, and the Conservation of Pacific
Salmon 8(9) Front Ecol Environ 475 (2010)

Cathy A. Laetzet al., Elevated Temperatures Increase the Toxicityesfi€lde Mixtures to
Juvenile Coho Salmoi46 Aquatic Toxicology 38 (2014)

David H. Baldwin.et al., A Fish of Many Scales: Extrapolating Sublethal Pesticide Exposures to
the Productivity of Wild Salmon Populatiori®©(8) Ecological Applications 2004 (@8)

John P. Incadonat al., Very Lower Embryonic Crude Oil Exposures Cause Lasting Cardiac
Defects in Salmon and Herrin§cientific Reports (Sept. 2015)

Nathaniel L. Scholzet al., Recurrent Di©ffs of Adult Coho Salmon Returning to Spawn in
Puget $und Lowland Urban StreamBloS ONE 6(12): e28013 (2011)

EPA, Biological Evaluation of the Revised Oregon Water Quality Standards for Temperature,
Intergravel Dissolved Oxygen, and Antidegradaiibab. 4, 2004)

NMFS,Bi ol ogi c al Op i n idépprowalnof REWsAdiOsegoR YWatqr Qualiy
Standards for Temperature, Intergravel Dissolved Oxygen, and Antidegradation Implementation
Methodg(Feb. 23, 2004)

EPA,Support Document for EPAGs Action Reviewing New
for the State of OregofMarch 2, 2004)

EPA, Columbia River Basin: State of the River Report for Taikias. 2009)

Hart CrowserFinal Field and Data Report Upriver Reach Sediment Characterization Lower
Willamette River Portland, OregdiMay 8, 2018) avaiable athttps://www.oregon.gov/
deqg/FilterDocs/UpReachSedCharReport.pdf [first page only]

Northwest Power and Conservation Courfedlycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons: Locations in

the Columbia River Basin Where the Toxics Could be Affecting Fish andféVédailable at
http://nwcouncil. maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=99e5965felac4dd38001e
784d7c6aac6 [Dec. 17, 2019 screenshot]

Environmental Working Group and Social Science Environmental Health Research Institute,
PFAS Contamination ithe U.S, available athttps://www.ewg.org/interactivenaps/
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2019 pfas_contamination/map/ [Dec. 17, 2019 screenshot]

AU ID: OR_LK_1708000605_04_100320 (AU Name: Columbia River)
Letter from Nina Bell, NWEA, to Karla Urbanowicz, DEQ, R¥raft 2004 Integraéd Report on
Water Quality StatuéNov. 7, 2005)

Letter from Nina Bell, NWEA to DEQ, Ré&hase Ili Oregon 2010 Integrated Report; CWA
303(d) List(May 3, 2011)

Letter from Nina Bell, NWEA, to Kalra Urbanowicz, DEQ,R@r egonds Draft 2012 1| nt e
Report and Section 303(d)(1) List of Impaired Wat@tsb. 24, 2014)

Memo from Mark Fritsch, Northwest Power and Conservation Council, to Fish and Wildlife
Committee Members, Retistory and Significance of Freshwater Musq@lsv. 5, 2019)

Study_ Range Of Scholz Perspective Scholt Recurrent PFAS map NWPPC Mussel NWPCC screensho
Western Freshwateon Modern PesticiddDieOffs Coho Pugeiscreenshot 2019.pd Memo 2019.pdf PAH data.pdf
NWEA Let?r to Fed NWEA Conments NWEAEll OR NWEAEIO OR NWEA 200_4 303 listNMFS Bi(ﬁOregon
Agencies Type N Anon OR 2012 303(d) 1303(d) comments.pd303(d) comments.pd comments.pdf WQS 02-23-2004.pd

NMFS 2017 Naiman Developing MacNeale Laetz Temperature Laetz Synergistic Laetz Interactive
Presentation on To>Broader Scientific FPesticides and Salrand Pesticides 2014Toxicity of Pesticide Toxicity of Pesticide

"X "X "X "X "X "X

Incardona Low Oil Freshwater Mussels EPA TSD OR WQS EPA OR WQS BE EPA draft refugia EPA
Exposures Cardiac - Canary In the CoalTemperature 3 2 20( 02-4-04.pdf Plan Oct 2019.pdf columbia_state_of_
EPA 2016 ApprovalDEQ Final Field anc Crozier Salmonids Columbia Columbia Basin Columbia Basin

of WA 2012 list.pdf Data Report Upriverclimate vulnerability =~ example.pdf F&W Program ProjeF&W Program Proje

s I

Blevins 2017 Baldwin Fish of
Freshwater Musselsmany scales extrapc

20. Comments from: City of Bend

From: Drexell Barnes
Subject City of Bend's Comments RE Oregon's 2018/2020 integrated Report
Date: Jan. 8, 2020

On behalf of the City of Bend, | would |Iike to su
2018/2020Qntegrated Report:
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1. City of Bend submitted data was utilized during the 2018 assessment for this report. A large
amount of the Cityods data for pH, temperature,
not submitted due to insufficient time to correddymat the data. We anticipate being able to
submit this data during a future DEQ call for water quality data.

2. Several 'unnamed strean{see assessment units OR_WS 170703010406 05 102290 (HUC12
Name: Overturf Buttdeschutes River), OR_WS_1707030108®L. 102305 (HUC12 Name:
Deschutes Junction, OR_WS 170703010802 05 102306 (HUC12 Name: Laidlaw Butte
Deschutes River), others) are included in the report in the City of Bend area, many of which are
not actually streams. These unnamed streams are a divdesti@olof natural and mamade
features which range from open irrigation canals to city streets to dry creek beds and land
depressions.

3. With regard to the listing of Tumalo Creek (AU ID: OR_WS_170703010501_05_102291, AU
Name: HUC12 Name: Upper Tumalo Ckestandard Temperaturéumeric OAR: 346041-

0028) as impaired for the criteria 'Temperatuvear Round' based on the 12°C Bull Trout
Standard: Tumalo Creek and Bridge creek are streams with no Bull Trout presence, no
management planned for Bull Traannd are not listed as potential critical habitat in current
related work.It makes no sense to list a waterway impaired for a standard that does not apply.

4. The City of Bend would like to recognize and thank DEQ staff for the large amount of time and
effot it mustove taken to assess and organize th
formats. They will be very useful tools for further understanding and research of water quality in
the state of Oregon.

Thank you,

Drexell Barnes
Drexell Barneg Interim Water Quality Manager
0O: 541322-6368 | M: 5418155542

CITY OF BEND @@@ ~

21. Comments from: Portland
Water Bureau

From: Edward Campbell

Subject: Oregon's Draft 2018/2020 Integrated Report on Surface Water Quality and List of Water Quality
Limited Waters

Date: Dec. 26, 2019
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http://www.bendoregon.gov/
http://www.bendoregon.gov/
https://www.facebook.com/CityofBendOregon
https://twitter.com/cityofbend
http://www.youtube.com/cityofbendoregon
http://www.bendoregon.gov/index.aspx?page=19

On behalf of the Portland Water Bureau, | am submitting water quality data to address the
characterization of Bul I Run Reservoir 2 in DEQO6s
Quiality and List of Water Quality Limited/at er s . 0

The draft document indicates insufficient data to support attainment for water supply for Bull Run

Reservoir 2. Attached to this email is a summary of water quality monitoring results for 34 contaminants
relevant to DEQOs aaio bostlEsmdatanis entry pomeof tised ontfahd drinkirng

Water Service area (the outlet of the Lusted Hill treatment facility) and the summary indicates no
detection of these contaminants with t hnéilteredxcepti o
at this time so these water quality results are indicative of the water quality in Bull Run Reservoir 2. The
presence of c¢chloroform in this summary is a resul
consists of chloramination at the lted Hill facility downstream of Reservoir 2.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions you may have or clarifications | can help you with in
finalizing the report. | appreciate the opportunity to correct the record regarding Bull Run Resanair 2
look forward to working with DEQ on updating the draft characterization.

DEQ_Data_122419.xl¢

Edward Campbell

Resource Protection and Planning Director
Portland Water Bureau

1120 SW Fifth Ave #600

Portland Oregon 97204
edward.campbell@portlandoregon.qgov

22. Comments from: Clean Water
Services

From: Kristen Losli
Subject: CWS Integrated Report Comments

Date: Dec. 27, 2019

CleanWater  Services

Clean Water Services (District) appreciates the opportunity to cononédregon's 2018/2020
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Integrated Report (Integrated Report). The District is a special service district, located in
Washington County, Oregon, providing sanitary sewer service, stonnwater management, and
watershed management for nearly 600,000 resi@dentshe businesses and industries that

support the local and global economy. The District holds an integrated watbesestiNPDES

permit covering the sanitary sewer conveyance system, four wastewater treatment plants, and the
municipal separate storm semsystem serving urbanized Washington County. The District also
acts as the agent for DEQ in administering the industrial stormwater-Z)20@ construction
stormwater (1204 and 1206CN) permit programs.

The Integrated Report is the mechanmmovided 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 esential that the water quality assessment use the updated methodology that DEQ
developed in 2018 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
sheetand 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 anctablegob in

developing the Integrated Report. However, there are some areas of the Integrated Report that
should be revised or clarified prior to finalization.

1. Tualatin River: Copper

DEQ is proposing a Category 5 (water quality limited, TMiBQuired) listing for copper for the
lower mainstem Tualatin River (Assessment Unit ID: OR_SR_1709000704_02_104018). We
have reviewed the water quality data that were used for the proposed listing for copper. The
biotic ligand model was used to determihe applicable criteria and assess whether the
measured copper concentration met the criteria. The biotic ligand model requires the input of
several parameters to calculate the applicable water quality criteria; of these parameters,
dissolved organic carbocand pH have the most important influence on the calculated criterion.
In all, there were 474 samples that were evaluated in the lower Tualatin River assessment unit.
Most of the samples (461 of the 474 samples) were labeled as "Tier 5" where the diicsgawic
carbon concentration was assigned the regional default value. All of the exceedances of

the copper criteria are triggered by the use of Willamette Basin default values for biotic ligand
model parameters. There were 13 instances where dissofyaumcarbon (DOC)

concentrations and other BLM parameters were measured concurrently; there were no
exceedances of the water quality criteria for copper in this data set.

As part of its watersheblased NPDES permit, the District collected water qudkiia for biotic

ligand model parameters from June 2016 to May 2018. A total of 24 samples were collected at
two locations in the lower Tualatin River: Tualatin River@ Jurgens Park (RM 10.6) and

Tualatin River@ Boones Ferry (RM 8.7). Below are charts shptie range of biotic ligand

model parameters at these locations; the Tualatin River data are presented as box plots with the
interquartile range shown in the solid box and the Willamette Basin default value is shown with
the dashed redline.
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Figure 1: Comparison Between Lower Tualatin River Biotic Ligand Model Parameters
and Willamette River Basin Default Values
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For every parameter, the interquartile range of the biotic ligand model parameters in the Tualatin
River are above the Willamette Basin défa. For most parameters including DOC, the full

range of the observed values were above the Willamette Basin default values. Thus, the
Willamette Basin default values are not representative of water quality conditions in the lower
Tualatin River basin ahshould not be used for assessing compliance with the water quality
criteria for copper.

When adopting the biotic ligand model based criteria for copper, DEQ had specified that
concurrent data would take precedent over default values. Oregon Admivesitates 340

041-8033, Table 30 (Endnote N) states that biotic ligand model results based on sufficient
measured input parameter data are more accurate and supersede results based on estimates or
default values.

The biotic ligand model data collectedla two lower Tualatin River locations noted above are
presented in Tables 1 and 2.
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Table 1: Biotic Ligand Model Parameters- Tualatin River at Jurgens Park (RM 10.6)
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Table 2: Biotic Ligand Model Parameters- Tualatin River at Boones Ferry Road (RM 87)

Sample Point Name

TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR & BOONIS FERRY
TR @ BOONCES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ DOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ DOONCS FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONCS FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ BOONES FEARY
TR @ BOONES FERRY
TR @ DOONES FERRY

Calendar Date
6/18/2016
12/2016
8/16/2016
9/13/2016
10/4/2016

11/15/2016
12/14/2016
172612017
210
Vo7
4182017
s/ef2017
6/6/2017
12017
8017
9/12/2017
10/17/2017
11/14/2017
12/5/2017
1/9/2018
1/s/2018
3/5/2018
4/10/2018
8/2/2018

110
134

s

re/L

Dinsolved
pH  Dissolved Copper Organlc Carbon Calclum Magnesium Sodium Potamium Sulfate Chloride Alkalinity
mgfL mg/L  mg/l  mgl  mg/t  mg/t mgft  me/t
179 306 2270 590 3610 5.83 549 396 66.0
184 273 04 552 a0 566 406 190 5.7
1.61 242 19.40 4% Nw 585 531 189 54.2
N 285 2020 s ns sas “4s 213 576
1.96 305 172 48 NS0 570 465 189 57.4
1.57 a2 1n» an ne 248 138 .54 46.5
1.3 194 882 %2 552 1.3 568 5.9 256
0.92 16 6.30 a2 480 125 LELY 43 250
128 254 7.35 2.30 s 153 5.4 s 75
o8 161 828 wn 624 21 6.00 5.05 M2
1.00 176 889 294 652 128 54 515 379
096 223 1230 366 1040 wmn 120 689 478
1.22 268 1600 73 190 i 00 123 58.6
1.70 273 210 523 2980 446 402 174 6.5
1.78 266 2030 501 JMe0 51 519 194 543
1.7 2270 2080 453 3N LS }) 473 ns 574
1.7¢ 347 20220 473 M0 s.0 a9 14 66.3
1.50 356 1130 344 951 223 125 9229 406
113 2N 5.62 29 mm 146 8.3 6.81 342
113 2,07 @ 30 7.86 144 a4 6.75% 34
0.85 185 7.66 2.66 s 126 5M 486 299
0.79 1.72 8.79 2,80 710 129 715 5.95 32
1.29 262 9.17 295 591 1.34 6.05 489 52
1.03 2.25 12.70 3,81 1080 1,99 129 8.98 45.8

Total Recoverable
Copper
e/l

1.26

These data were used to calculate the acute and chronic water quality criteria for copper; the
measured copper concentrations were then compared with the calculated acute and chronic
criteria to detennine if the criteria was met (Table 3 and 4).

Table 3: Biotic Ligand Model Calculation - Tualatin River at Jurgens Park (RM 10.6)
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Site Label Sample Label Final Acute Value |CMC cce Cu_ |Acute Toxic Units  [Chronic Toxic Units
(FAV), ugiL (CMC=FAVI2), ug/L |{CCC=FAVIACR), ug/L [ugiL |(Acute TUSCU/EMC) |{Chronle TUsCWICEE)
"TR @ JURGENS PARK, " |"6/14/2016 " (1627 813 5.05 1.87 10.23 0.37
TR @ JURGENS PARK "  |"7/12/2016 " [14.93 ]T«lﬁ 4.64 1.61 [0.22 0.35
"TR @ JURGENS PARK “  |“8/16/2016 " 11781 8.91 5.53 1.65 10.19 0.30
“TR @ JURGENS PARK *  |"9/13/2016 “ 119.00 9,50 5.90 1.87 |0.20 0.32
“TR @ JURGENS PARK “  |"10/4/2016 " [18.11 9.55 593 1.97 [0.21 0,33
"TR @ JURGENS PARK “  |"11/15/2016 " 1400 1.05 4.38 1.39 |0.20 0.32
"TR @ JURGENS PARK "  |"12/14/2016 “|7.75 3.a7 2.41 1.11 10.29 0.46
"TR & JURGENS PARK "  |"1/26/2017 " |8.14 4.07 2.53 0.83 j0.20 0.33
"TR @ JURGENS PARK " |"2/7/2017 " 11058 5.29 3.28 1.22 10.23 0.37
TR @ JURGENS PARK *  |*3/7/2017 " ]6.94 3.47 2.16 0.77 [0.22 0.36
*TR @ JURGENS PARK " |*4/18/2017 " 811 4.05 2.52 0.87 10.21 0.35
*TR @ JURGENS PARK "  |*5/9/2017 " ]14.53 .27 4.51 0.88 |0.12 Iu.m
“TR @ JURGENS PARK *  |"6/6/2017 " 110,47 5.23 3.25 1.12 |0.21 0.34
*TR @ JURGENS PARK "  [*7/11/2017 " |13.60 6.80 4.22 1.55 |0.23 0.37
"TR @ JURGENS PARK "  |"8/8/2017 " |11.86 5.93 3.68 1.72 |0.29 0.47
“TR @ JURGENS PARK *  |"9/12/2017 " 19.18 4.59 2.85 1.57 |0.34 0.55
“TR @ JURGENS PARK " |"10/17/2017 " 122.30 11.15 6.93 1.64 10.15 0.24
"TR @ JURGENS PARK "  |"11/14/2017 " |25.84 12.92 8.03 138 |0.11 0.17
“TR @ JURGENS PARK = ["12/5/2017 " [14.29 7.15 4.44 1.11 |0.16 0.25
"TR @ JURGENS PARK "  |"1/9/2018 " 11116 5.58 3.47 1.00 |0.18 0,29
'TR @ JURGENS PARK = 1"2/5/2018 " 1572 1.86 1.78 0.90 |0.31 051
"TR @ JURGENS PARK *  |"3/5/2018 " 1851 4,26 2,64 0.73 0.17 0,27
TR @ JURGENS PARK =  |"4/10/2018 " {1178 5,85 3.66 1,27 |0.22 0.35
"TR @ JURGENS PARK " |"5/2/2018 " |8.19 4.10 2.54 0.93 |0.23 0,37

Table 4: Biotic Ligand Model Calculation - Tualatin River at Boones Ferry Road (RM 8. 7)

Site Label Sample Label Final Acute Value CMC cce Cu  Acute Toxic Units  Chronic Toxic Units
[FAV), ugiL (CMC=FAVIZ), uglL (CCC=FAVIACR), ug/L ug/L {Acute TU=CW/CMC) (Chrenlc TU=CulCCC)
“TR @ BOONES FERRY " "&/14/2016 = |18.58 9.29 5.77 1.79 10,19 0.31
“TR @ BOONES FERRY " |"7/12/2016 = |16.36 8.18 5.08 1,64 |0.20 0.32
“TH @ BOONES FERRY " |"8/16/2016 = l16.67 8.33 5.18 1.61 |0.19 0.31
"l’looNEs FERRY " "9/13/2016 12004 10.02 6.22 1.91 |0.19 0.31
“TR @ BOONES FERRY " [|*10/4/2016 = |1s.88 9.54 5.86 1.96 [0.21 0.33
“TR @ BOONES FERRY ™  ["11/15/2016 = [14.24 7.12 4,42 1.57 [0.22 0.36
“TR @ BOONES FERRY *  |*12/14/2016 = |7.70 185 2.39 1.39 10.36 0.58
“TR @ BOONES FERRY =  |"1/26/2017 = 1738 3.69 2.29 0.92 [0.25 0.40
“TR & BOOMES FERRY "  |"2/2/2017 " |10.82 5.41 3.36 1.8 |0.29 0.38
“TR @ BOONES FERRY "  |*3/7/2017 = 1711 3.55 2.21 0.89 [0.25 0.40
“TR @ BOONES FERRY " *4/18/2017 = 17.21 3.60 2.24 1.00 |0.28 0.45
"TR & BOONES FERRY " "S/9/2017 " 1284 6.42 3.99 0,96 |0.15 0.24
“TR @ BOOMES FERRY " |"6/6/2017 " 112,79 6.39 1.97 1.22 |0.19 0.31
“TR @ BOOMNES FERRY " |*7/11/2017 * |15.68 7.84 4,87 1.70 |0.22 0.35
TR @ BOOMNES FERRY “  |"8/8/2017 " |13.09 6.54 4.06 1.78 |0.27 0.44
TR @ BOOMNES FERRY " |"9/12/2017 " |13.47 6.73 4.18 1.70 |0.25 0.41
“TR @ BOONES FERRY " |*10/17/2017 " 24.39 12.18 757 1.74 |0.14 0.23
TR @ BOONES FERRY " |"11/14/2017 " 122,79 11.39 7.08 1.50 |0.13 0.21
"TR @ BOOMES FERRY " *12/5/2017 " |18.08 9.04 5.61 1.13 [0.13 0.20
TR @ BOONES FERRY " |"1/9/2018 v 112,19 6.00 3,78 1.13 |0.18 0.30
TR @ BOONES FERRY " |"2/5/2018 v |6.74 3.37 2.00 0,85 [0,25 0.41
TR @ BOONES FERRY " |"3/5/2018 " 9.6 4.58 2.85 0.79 |0.17 0.28
TR @ BOONES FERRY " |"4/10/2018 v (10,49 5.24 3.26 1.29 1025 0.40
TR @ BOONES FERRY " |"S/2/2018 ' |o.gg 4.90 3.10 1.03 |0.21 .33

The results are expressed in terms of acute and chronic toxicity units; exceeafaheeacute or
chronic criteria would be expressed as a toxic unit that is greater than 1.0. The maximum acute
toxic unit was 0.36 and the maximum chronic toxic unit was 0.58 at Tualatin River@ Boones
Ferry Road; the maximum acute toxic unit was 0.3#ithe maximum chronic toxic unit was

0.55 at Tualatin River@ Jurgens Parle The acute and chronic toxic unit calculations at both
lower Tualatin River locations are well below 1.0. These results are consistent with the DEQ
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resultswhere concurrent data was available. These data demonstrate that the lower Tualatin
River consistently meets the water quality criteria for copper. Thus, the proposed category 5
listing for copper should be removed; copper should be categorized as meggnguality
standards (i.e. category 2).

2. Fanno Creek and Beaverton Creek: Copper.

DEQ is proposing a category 5 listing for copper for Fanno Creek and Beaverton Creek
(Assessment ID: OR_SR_| 709001005 02 104141 and OR_SR_| 709001004 02 _104134). It
appears that the listings for copper in Fanno Creek and Beaverton Creek were also triggered by
the use of Willamette Basin default values for the biotic ligand model parameters. DEQ should
use the default values to conduct a screening level evaluatietetonihe if additional data are
necessary. If the screening level evaluation suggests that there is potential to exceed water
quality criteria, the pollutant can be listed as category 3A or 3B (insufficient data) and additional
site-specific data should lgathered. Because of the significant implications of a category 5
listing on Oregon's water quality programs, a category 5 listing should not be based on regional
default values.

The District conducts routine water quality monitoring in both Fanno CresBaaverton

Creek. Monitoring was conducted once every two weeks for field parameters, nutrients, solids,
and common ions; monitoring for metals was conducted on a quarterly basis. For this
evaluation, water quality data from 2012 to 2019 were reviewieticBigand model data were
available for several parameters; where biotic ligand model data was not available, they were
calculated based on the DEQ regression equations. The water quality data and calculated biotic
ligand model inputs are attached (Attanents 1, 2 and 3).

These data were used to calculate the acute arahidwater quality criteria for copper; the
measured copper concentrations were then compared with the calculated acute and clu-onic
criteria to determine if the water quality crigefor copper was met. The results are expressed in
terms of acute and chronic toxic units; exceedances of the acute and clu-onic criteria would be
expressed as a toxicity unit that is greater than 1.0. The biotic ligand model calculations for
FannoCreek@ Durham are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Biotic Ligand Model Calculation - Fanno Creek @ Durham (RM 1.2)
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Final Acute Valus

Site Label Sample Label CMC coc __|Cu Acute Toxic Units  |Chronle Toxlc Units
[FAV), ugiL [CMC=FAVIZ), ug/L |(CCC=FAVIACR), ugiL (ugil [Acute TU=Cu/CMC) |(Chronle TU=CwWCCC)
"FANNO@DURHAM " 36/ 2012 " |11.08 5,54 XL 1.54 |o.28 0.45
"FANMO@DURHAM " "af11/2012 " 115,29 764 4.75 2.39 _lon 0.50
"FANMO@DURHAM " "2/11/2012 " 118,98 ERE] 5.89 1.56 0.16 0.26
'FANNO@DURHAM " "10/3/2012 " 120,58 10,29 5.39 1.03 0,10 0,16
"FANNO@DURHAM " "3/6/2013 " |20.87 10,44 6.48 1.76 0,17 0.27
"FANNO@DURHAM " "5/23/2013 " 113,03 6.52 4.05 2.18 0,33 0.54
FANNO@DURNAM " "B/14/2013 " |23.56 1078 7.32 108 |ood 0.15
"FANNO@DURHAM " "11/13/2013 "121.13 10.57 6.56 ~ 1.63 L 0,25
"FANNOE@DURHAM " "2f26/2014 o L 7.58 4.71 1.3 016 0.26
"FANNO@DURHAM " "sf14f2014 " |88 4,14 _|zs7 1.26 0,30 049
"FANNO@DURHAM  * “1f23fa014 " 149,22 24,61 15.28 5.30 02?2 0.35
"FANNO@DURMAM  * “11/14/2014 "|23.18 1159 7.20 153 013 0.21
"FANNC@DURMAM " "2/11/2015 " 114,99 7.50 4.66 1.50 020 032
"FANND@DURMAM " "S/6/2015 " |26.03 13.01 B.08 1.22 o9 .15
"FARNO @ DURHAM " “8/5/2015 " (3591 17.96 11.15 119 007 .11
"FANNDBDURHAM - “10/5/2015 * |21.58 10.79 6.70 1.13 0.10 .17
"FANNO@OURHAM __ * *2/15/2016 " izer 6.31 192 168 0.27 0.43
“FANNO@DUAHAM ¢ "S18/2016 " 13126 11.13 6.91 183 0.16 0.26 N
"FANNO@OURHAM _ * ohaf2016 " 120.22 14.61 9.08 144 0.10 __loas
“FANNMODEDURHANY “11/16/2016 * |as.07 .03 5.61 3.00 0.33 0.53
“FANNO@DUAHAM -~ "a/2017 ® 1155 5.78 359 166 |o2e 0.46 |
“FANMO@DURHAM  * "6/1/2017 " |ises 9.33 15.78 124 0.13 0.21 1
"FANMO@DURHAM  * "B/9/2017 * |2 14.39 |B.94 104 0.07 0.12 ]
"FANNMO@DURHAM “10/18/2017 " |17.3¢ 8.67 5.39 1.58 0.18 0.29 _
"FANNO@DURHAM  * w20t * |23 661 411 1.02 0.15 0.25
| "FANNO@DURHAM _ * 4112018 * |16.51 B.26 5.13 1.65 0.20 0.32
"FANMO@DURHAM  * “7/18/2018 * |38.32 1946 11.90 - 1.27 0,07 0.11 A
“FANNO@DURHAM " “10/16/2018 " 119.27 8.63 5.98 1.32 0.14 0,22 ]
"FARNO@DURHAM " "1232018 " 127 6,35 195 1.72 0.27 044
“FANNO@DURHAM " "af2/2019 5 11.47 7.12 1.42 0.12 0.20 -
" FARNOEDURHAM “7/29/1019 " |34.99 17.50 10.87 1.46 0.08 0.13

The maximum acute toxic unit was 0.33 and the maximum chronic toxic unit was 0.54 (Table 5).
The acute and chronic toxic units at Fam10eRrare well below 1.0.
Two sites were monitored on Beaverton Creek as part of the District's ambient monitoring
program: Beaverton Creek@ 170th (RM 5.0) and Beaverton Creek near Cornelius Pass Road
(RM 1.2). The biotic ligand model calculations for BeamprCreek @ 170th are presented in
Table 6 and the calculations for Beaverton Creek @ Cornelius Pass Road are presented in Table

7.

Table 6: Biotic Ligand Model Calculation - Beaverton Creek@ 170th (RM 5.0)

e

 Site Label Sample Label Final Acute Value |CMC CCC Cu Acute Toxle Units  |Chronic Toxic Units
(FAV), ug/L (CMG=FAV2), ug/L [(CCC=FAVIACR), uaiL [ug/L {Acute TU=CUICMS) |(Chronic TU=CulCCC)

CBEAVELTOTH " "3/12{2012 " [16.14 9.07 5.63 146 0.16 0.26
“BEAVELTOTH " "4/17/2012 " 1937 969 600 1.56 0.16 06
"BEAVELTOTH " “7/19/2012 " |37.37 18,69 11.61 1.56 0.08 0%
"BEAV@170TH " "10/8/2012 " 2106 10.53 6.54 .91 0.09 [0.14
"BEAVE@R1FOTH " "3/11/2013 " |17.96 5.98 5.58 100 0.11 |0.18
"BEAVE@17OTH " "5/22/2013 " j2263 11.31 7.03 215 0.19 j0.31
"BEAVE@ITOTH " “B/14/2013 " |23.29 11,65 7.23 0.73 0.06 0.10
"BEAVE@1FOTH " 11/13/2013 " 1446 7.23 4.49 1.82 0.25 0.41
"BEAV@I70TH  * "2/26/2014 " 1180 5.0 3.66 1136 0.23 0.37
"BEAVE@ITOTH " “5/14/2014 - |a.s9 4,49 279 131 029 0.47
"BEAVELTOTH " “7/23/2014 " |45.16 2158 14.03 |2.55 0.11 0,18
"BEAV@IAOTH " "11/14/2014 " (2398 11.99 7.45 .71 0.14 0.23
"BEAVE@ITOTH " “2/11/2015 = |19.87 9.493 6.17 1.45 015 0.24
"BEAV@IFOTH " “5/6/2015 " [20051 10.25 6.37 1.34 0.13 0.21
"BEAVE@IAOTH " "8/5/2015 - |28a2 14.06 873 0.60 0.0¢ 0.07
"BEAV@ITOTH " “lg/15f2015 2800 14,00 570 0.81 0.06 0.09
"BEAV@170TH “2/11/2016 "t 1263 6.31 3.92 110 0.17 0,28
"BEAV@IIOTH " “5/18/2016 = |19.50 9.75 5.06 1,66 0.17 0,27
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Table 7: Biotic Ligand Model Calculation - Beawerton Creek@ Cornelius Pass Road (RM 1.2)

Site Label . Sample Label Final Acule Value |[CMC _ ccc ) _‘_C_I.!____ Acute Toxle Unlts Chronlt Toxic Units
(FAV], upiL (CMC=FAVIZ), uglL [(CCC=FAV/IACR), ug/L lugiL (Acute TU=CuICMC) |[Chronic TU=Cu/CCC)

"BEAV@CNLUS " "3f12f202 " |82 12.46 .74 1.70 0.14 — 0.22 |

"BEAV@CNLUS ¢ "8/17/2012 " 2354 11.77 7.31 | 0.15 0.24

"BEAVECNLUS " “Tf1gfa012 " |33 16.88 10.48 |76 0.10 0.17

"BEAVE@CHNLLS " |"io/efaonl " |29.13 14.57 |9.05 1.51 oo 0.17

"BEAVE@CNLLS T "3/11/2013 " {2583 12,92 802 110 0.09 0.14

"BEAVGCNLUS  *  |"5/22f2013 " |3a50 [17.25 10.12 195 0.11 0.18

"BEAV@CNLUS " "8/14/2013 " |36.82 |18.41 I I | & | 0.07 0.12

"BEAVEBCNLUS - "11/13/1013 " |19.05 |e.53 5.92 .73 0.18 0.29

"BEAVE@CNLUS " "Y26/2014 " [1537 7.69 477 jras 018 0.30 _

"BEAV@CNLUS " "514/2014 " |14.39 7.19 4.47 . lLa1 0.20 10,32 =i

"BEAVBCNLUS “7/a3fa004 = |s9.49 22.75 18.48 __laes 0.10 _ 016

"BEAV@CNLUS " _"11/14/2014 " |32.53 16.27 10.10 j1.89 0.12 019 a

"BEAVOCNIUS ¢ 2112015 " [nsi ) 10.76 6.69 .53 e |0.23

"BEAV@CNLUS " "5/6/2015 " |27.89 13.95 B.66 1.68 0.12 lo.19

"BEAV@CNLUS _ * |"8/s/2015 * |a185 20.93 13.00 _ 0.06 ___low

"BEAV@CNLUS " ["10/15/2015 " |30.69 15.35 I -t 1.57 010 L

BEAV@ICNLUS  * ["2/f2016 " 1485 7.42 4,61 122 0.16 o3

BEAVBCNLUS " |"sf18f2016 _ * |24.87 12.44 .72 2.01 0.16 o6

CBEAVECNLUS Y 1"9/14/2016 * |38.74 19.37 12.03 1.5 0.07 lo.12 L

UBEAVE@CNLUS " |"1116/2016 " [16.03 8.46 5.26 o lam 0.32 0.52

BEAVDENLUS |ramfa017 ¢ |16.04 8.02 4.98 15 020 0.32

BEAVICMLUS % |"6/1/a017 © 1850 9.25 5.75 1,78 0.19 0.31 N

"BEAVIDCMLLUS " "8/0/2017 " ]32.35 . 16.17 10,05 1.65 010 .16

"BEAV@CNLLS  ° "10/18/2017 " J16.80 B.AD 522 147 0.18 9.28

"BEAVBCNLUS "3 1208 * 119.09 9.54 5,93 132 0.14 0,22 ]

BEAV@CNLUS " [af1a/aone " 008 1008 6.26 L6 0.17 0.28 }

"BEAVIPCNLUS " |"7/18/2018 * 3688 19,44 12.08 151 0,08 0.13

"BEAVIDCNLUS - "10/16/2018 " 120.44 14.72 9.14 134 0.0% 0.15

"BEAVECNLLS  * "1f23f2009 v |13.89 . 4.31 173 0.25 |00 o

"BEAV@CNLUS " “4f3f2019 " |30.68 10.34 6,42 1.41 0.14 0.22 5

"BEAVIBCNLUS " “7/19/2019 " |30.39 15.20 0,44 1.41 0,09 0,15

The maximum acute toxic units was 0.29 and the maximum chronic toxic units was 0.47 at
Beavelion Creek@ 170th (Table 6); the maximum acute toxic units was 0.32 and the maximum
chronic toxic units was 0.52 at Beaton Creek@ Cornelius Pass Road (Table 7). The acute

and chronic toxic units at both locations on Beaverton Creek are well below 1.0.

These data show that both Fanno Creek and Beaverton Creek consistently meet the water quality
criteria for copper. Thushe proposed category 5 listing for copper for Fanno Creek and

Beavelion Creek should be removed; copper should be categorized as meeting water quality
standards (i.e. category 2).

3. Fanno Creek (HUC 12): Hexavalent Chromium & Copper

FannoCreek (HUC 12) includes category 5 listings for hexavalent chromium and copper
(Assessment ID: OR_ WS _| 70900100502_02_104513). The Integrated Report notes that
copper was assessed in 2018 whereas hexavalent chromium was not assessed in 2018; the 2012
listing for hexavalent chromium was carried forward. The Fanno Creek (HUC 12) listing for
copper and hexavalent chromium are likely based on data collected in the early 1990s at the Koll
Wetlands. The District had previously commented on the listing for tflé/¥etlands. Data was
collected at the Koll Wetlands for three months in 1992. The data is of poor quality, and the
information regarding the purpose of the monitoring and sampling procedures are lacking.
Additionally, the monitoring appears to be relate@ remedial investigation, complaint or spill

and is not part of a representative, ambient monitoring program to assess water quality.

As noted above, the District conducts water quality monitoring in Fanno Creek @ Durham (RM
1.2). As documented aboubégere are no exceedances of the water quality criteria for copper in
Fanno Creek.
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The District also conducted monitoring for chromium in Fmmo Creek @ Durham. Monitoring
was conducted once every two weeks for field parameters, nutrients, solids, and ¢gongnon
monitoring for metals was conducted on a quarterly basis. Data from 2808ere evaluated,;
there were 66 discrete monitoring events that included chromium data. The water quality data
are attached (Attaclmlent 4). There were no exceedanceshaiXaealent chromium criteria

when compared to the dissolved chromium data. The assumption that all the dissolved
chromium is in the hexavalent form is a highly conservative assumption.

DEQ should recognize the poor data quality that triggered the iistial, the substantial
representative data collected by the District and correct this mistake by removing the HUC 12
Fanno Creek listing for hexavalent chromium and copper in the Integrated RepOL1i.

4. Gales Creek: Hexavalent chromium

Gales Creek inclles a category 5 listing for hexavalent chromium (Assessment ID:

OR_SR_ 1709001001 _02_104096). The Integrated Repoli did not assess the hexavalent
chromium listing; the previous listing was carried forward. The District conducts water quality
monitoringat two locations on Gales Creek: Gales Creek@ Stringtown Road (RM 7.0) and
Gales Creek @ New Hwy 47 (RM 1.5). Monitoring was conducted once every two weeks for
field parameters, nutrients, solids, and common ions; monitoring for metals was conducted on a
guarterly basis. Data from 20099 were evaluated. During this period, there were 66 discrete
monitoring events at the New Hwy 47 monitoring location and 65 discrete monitoring events at
the Stringtown Road monitoring location that included chromium déa water quality data

are attached (Attachment 5). There were no exceedances of the hexavalent chromium criteria at
either location even if all the dissolved chromium is assumed to be in the hexavalent form (again,
a highly conservative assumption). BhiDEQ should remove the category 5 listing for

hexavalent chromium in Gales Creek.

5. Fanno Creek (tetrachloroethylene)

DEQ is proposing to list Fanno Creek for tetrachloroethylene (PCE) (Assessment Unit ID:

OR_ SR_ 1709001005 02 104141 ). USGS datactei! in 2001 and 2002 is the supporting

data for the proposed listing. PCE is typically associated with an industrial spill or contaminated
groundwater plume from a commercial/industrial activity entering surface waters. The

appropriate mechanism to adsiehis issue would be through DEQ's cleanup program.

Considering that the data is nearly 20 years old, it may be that DEQ's cleanup program has already
addressed this source. Considering the significant implications of a category 5 listing on

Oregon's wadr quality program, DEQ should seek confirmation that PCE is still an issue in

Fanno Creek before proposing a category 5 listing for this parameter.

6. Biocriteria

DEQ is proposing category 5 listings for a number of streams in the Tualatin Basin for
biocriteria. It is not clear how DEQ plans to address the biocriteria listings. Additionally, the
implications of the biocriteria listings on the NPDES permit program are not clear. Since a
TMDL cannot be developed for biocriteria, DEQ should focus its efforientify the

underlying pollutants causing the impairment. Since 2000, the District has conducted macro
invertebrate monitoring in the Tualatin River watershed. The macro invertebrate studies have
includedan assessment of the stressors in the Tualatin River wat¢P§he8 Tualatin Rhler
Basin Ivlacroinvertebrate Assessment, Cole Ecological, ~May 20&8)perature and dissolved
oxygenwere identified as the primary stressors for macro invertebrate 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 nthed in
PREDATOR model report, which states tHat01,ving a site is in poor biological condition is
usefiil, but unless we are able to identifj1 the cause(s) of impairment, we are at a loss for how to
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most effectively go about improving the stream.

The 2®1 and 2012 Tualatin TMDLs include allocations to address impairments from
temperature, dissolved oxygen, and nutrients. DEQ showdtegorize the biocriteria listings
in the Tualatin Basin as "water quality limiteMDL approved" ( category 4A) or "sier
guality limited not needing a TMDL" (category 4B).

7. Elemental Phosphorus

There are several assessment units in the Tualatin River that include a category 4A listing (water
quality limited; TMDL approved) for elemental phosphorus. There is no fieshwater

quality criteria for phosphorus; there is only a marine water quality criteria for elemental
phosphorus (see excerpt from Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR&%#8033, Table 30).

Table 8: Water Quality Criteria for Elemental Phosphorus

Freshwater Saltwater
(pl) (ugl)
Human Acute Chronic Acute C;lo_uc-
CAS Health Criterion Criterion Criterion Criterion
No. | Pollutant Number | Criterion | (CMC) (ccc) [CMC) (CCC)

4 Yioephorus 171231480 n 0l
Elpmental

The plosphorus TMDL for the Tualatin River was based on the meeting the pH driténz
lower Tualatin River. The TMDL has been successful at achieving the water quality criteria.
The category 4A listing for elemental phosphorus should be corrected to tiedleitte pH
criteria was the basis of establishing the phosphorus TMDL in the lower Tualatin River.

Additionally, a number of the tributaries include a category 4A listing for elemental phosphorus;
these include FmmGreek, Beaverton Creek, Rock Creek, Chicken Creek, Gales Creek, and
Dairy Creek. While the phosphorus TMDL for the Tualatin River establishes target
concentrations for phosphorus on a-swdiershed (i.e. tributary) scale, the location of the

primary effe¢ of the total phosphorus loading is on the lower portion of the Tualatin River.
Section 4.4.9.2 of the 2001 Tualatin Sudsin TMDL states the following:

The loading capacitiesand therefore the allocationscontained in this portion of the

T.MDL weredeveloped to address water quality issues specific to the lower mains/em

Tualatin River. As such, the aggregate loadingji11 all sources to the lower mainstem is

the critical factor.

Thus, the category 4A listing for elemental phosphorus for the Tu&ater tributaries should
be removed.

8. Fanno Creek: Dieldrin

The Integrated Report includes a category 4A (water quality limited; TMDL approved) listing
for dieldrin for Fanno Creek. A TMDL has not been developed for dieldrin in Fanno Creek.
DEQ shoutl reassess the data using the updated assessment methodology developed in 2018.

9. Dairy Creek, McKay Creek and Gales Creek: Ammonia

The Integrated Repolt includes a category 4A (water quality limited; TMDL approved) listing
for ammonia for Dairy Creek, bKay Creek and Gales Creek. There is no established TMDL
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for ammonia in these streams. The category 4A listing for ammonia for these streams should be
removed before finalizing the Integrated Repolt.

10. Cedar Creek and Chicken Creek
Chicken Creek (Assesgnt ID: OR_SR_ |1 709001005 _02_104140) is labeled as Cedar Creek in
the Integrated Report. This should be corrected before finalizing the Integrated Repmit.

11. Duplicate listings

DEQ should eliminate the duplicate listings included in the assessdiataiase or provide
information to explain the difference between the entries. There are several instances where the
assessment database includes two identical entries for dissolved oxygen and temperature. It is
unclear why there are multiple assessmehtBeossame parameter for a single assessment unit. A
list of the duplicate entries in the Tualatin River watershed are noted.below

Table 9: Assessment Units with Duplicate Entries

Assessment Unit 1D l All Name Assessment | Category

s |J'; L"d { :I‘_\.:\- _:_'E'I'I_'

OR SKO1709000704 02 104018 l'ualatin River . Category 4A
] Year Round

OR_SR_1709000704_02 104018 Tualatin River ';‘:l_ir\“'l:t::'l';: | Category 44

Yisso B spory 4
OR SR 1709001004 02 104]34 Beaverton Creek Dissolved Oxypen- | Categary 4A

i Year Round
. ; . ) HUC 12 Name: Dissolved Oxveen- | -
OR WS 1705040 ) 004 2 104506 B - 4

: HO040T_02_T0450 _ Beaverton Creck Year Round .{dl"‘lzm}l A

Nssalve men- |
Dissolved Oxygen Catogory 44

OR SR 1709001005 02 104141 Fanno Creek ,

Year Round

; . Femperature-
OR 5 T09001005 02 11 ' Cree aleg 4/
R SR 1 01005_02 IEHI Fanno Creck Year Round Category 4A
OR WS 170900100502 02 104513 IJFJ{ |2 r?liil'm.:: |JI:\_~.4:'|1,-.;:|] (]x}-‘gcn— Category 4A

- _ Fanno Creek Year Round : |

. C12 Name: I'e i\ .
OR WS 170900100502 02 104513 HUC12 Name emperature Category 4A

- - N Fanno Creek [ Year Round

I'emperature-

OR SR 1709001003 02 10412 Yairy Creek :
ROSR1709001C 104120 DCrairy Cree Year Round

Category 4A

Cedar Creck

. ) . (MNote: mislabeled Dissolved Oxveen- |
OR_S TO9001005 02 10414 i JE tegory 4A
RSR_] : 1o should be Chicken Year Round Lategory 44
| B e Creek) ; - [
— R . i l'emperature-
OR 5§ 1709001001 02 10409 Gales Creek 0Ty 44
R_SR 02 104096 iales Cree Year Round | Category 4/

Again, the District appreciates the opporturtityprovide input on the Integrated Reportydiu
would like to discuss any of the issues raised in these comments, please feel free to call me.
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Sincerely,

Robert P. Baumgartner, Director

Regulatory Affairs

Attachments

[

Attachment 1: Biotic Ligand Model Parameters — Fanno Creek @ Durham (RM 1.2)

00010« 00094 - 00410 - 81230-Total 82958 - Dissalved
Colondae Date Tempereture  Conductivity 00400 g Alklinity 00915 - Co 0016 - Co O0P2S - Mg 00917 - Mg 00929 - M G0S30-Na 0095 - K 00987+ K 00M L+ €/ 0046+ 304 010 - Cu Organic Carbon  Organic Carbon
Va1 69 140 107 528 s e s e a1 185 693 an 154 288 2166)
Ao ne 11e 697 3.7 82 n e e asr 19 5 wm 1% 6.15 25
Mg 19.3 246 734 e 229 s . LS 1235 ra w0 N 156 X an
w02 u e 1 m s m " na 1465 2286 e 14350 103 a3 325
Hel201s 1 B 138 sy 1" " wn “n 338 oo 06 1u 10 E¥i] amn
SfM200 w04 » 6s n an o m 10 251 on (21 i 218 v 4.3
ivan ne »3 ™ " »2 w2 s 105 1266 240 n v 108 4 397
10 we " ™ &7 ”: 1”2 L 58 2ar E224 208 20 (2L “n 163 383 16
2203004 21 178 2 O] wr %7 . 57 27 1M 102 an 128 m 253
S04 " we en 15 0 0 222 1271 B2 Am nay 730 126 34 319
NIVINE my e e “n 122 na . an 648 138 187 408 53 29 0839
WAV 4 " 127 29 1”2 na e e 273 773 204 204 ” a6 153 4% 439
wnams 0 %) 722 551 s 155 LT 54 7.01 7.01 17 n 248 LU 13 3 bl
SeWans wr E 7.5 103 t 0 i on 1260 20 106 no 2 R o0
s na m 747 i e Mma ne ne 1558 304 »y ww 118 S3 s
WIS na 0 rae 105 204 0.0 (] a6 2 2% 2 um 1 a7 an
Visnoe 103 " m 527 1 144 ass awn 639 619 1w &) (] £ h) 148 29 2
sasioe e " 734 bd s nn an wk 554 18 . 207 18 a 1.
13/2018 18 s 743 o 06 06 ue ne mes aae “we w0 14 ~“ 188
1111643018 na " T8 448 " " an % e e ? 3 9 e ? 452 s
202087 0 101 74 07 s v e a1 s 115 o 201 166 31 257
/72007 108 218,00 7% 95 26 ne [ L e 2 ny " 24 EX s
0/9/2017 040 ma 752 ma ETeY 109 "y 3 237 1% ne 1547 1.0 am i
101872087 0008 R 13 nn %2 - L & n s ne am 158 393 e
e asn w01 732 38 0 on &n L 161 1.9 87 L L, 261 LR
A0 nm "o 737 61 na s» 215 17 153 1% 166 0 165 3 250
18201 2519 s .63 115 R " n 104 238 2% n2 nn pir a8 e
1018642038 0.0 me 715 3 »n L 11 " 287 193 na (8 48 s
123/2019 e e m e s ny ar o 588 523 1a¢ 144 6 i wn 308 254
af2/3009 12400 M 748 07 01 ny 738 7.8 an e n 181 s e 1 308 208
292008 20.700 e 245 108 2 2 w02 102 1897 272 182 187 148 5.6 437
Notes:

|
2

Temperature, conductivity, and pH data for June 7, 2017 were based on monthly median values.
Total concentrations for calcium, magnesium, and sodiumn used as the dissolved fraction (in bold, green).

3. Where data for sodium, potassium and sulfate was not available, they were calculated using DEQ regression equations (in
bold, red).
4, Where dissolved organic carbon data was not available, they were estimated using a correction factor of 0.83 as

recommended by DEQ (in bold, red).

Attachment 2: Biotic Ligand Model Parameters — Beaverton Creek @ 170th (RM 5.0)

o010 - cooes - 00410 - 81290 - Towal BEPVY - Dascived
©o8as - DORIY - Mg COS2S - e TOII0 - Ne DOIIS - X 0OINT - K GOBEL - O Organis Carbon
MN2raon2 ra 138 ra3 613 ars ma 535 235 .13 146 283 arn
A/17/2032 104 102 r.33 647 e 16 535 e -3 56 334 =2
741972002 1.9 218 .57 R 223 nr s . 2238 349 156 31 a1s
10/8/2022 a2 295 r.as el 25 s err . 1485 30 o914 357 3es
/1142033 L2 204 .51 s il M a>s o 1052 7.6 0.5 235 amn
S/22/2033 123 " T.o8 L= 181 % =2 2 a5 r.2 215 558 =23
3/18/2033 194 e 2 s 253 axa 2e aas 2180 1L 026 “3m «12
13/13/2033 108 e rom e m»r n7 “z -z 25 639 A%z 37 33
2726/2034 6 e s ors 17e s s s »36 831 130 275 245
S/18/2034 19 180 &ny e 1ms 99 ca 80 »as 7.05 LRYY aae 302
TIA0%4 123 e a2 ” 1Es 165 562 S.62 »ao 877 EE] w0 852
3ua/z0%4 ay 7o 734 56 158 8 saz sz ras 775 213 105 7 a0y 397
W u08s aa %2 74 e 155 se 52 52 res 6507 ran > 3
waz0rs 127 225 737 » 22m aza P b0 2145 s61 13a ree a0z
arsmos e 2e5 r3e 107 2as a8 sz s.a3 1202 12e o w7 554
WVII0NS 132 w2 s 794 422 7.3 519 ©.15 » s are oy “os 5.0
INI016 w2 183 . L d06 186 622 e.22 a so7 1 29 225
SIR2016 172 175 .24 . 478 7.8 585 .80 rr c87 185 A a.3s
Notes:
1. Total ations for cal 1, and sodium used as the dissolved fraction (in bold, green).

2. Where data for sodium, potassium an: sulfat

bold, red).
3. Where dissolved organic carbon data was not available, they were estimated using a correction factor of 0.83 as
recommended by DEQ (in bold, red).
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Attachment 3: Biotic Ligand Model Parameters — Beaverton Creek @ Cornelius Pass Road (RM 1.2)

00010~ [T o410~ B1280-Totsl 58938 - Dlssolvad
Calendar Date Tempersturs Conductivity 00400-pH Alkslinlty 00915 - Ca 00916 Ca 00925 - Mg 00927- Mg 00529 - Na 00930- Na 00935 - K 00537 -K 00941-Cl 01040~ Cu Organ
312720012 »7 158 7.68 L] 152 . s.as 167 73 s.76 17 282 275
4/17/2012 a3 153 745 67 127 . a2z 189 s21 ss0 177 358 337
7/19/2012 19.2 253 7.4 103 287 237 o1y &1y 1266 240 2. 1140 176 461 443
10/8/2012 10.7 287 741 112 263 263 o 9.3 1412 2. 204 1368 151 .19 ane
3/11/2013 a1 215 7.73 84S 218 2.8 a8 7.28 11018 218 7.63 .00 11 258 258
Si22/2013 13 185 741 803 13 193 a1 631 .67 191 7.42 2.24 195 533 s
8/14/2013 18 247 751 105 254 254 a9 B91 12.40 243 124 1101 136 439 439
11/23/2013 105 155 7.26 62.7 154 15.4 51 EX an Lea 657 s.60 i 79 3.45
226/2000 69 s 7.29 o8 178 17.8 612 612 sas 187 7.94 z.01 Las 291 265
S/a4/2014 159 153 7 ss.0 208 208 7.08 2.05 s.58 189 65 713 141 318 359
74232014 19.3 205 ».37 2 20 0 oo 6.68 1057 208 9.8 a0 2138 201 872
11/14/2014 a6 02 2.53 7223 19.¢ 19.4 81 6.61 n37 a3z 257 2.7 121 222 189 a4 421
2/13/2015 98 164 .4 60.6 152 16.1 s.52 s.32 arz 172 6.0 s.08 153 32e 324
s/6/2015 142 240 162 102 257 25.2 as e 1210 237 8.67 1058 1es 20 2.99
8/5/2015 19.2 236 243 1o 268 268 8.96 12.7% 250 128 11.59 132 682 s.a9
10/15/2015 126 193 7.3 s1E 100 me 6.45 1008 198 s.a7 770 157 61 s.08
2/13/2016 9.9 196 737 7] 202 202 674 1017 2.00 2.8 87 122 272 2.26
S/18/2016 158 178 7.39 ” 186 116 6.08 9.35 188 609 sas 201 aae 589
9/14/2016 151 25 7.53 953 258 28 a1 1.8 233 18 10.2¢ 1as 56 485
11/16/2016 1s 119 714 s a2z 127 391 6.62 137 ass 82 274 a.as 369
2582017 S8 142 738 487 137 137 as 771 153 &30 as3 158 3.08 2.54
©/7/3017 1639 07 7.16 103 25 25 816 114 114 177 177 10.1 12 1.78 a3 57
8/9/2017 271 2745 7.46 11367 27.6 26.1 9.08 121 124 272 2.76 135 1233 165 a8 401
10/18/2017 1014 1215 7.13 7 16.7 173 576 8.07 7.95 2.04 207 9.25 7.08 1.47 a4 285
2/7/2018 231 2084 7.58 €12 214 19 7.02 885 891 15 158 823 60 132 275 228
4/11/2018 1292 176.7 7.4 684 178 17.9 558 7.29 7.63 143 139 7.34 677 176 347 2.08
/182018 2115 2786 7.53 18 27.6 265 9.07 12 1.3 257 256 128 1311 151 537 et
10/16/2018 10.09 256 7.36 83 206 23 7.48 10 74 2.66 275 135 265 134 551 57
1/23/2019 7.66 1305 7.29 ar2 155 1s an 555 558 138 135 595 ass 173 103 251
4/2/2018 1303 275 7.42 913 221 215 816 9.46 8.23 164 178 1ns 262 141 354 2.9¢
7/20/2019 19.59 527 7.48 101 243 243 851 1265 248 12.7 1138 141 453 378
Notes:

1. Temperature, conductivity, and pH data for June 7, 2017 were based on monthly median values.

2. Total concentrations for calcium, magnesium, and sodium used as the dissolved fraction (in bold, green).

3. Where data for sodium, potassium and sulfate was not available, they were calculated using DEQ regression equations (in
bold, red).

4. Where dissolved organic carbon data was not available, they were estimated using a correction factor of 0.83 as
recommended by DEQ (in bold, red).

Attachment 4: Dissolved Chromium — Fanno Creek @ Durham (RM 1.2)

01030 - chromium
Date Units Qualifier Flag Units Qualifier Flag {solubla)
2009-01-06 pg/L s ug/L 0.606
2009-02-03 pg/L e we/L o 0.281
2009-03-03 pg/L - ne/L o 0.534
2009-04-07 ug/L < ne/L i 0.515
2009-05-05 pug/L ~ pe/L ~ 0.427
2009-06-02 pg/L ~ ng/L o~ 0.311
2009-07-07 pug/L Q ug/L 12 0.457
2009-08-04 pg/L o~ ue/L - 0.374
2009-09-09 pg/L Nk ug/L < 0.4
2009-10-06 pg/L = 2013-11-13 pg/L o 0.448
2009-11-17 pg/L i 2014-02-26 pug/L < 0.4
2009-12-08 pg/L 1 ne/L < 0.4
2010-01-05 pg/L e ne/L 1.97
2010-02-02 pg/L Lot ue/L o 0.712
2010-03-02 pg/L v ng/L < 0.4
2010-04-06 pg/L i~ ug/L < 0.4
2010-05-04 pg/L < me/L < 0.4
2010-06-02 pg/L (e He/L < 0.4
2010-07-07 pg/L < ug/L < 0.4
2010-08-03 pg/L < ne/L L 0.514
2010-09-08 pg/L e ug/L < 0.4
2010-10-05 pg/L < ng/L o 0.506
2010-11-02 pg/L o ng/L o 0.598
2010-12-01 pg/L ug/L 0.444
2011-01-06 ug/L < He/L < 0.4
2011-02-02 pg/L < ng/L 0.484
2011-03-02 ug/L o= pg/L 0.661
2011-04-06 pg/L -~ ug/L < 0.4
2011-05-03 ug/L - ug/L < 0.4
2011-06-07 pg/L o Hg/L < 0.4
2011-07-06 pg/L - ue/L 0.558
2011-08-02 pg/L - ug/L < 0.4
2011-09-07 ug/L - /L < 0.4

Notes:
1. “Q™: qualified data
2. “-7: estimated value; value between quantification level and detection limit.
3. *“<": less than reported value

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 62



23. Comments from: Forest
Service, Pacific Northwest
Region

Subject USFS Comments tiee OR DXEQ's Draft 2018/2020 Integrated Report
Date: Dec. 31, 2019
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US DA United States Forest Pacific Northwest Region 1220 8W Third Avenue (97204)
e Department of Service P.0. Box 3623
I Agriculture Portland, OR 97208-3623

File Code: 2530
Date: pec 31 2019

Ms. Becky Anthony

DECQ Water Quality Assessment
Water Quality Division

700 NE Multnomah

Portland, OR 97232-4100

Dear Ms. Anthony:

I appreciate the opportunity to review and provide comment on the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality's draft 2018/2020 Integrated Report. The USDA Forest Service
(USDAFS) is committed to protecting and restoring Oregon’s waters, as demonstrated by
decades of science-based conservation and management of some of the state’s most important
watersheds. The USDAFS is also committed to full implementation of the Clean Water Act. 1
am pleased to comment on this assessment and recognize our participation as a critical
opportunity to meet state and federal water quality rules and regulations in a proactive and
collaborative manner.

My staff has reviewed the proposed listings and the mapping protocols. We support the change
from the outdated Longitude Latiiude Identification (LLID) system to National Hydrography
Dataset (NHD) for water body designation which is the national and state hydrologic framework
standard,

The smallest assessment unit proposed is at the subwatershed (HUC12) level where all sireams
are evaluated as a cohesive unit. Entire subwatersheds thus are depicted as having impaired
water quality vet in reality there is only one impaired stream segment, as adjacent and
downstream segments within the subwatershed are achieving standards. In some cases, areas of
shared land ownership with upstream segments on National Forest System lands are designated
as impaired due to private land management downstream. There are also portions of Wilderness
areas which have never been actively managed now considered water quality limited.

I am requesting further dialogue between my staff and DEQ on how TMDL implementation
standards in these subwatersheds will differ between water-quality impaired segments versus
those in compliance; yet mapped as impaired due to ODEQ mapping protocols. This
methodology does not accurately reflect the issues on the ground. It will add to confusion on
where to target treatments and potentially restrict appropriate land management activities where
water quality is meeting standards.
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Mz, Becky Anthony 2

Here are three specific concerns that were noted.

1. On the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, the Sandy River channel at the mouth
that was reconnected through the Sandy River Delta to the east is mapped as the Columbia River
but carries Sandy River flow at lower flows and the Columbia River flows at other times of the
vear, In addition, Eagle Creek is listed as Category 4A (W(Q limited/TMDIL. Approved) as it is
within the assessment area of the Western Hood Subbasin Temperature TMDL, however, the
MDL focus was completely on the Hood River basin. We are unsure of whether this TMDL
adequately addresses water quality issues within Eagle Creck.

2. On the Mt Hood MNational Forest, there is a new listing for biocriteria on the White River (Iron
Creek to Clear Creek). This reach is dominated by silty, sandy and rocky substrate that
originates from the White River Glacier high up the SE flanks of Mt Hood. The niver vallevis a
lomg debris fan indicative of drainages originating from glaciated volcanoes. Averapge annual
turbidity, fine sediment, and coarse sediment are naturally high with fine sediment dominating
the substrate. Awvailability of interstitial spaces and breeding matrix for macreoinvertebrates is
limiting but it is a historic natural condition.

3. On the Umpgua National Forest, the South Umpqua (SU @ Tiller) monitoring site is listed as
South Umpgqua above the falls. There is no monitoring site at SU above the falls, therefore the
monitoring site location should be mapped within Assessment Unit
OR,_SE_1710030201_02_105374, not OR_SR_1710030203 _02_105389.

Water quality protection on USDAFS land has significantly improved in the last twenty years
with the implementation of aquatic conservation strategies commeonly known as the Northwest
Forest Plan, Pacfish and Infish, which amended the national forest land and resource
management plans in the state. Other regional and national strategies that focus on water quality
protection include the USDAFS regional aguatic restoration strategy and USDAFS National
Watershed condition framework which assess watershed condition and prioritize and focus
active restoration to improve watershed condition. A national BMP program now in place has
renewed emphasis on BMPs and requires use of standardized monitoring protocols., One of the
key components of BMP monitoring is identifying corrective actions and adaptive management
needed to improve performance on water quality protection.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to continuing to work
collaboratively and proactively with ODEQ) staff to address current and proposed listed waters
and improve water quality in the State. If vou have questions, please contact Joy Archuleta,
Begional Water Quality and Water Rights Program Manager, at 303-808-2696,

Sincerely,

T

GLENN P. CASAMASSA
Regional Forester
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24. Comments from: Dan Keeley

From: Dan Keeley
Subject: Oppose Methodology of DEQ's Draft Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 2, 2020

Dear Director Whitman,

In exploring your Draft Integrated report for 2020 it appears that there is no actual data for Mission Creek
(tributary of Champoeg Creek), either above or below our dam. The application map, however, clearly
shows this segment to be water quality immhiie both dissolved oxygen and dieldrin. Given dieldrin

has been illegal for several decades, the reservoir supports a thriving bass fishery and Mission creek
below the reservoir is largely dry or stagnant pools during the summer, it seems unreasdabeélét tas
impaired without specific data. While | understand the convenience of broad brushing using limited data
I don't think you understand how much of a public relations disaster you are creating by presenting the
data you have in this way. If yalon't have the data, show the stream segment as unknown/suspected
impaired based on regional data or some such words. We already assume the worst of DEQ based on
many hard lessons from the past. You reinforce that opinion at DEQ's peril and hur¢ateamental
protection at the same time!

Dan Keeley, P.E.

5975 Buyserie Rd. NE
St. Paul, OR 97137
djkeeley@stpaultel.com

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Dan Keeley

5975 Buyserie B NE
Saint Paul, OR 97137
dikeeley@stpaultel.com

25. Comments from: Kristin
Schoorl

From: Kristin Schoorl
Subject: In Support of DEQ 20180 Draft Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 2, 2020

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 66


mailto:djkeeley@stpaultel.com
mailto:djkeeley@stpaultel.com

As a farm owner in Nyss&@regon, | am very concerned about water quality in this area (specifically,
irrigation canals in Nyssa and Adrian that ultimately feed into the Malheur, Owyhee, and Snake rivers)
and support Oregon's DEZD18/2020 Draft Integrated Report on the statusaiér quality.

With the abundance of herbicides used to control grass, moss, and weeds in our canals; the use of
herbicides and pesticidey the majority of farmers in Malheur county; in addition to water treatment
(and fogging) for mosquitoes in our ar¢he amount of toxins in our waterways and farm ground is
greatly concerning to me, so much so that | rarely irrigate, even though | participate in Owyhee
Irrigation's Lock and Close program during aquatic chemical applications. With Rotesisiant GND
creeping bentgrass in our ditches and irrigation canals, a chemical other than Roundup is now used to
control this grass, and one can only speculate as to how long this chemical will remain effective. (Per
Owyhee Irrigation's web site, Magnacide H Aaneliand Xylene range aromatic solvent are used on an
asneeded basis to resolve flow restriction and water quality issues.)

I've owned my farm for 22 years, and since 1997/98, there has been a significant decline in pheasant,
guail, and meadowlark populatis; | rarely see cottontails, which were once fairly prevalent on our
property; and in general, there seems to be a general decline in biodiversity. | cannot help but think that
the herbicides and toxins (naturally occurring or otherwise) in our watehveagscontributed to this

decline, but regardless, the fact these toxins pollute waterways, farms, fisheries and ultimately aquifers
and wells, requires the most stringent monitoring and regulation of all waterways by Oregon DEQ.

Thank you for the opportilly to comment,
Kristin Schoorl

757 Klamath Ave.
Nyssa, OR 97913

26. Comments from: Harney
County Court

From: Peter Runnels, Mark Owens, Patty Dorrah
Subject: Comments Regarding the 201320 Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 2, 2020

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 67



HARNEY COUNTY COURT

Office of Hamey County Judge Pete Runnels

450 MNorth Buena Vista #5, Burns, Qregon 97720

Phone: 541-573-6356 Fax: 541-573-8387
Pete.runnels@co.harney.or.us

Websites: www.co.hamey.or.us + www hameycounty.org

HARNEY COUNTY

January 2, 2020

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Attn: Mr. Richard Whitman, Director

700 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 600
Portland, OR 97232-4100

Submitted via electronic email to:  richard whitman@state or.us

integratedreport .state.or.us
Dear Director Whitman,

Please accept these comments from the Hamey County Court regarding the 2018-2020 Integrated Report.
Harney County is in opposition to DEQ)’s decision to list water bodies throughout Oregon as water quality
impaired, without data to support those listings. For good reason, you may find that our comments are similar to
other submissions. Please understand that many of these comments have been vetted and discussed at length,
and with full agreement, as to the reasons why we and other counties, associations, partners, and people oppose
the DEQ decision.

We oppose the DEQ)’s decision for many reasons, and highlight the following aspects and decisions in
particular. We object to DEQ’s decision to:

= List water bodies throughout the state as water quality impaired without data to support those listings.

* Include agricultural irrigation, drainage ditches, and other man-made ditches in the list of water quality
impaired waterways. These are not natural waterways, and we are concerned about the long-term

ramifications to county programs and our constituents as a result of this large and unnecessary policy
change.

+ Extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data collected from neighboring properties by
pooling data on a watershed wide scale. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownerships and may have experienced differing
current and historic riparian management.

= Present no evidence that this extrapolation is scientifically valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an
attempt to list and regulate waterways without first going through the necessary step of determining that
data actually shows an impairment. To do so is not sound science or sound policy.
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e Draft and create a report that makes it appear that vast amounts of county lands, especially farm and

forest lands, are experiencing declining water quality, particularly when it appears that DEQ lacks water

body specific data for significant portions of the waterways listed.

s List the vast majority of our waterbodies as water quality impaired in the Integrated Report without first

reaching out to county officials.

Harney County, including our cities® public works departments, and our farm, ranch, forest, and commercial
business constituents, has always been a good partner with DEQ and their associated non-point source
designated management agencies. Forest and agricultural lands have among the highest water quality in the
state, and county constituencies have made significant investments over time improving and protecting water
quality.

We believe we were entitled, as local government, to forewarning and a more in depth discussion of the
methodologies used and the assumptions that the Integrated Report makes about waterways in our county,
particularly when the agency has made some very significant policy calls that will have a direct impact on

county programs and county lands. We are additionally surprised that this very impactful policy work has left us

with such a narrow window of opportunity to comment now that we have been alerted.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we hope we can have a more productive dialogue about the
Integrated Report moving forward.

Sincerely,
D f :-, i
g\_,Uﬁ'fé,uM A \

Peter Runnels, Harney County Judge
! la'll'rL,f A
Mark Owens, Harney County Commissioner

L/ ’9‘?2‘?-/‘? A {:;"L/L-o"/f!:;._/

Patty Dorroh, Harney County Commissioner

27. Comments from: Hood River
Soil and Water Conservation
District

From Heather Hendrixson
Subject: Comment Letter from Hood River SWCD
Date: Jan. 3, 2020
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Hood River Soil & Water
COMSERVATION DISTRICT

00T Experiment Station Rd,
Haod River, OR 97031
541.386-4568

f]

Jaowary 3, 2020

DEQ Water (uality Assessment
Water Quality Division

700 NE Multnomah

Portland, OR 97232-4100

Re: 2018-2020 draft Integrated Report on Impaired Waterways
To whom it may concern:

The Hood River Soil & Water Conservation District and Hood River Watershed Group have
always supported DEQ and have worked as a close partner to ensure compliance with state
standards to meet shared watershed goals. This roll out of the Integrated Report, however, has
created a situation where the Soil & Water Conservation District is having a hard time
supporting and defending DEQ)'s efforts, We feel we have been blindsided by this report, as
others must be feeling as well. We are supporters who were left out of the process and have no
choice now but to point out flaws,

The Hood River Soil & Water Conservation District has reviewed the draft 2018/2020 Integrated
Report and would like to provide the following comments.

1. Process: We were not aware there was an update to the Integrated Repori oceurring ufc::l"
the review/comment period until late November 2019, Therefore, our timefine for ™
analyzing the report and providing comments was significantly shortened. In the future,
we suggest a better system of notifying stakeholders and constituents of report
reiterations and a longer review/comment period.

2. HUC 12 assessment units: We have concerns with the use of sub-watersheds (HUC-12)
as the assessment unit. DEQ’s methodology stated that “through the assessment process,
DEQ will review the watershed units more closely™, but that does not seem to have
occurred in the Hood River Basin. The sub-watersheds often include multiple waterways
that come from separste source waters, flow through different land-unses, and are not
hydrologically connected. DEQ is required to assess waterbody units based on data and it
appears that the scale of these assessment unils does not allow that to happen with the
data DE() has. It does not make sense to assume that an impairment measured in one
waterway means that the same impairment is present in any other waterway, or even that
the impairment is suggested in the unmeasured waterway. At a minimum, the assessment
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unit should include just the waterways that are hydrologically connected instead of
lumping them all together in one HUC-12 boundary. Best practices would suggest that
DEQ actually “review the watershed units more closely™ for other differences in
watershed homogeneity, i addition to hydrologic connectivity.

3. Watershed assessment units: Classifying headwater, often intermittent streams that may
not even have a defined channel, with larger stream or watershed assessment units seems
questionable at best. Impairments measured in the mainstems or main branches of a
waterway are unlikely to be found in most/all of the headwaters, especially as many of
these headwater streams are located in protected areas.

4. General Methodology: Using the assigned assessment units for the Hood River Basin
doesn’t seem to help in prioritizing areas of concern or areas to focus efforts. For
example, the map of the Hood River Basin shows literally every mapped waterway as
impaired.

DEQ’s methodology, especially as it relates to watershed assessment units, is an inappropriate
use of the data available and risks invalidating this update to listings of impaired waterways.
DEQ should not assume or declare impairment in most of the waterways in the state based on a
lack of data. If DEQ needs local feedback on local watershed hydrology and/or relevant breaks to
cregte homogeneous waterway segments, they have significant resources with local SWCDs,
watershed councils, irigation districts, agencies, and citizens. DEQ) needs to rework their process
and methodology to create an assessment that is both supportable and scientifically defensible.

Sincerely,
' j

Yy ptdm o

Heather Hendrixson

28. Comments from: City of
Portland Bureau of
Environmental Services

From: Michael Jordan, Director

Subject Draft 2019/202tegrated Report Comment from City of Portland Bureau of Environmental
Services

Date: Jan. 3, 2020
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— CITY OF PORTLAND- —

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES &

1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Room 1000, Portland, Oregon 97204 » Nick Fish, Commissioner = Michael Jordan, Director

January 6, 2020

DEQ Water Quality Assessment

Water Quality Division

700 NE Multnoemah

Portland, OR 97232-4100

Submitted to: integratedreport@deq.state.or.us

RE:  Oregon's Draft 2018/2020 Integrated Report

The City of Portland's Bureau of Environmental Services {(BES) appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments on the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) Draft
2018/2020 Integrated Report. BES manages Portland’s wastewater and stormwater
infrastructure to protect public health and the environment.

BES would like to express our appreciation of DEQ's recent efforts to improve the Integrated
Report, including the updated assessment methodology and tools that DEQ has made available
to the public. The interactive web map, assessment geodatabase, and the online searchable
assessment database allowed BES to thoroughly review the draft Integrated Report
assessments, as well as the new assessment units. Our comments on the draft Integrated Report
are offered in three categories: issues associated with the new assessment units, errors or issues
identified with specific listings, and missing information,

Assessment Units

The following section includes comments related to DEQ's newly developed assessment units,
including application issues and delineation errors.

1. DEQ should remove line segments from the assessment units that do not represent surface
waters, There are multiple line features included in DEQY's new assessment units that do not
represent surface waterbodies. Many of these lines represent stormwater pipes or areas that
may have been surface waters in the past, but today there is no body of water present. A
map highlighting the non-surface water line segments in the Portland area that should be
removed is included with this comment letter and a GIS layer with categorized line types
that specify open channels vs, pipes is available online:

http:/feis-pdx.opendata.arceis.com/datasets/stream-centerlines
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2. DEQ should divide the Columbia Slough watershed assessment unit (OR_WS_170800120201
_02_104554) so that the lower 8.5 miles of the mainstem channel {from the confluence with
the Willamette River to the levee at Elrod Drive) is delineated as a separate stream
assessment unit. The lower 8.5 miles of the Columbia Slough represent a unique waterbody
with many features that differentiate it from the rest of the watershed. The lower Slough is
tidally influenced, free-flowing, and directly connected to the Willamette River, providing
important habitat for migrating salmonids. This segment of the Columbia Slough has been
designated as critical habitat for Lower Columbia River Chinook, coho, and steelhead. In
confrast, the upstream reaches of the watershed are managed by a system of drainage
districts that pump water through the system. Given that the levee divides the Slough into
two very different water bodies—both hydrologically and biologically —the use of Strahler
stream order to distinguish between homogeneous watershed areas and stream reaches is
not appropriate and fails to capture the environmental variability, As such, a division of the
current watershed assessment unit at the levee near Elrod Drive is warranted.

Listing Errors/lssues

The following section includes comments related to the listing determinations included in
DEQ's assessment database, including determinations that BES has identified as incorrect,
conflicting, or duplicative.

1. The Category 5 impairment listing, for dissolved oxygen spawning for the Willamette River
(OR_SRE_1709001202_ 88 104175) should be removed as the Salmon and Steelhead Spawning
Use Designation map for the Willamette basin (Figure 340B) notes that there is "no
spawning use” for this assessment unit.

2. The Category 3 determination for year-round temperature for Johnson Creek
(OR_SR_1709001201_02_104170) is not correct and should be updated based on the available
continuous temperature data. The three USG5 stations listed as having been evaluated have
recorded comtinuous water temperature since 2007, Consequently, there is a sufficient
number of samples to assess whether the designated use is supported.

3. The Category 3 determination for year-round temperature for the Lower Johnson Creek
HUC (OF_WS5_170900120103_02_104552) is not correct and should be updated based on the
available continuous temperature data, The two USGS stations listed as having been
evaluated have extensive water temperature records. Consequently, there is a sufficient
number of samples to assess whether the designated use is supported.

4. The Category 5 impairment determination for DDT for Johnson Creek
(OR_SR_1709001201_02_104170) should be changed to Category 4A given the existing
TMDL. The 2006 Johnson Creek Toxics TMDL includes both DDT and dieldrin.

5. DEQ should remove the Category 4A determinations for elemental phosphorus for
freshwater assessment units as the water quality criterion does not apply to freshwater
aquatic life. The following assessment units in the Portland area include Category 4A
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determinations for elemental phosphorus, TMDLs are in place tor these assessment units,
however, the TMDLs are for total phosphorus, not elemental phosphorus.

Freshwater Assessment Units with Elemental Phosphorus Determinations

Asgessment Unit ID AU Name Asgessment IR Category
OR_WS_170900120201_02_104554 C?f;izﬂ;:} - eh m:’;‘ﬁ Category 4A
OR_WS_170900120104_02_104553 ﬁifwfﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ mT“ Category 4A
OR_WS_170900100401_02_104506 ;‘:ﬁ“&":ek EEEEE Category 4A
OR_WS_170900100502_02_104513 g‘ﬁz Name: Fanno E:;'::;rl“’ Category 4A

6. Where there are conflicting determinations in the assessment database, DEQ should review

the assessments and clarify the determinations. A list of assessments units with conflicting
determinations for the same parameter in the Portland area are included below.

Conflicting Categories
Assessment Unit ID AU Name Assessment IR Category
HUC12 Name: Oswego | Ammonia- Aquatic | Category 2/
02
OR_WS_170900120104 02 104533 | -\ Willamette River | Life Criteria Category 4A
HLUKC12 Name: Dissolved Oxygen- | Category 2/
R TS0 04554
OR_WS_1 12020102 1 Columbia Slough Year Round Category 4A

7. DEQ should eliminate the duplicate determinations included in the assessment database or

provide information to explain the distinction between the entries. In the Portland area,

there are multiple cases where the assessment database includes two identical entries. It is
unclear why there are multiple assessments of the same parameter for a single assessment
unit, A list of the duplicate entries in the Portland area are included below.

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

Duplicate Entries
Assessment Unit [D AL Name Assessment IR Category
Dissalved Oxygen-
K
OR_SR_1709001201_02_104170 | Johnson Creek Year Rourd Category 2
OR_SR_1709001201_02_104170 | Johnson Creek ;ﬂ”:f:“mm e | Category 3
Willamette River T fure- ¥
OR_SR_1709001202_88_104175 | (Johnson Creek to eInperature Y6 | Category 5
o = Round
Columbia River)
HUC1Z Name: Fanno | Temperature- Year
OF_WS_170900100502_02_104513 Creek R I Category 4A
HUC12 Name: Upper | Temperature- Year
OF_WS_170900120101_02_1
R 2104550 Johnson Creek Round Category 5
74



Duplicate Entries
Assessment Unit ID AU Name Assessment IR Category
HUC12 Mame: Lower | Temperature- Year
OR_WS_170900120103_02_104552 ohnsoa Creek — Category 3
HUCI2 Name: Dissolved Oxygen-
OF_WS_170900120305_02_104561 Mul ah Channel Year Round Category 3

8. Where more extensive datasets are readily available and accepted, but were not used, DEQ
should re-assess the waterbody using the full set of records to evaluate attainment of water
quality standards. The following assessment units and parameters should be re-assessed by
DEQ using all the readily available and accepted data.

a. DEQ should re-assess the Willamette River (OR_SE_1709001202_88_104175) assessment
unit for chlorophyll-a using all readily available and accepted data. BES provided DEQ
with chlorophyll-a data during the call for data for three monitoring stations on the
Willamette River (PDX_BES-BM, PDX_BES-CM, PDX_BES-FM). The chlorophyll-a
records for these mainsterm Willamette sites were accepted by DEQ and are available in
DEQ's AWQMS database. If DEQ had used the more comprehensive chlorophyll-a
dataset when assessing the Willamette River, there would be sufficient data to classify
the assessment unit as Category 2 for chlorophyll-a (157 samples with 18 excursions).

b. DEQ should assess the following assessment units for chlorophyll-a as data are readily
available and accepted by DEQ. As noted above, BES provided DEQ with chlorophyll-a
data which were accepted by DEQ and are available in AWQMS but were not used.

Assessment Units with Missing Chlorophyll-a Assessments
Assessment Unit TD AU Name Assessment IR Category
OR_WS_170900120202_02_104555 ”&Uegmm;‘w Chlorophyll-a None
OR_WS_170900120104_02 104553 | 12 Mame: OSeB | oo g Nore
OR_WS_170900120101_02_104550 Euhfi};‘::i UPPE | chigrophyll-a None
OR_WS_170900120103_02_104552 Eﬁﬁﬁ Lower | Chiorophyll-a None
OR_WS_170900120305_02_104561 Eﬁﬂi nihmﬂwm . | Chlorophyll-a Nane

¢. The USGS has collected continuous temperature data in all three of the Johnson Creek
assessment units (OR_SE_1709001201_02_104170, OR”_WS_170900120101_02_104550,
OR_WS5_170500120103_02_104552), however, these three assessment units were not
assessed for temperature to determine whether the designated spawning use was met
for the 2018/2020 Integrated Report. Given the readily available and extensive datasets,
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LEQ should evaluate these three assessment units to determine whether the designaled
spawning use is met for temperature,

Missing Inf fon
The tollowing section identifies information that should be made available to the public to
support the 2018/2020 Integrated Report determinations.

1. DEQ should include information on the source data used to assess aquatic weeds in the
assessment database. Multiple assessment units are listed as impaired (Category 5) or
having insufficient data (Category 3B) for aquatic weeds. Given the lack of information
included in the assessment database, it is not possible for the public to review and confirm
the water quality status for aquatic weeds. A list of the assessment units in the Portland area
with no specified data sources are included below.

Assessment Units with Missing Data Sources

Assessment Unit ID AU Name Assessment IR Category
HUCT2? Mame: .
OFR_WS_170900100502_02_104513 Fane Cresle Agquatic Weeds Category 5
HLUC12 Mame:
OR_WS_170900100401_02_104506 Beaverton Creek Aquatic Weeds Category 3B
HUC12 Mame:

OR_WS_170900120201_02_ 104554 Acuatic Weeds Category 5

Columbia Slough

Willamette River
QOR_SR_1709001202_88_104175 (Johnson Creek to Aguatic Weeds Category 5
Columbia River)

2. DEQ should publish the geospatial methodology utilized to cross-walk the 2012 and
20182020 Integrated Reports. The 2018 Assessment Methodology states that where
conclusions from the 2012 and 2018/2020 Integrated Reports differ for an assessment unit,
DEQ will make cross-walking determinations on a case-by-case basis. These determinations
should be made available to the public.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input. If you have any questions regarding
these comments, please contact Julia Bond at 503-823-7753 or julia.bond@portlandoregon.gov
for more information.

Sincerely,

el ~

Michael Jo:
Director, Bureau of Environmental Services
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29. Comments from: City of Hood
River

The watershed assessment units used in the 2018/2020 assessment create difficulties based both on their
sizeand hydrologic disconnection. The assessment units within the city or around city operations include
between 52111 miles of waterways, which is a significant scale to list based on, at worst, only one
monitoring site within that assessment unit (eake Branch). In addition, two of the watershed

assessment units include waterways that are outside of (and not hydrologically connected to) the
waterways within the city/UGB (Grays Creek and Harphan Creek). As such, the waterways in the city are
listed basedn data collected on waterways completely unrelated to (and disconnected from) our urban
waterways. This does not seem like a valid way to determine impairment of these waterways.

30. Comments from: Central
Oregon Irrigation District

This area [OR_WS_1707030808_05_102490] consists of district facilities (canals, culverts, pipes, etc.)

and private irrigation ditches and canals as shown on the Draft Integrated Report map. Please note that the
sole function of these facilities is the delivery of water for arggl agriculture. These facilities are

utilized for approximately 190 days a year, and otherwise remain dry and unable to support fish or aquatic
lifeforms. Water supplied to district users is screened at the original diversion point to prevent fish from
entering the system. The identified infrastructure is entirely-made, dry for almost six months a year,

and were never intended to or capable of providing sustained habitat for fish or aquatic life.

Central Oregon Irrigation District believes thatinclusn of our facilities on DEQ
error. We respectfully request that the above listed area be removed from the current status listing.

31. Comments from: Grant County

From: Scott W. Myers, Jim Hamisher, Sam Palmer
Subject: Grant Countintegrated Report Comments
Date: Jan. 3, 2020
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GRANT @C, OUNTY

County Court of Grant County
Scott W. Myers, County Judge
Jim Hamsher, County Commissioner
Sam Palmer, County Commissioner

1/3/2020

Mr. Richard Whitman, Director
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
TRANSMITTED BY EMAIL

Dear Director Whitman.

The Grant County Court is writing to oppose DEQ's decision to list water bodies throughout the
state as water quality impaired without data to support those listings, as it has done in its 2018-
2020 Integrated Report. We also oppose DEQ's decision to include agricultural irrigation,
drainage ditches, and other man-made ditches in its list of water quality impaired waterways.
These are not natural waterways, and we are concerned about the long-term ramifications to
county programs and our constituents as a result of this large and unnecessary policy change.

Grant County also opposes DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches
based upon data collected from neighboring properties by pooling data on a watershed wide
scale. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water body, particularly when those
waterways are under different ownerships and may have experienced differing current and
historic riparian management. DEQ has presented no evidence that this extrapolation is
scientifically valid or sound. Instead. it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways
without first going through the necessary step of determining that data actually shows an
impairment. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as impaired
must be based on water body specific data and cannot be extrapolated from samples from
neighboring waterways or tributaries. To do otherwise is not sound science or sound agency
policy. Without using actual data, DEQ may be making water quality on county lands. which are
largely agricultural and forest lands, look worse than it may actually be. Agriculture and timber
Jjobs are critical to economic and social stability in rural counties. Destabilizing these sectors
without specific and verifiable data is bad public policy.

Grant County, including our communities public works departments. along with our ranches,
farms, forests, manufacturing, industrial and commercial business constituents, have always been
good partners with DEQ and their associated non-point source designated management

agencies. Our forest and agricultural lands have among the highest water quality in the state, and
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county constituencies have significant investments over time improving and protecting water
quality.

It is disappointing that the report makes it appear that vast amounts of county lands, especially
farm and forest lands, are experiencing declining water quality. particularly when it appears that
DEQ lacks water body specific data for significant portions of the waterways listed.

We are disappointed that the agency did not reach out to county officials about the Integrated
Report prior to listing the vast majority of our waterbodies as water quality impaired. We
believe we were entitled, as local government, to forewarning and a more in depth discussion of
the methodologies uscd and the assumptions that the Integrated Report makes about waterways
in our county, particularly when the agency has made some very significant policy calls that will
have a direct impact on county programs and county lands. We are additionally surprised that
this very impactful policy work has left us with such a narrow window of opportunity o
cormment now that we have been alerted.

The Grant County Court’s mission is based on supporting cooperative relationships with state
agencics, including those with significant roles in establishing and implementing water policy in
the statc; along with the values of coordination; applying sound. verified. peer reviewed science,
and achieving balance.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we hope we ¢an have a more productive dialogue
about the Integrated Report moving forward.

Sincerely,

Grant County Court.

Scott W. Myers, County Judge
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32. Comments from: City of
Gresham

From: Torrey Lindbo
Subject: Gresham Comments on Draft 2018/2020 Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 3, 2020
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E)F
CR 'QHAM 1333 N.W. Eastman Parkway | Gresham, OR 57030

January 3, 2020

Becky Anthony

DECQ Water Quality Assessment
Water Quality Division

700 ME Multnomah

Portland, OR 97232-1400

Re: City of Gresham Comments on DEQ's Oregon 20182020 Integrated Report
Dear Ms. Anthony,

The City of Gresham's Department of Environmental Services appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ's) draft Cregon 2018/2020 Integrated Report. Gresham respectfully
submits the following for DEQ s consideration.

Ensure that tributaries are mapped within the same watershed as their parent stream/river. One specific example noted
within Gresham:
* The headwaters of Fairview Creek are mapped with the Johnson Cresk tributaries (AL 1D:

OR_WS_170900120101_02_104550). This area, located between Powell Blvd. and Division 5t. and between SE
182" and NW Birdsdale Ave, has no hydraulic connectivity with Johnson Creek. It is connected to Fairview
Creek, which is part of the Columbia Slough watershed. While Johnson Creek and the Columbia Slough are both
within the Willamette Basin TMDL, there are specific pollutants and allocations within the Lower Willamette
Subbasin TMODL for Johnson Creek, Fairview Cresk and the Columbia Slough.

Ensure that the Active TMDLs listed for each stream assessment unit is accurate and anly reflects the TMDLs that apply
to the stream segments selected. Some specific examples noted within Gresham:

# The Beaver Creek tributaries (AL ID: OR_WS_170800010703_02_103703) are currently listed as having Active
TMDLs for not just the Sandy River Basin (which is where it belongs), but also for Columbia Slough and
Willamette Basin. The active TMDLs list needs to be updated to reflect that only the Sandy River Basin TMDL
applies to these tributaries.

* The Upper Johnson Creek tributaries (AU |D: OR_WS_170900120101_02_104550) are currently listed as having
Active TMDLs for Columbia Slough and Willamette Basin. The active TMDLs list needs to be updated to reflact
that only the Willamette Basin TMOL applies to these tributaries. There is actually & specific Johnson Creek
TMDL that is part of the Lower Willamette Subbasin TMDL. The Johnson Cresk TMDL is at a similar scale to the
Columbia Slough TMDL, which DEQ currently calls out, so it would be good to be consistent in the TMDL listing
scale — either stick with just Willamette Basin for all, or add Johnzon Creek in the same way Colurmnbia Slough is
used.

® Fairview Cresk, which is lumped in with the Columbiza Slough (AU 1D: OR_WS_170900120201_02_104554)
currently lists Active TMDLs for Columbia Slough, Willamette Basin, and Sandy River Basin. Fairview Creek has
no connection to the Sandy River Basin, so that TMDL should be removed from the list. It appears as though all
of those TMOLs may be induded in the list since some of the tributaries in Troutdale/Wood Village are in this
same assessment unit (.. Arata and Salmon Creeks). Those tributaries are unigue in that they aren’t
connected to the Columbia Slough/Willamette, but also don’t connect to the Sandy River — they are primarily

EMVIROMMENTAL SERVICES
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controlled by a drainage district that pumps them directly to the Columbia River. The City of Troutdale has
provided more detailed comments related to these tributaries.

|5 thers a way to manually alter segments for areas where watersheds are better characterized, and the data exists to do
so? Some specific examples in Gresham are based on data the City has collected on numerous tributaries currenthy
lumped into the Upper Johnson Creek assessment unit:
¢ Temperature. Some tributaries have high temperatures due to inline ponds while others are cool year-round
due to groundwater flows. The City has data demonstrating several tributaries are meeting the temperature
standard, with data on other tributaries showing exceedances, yet the entire group of tributaries (as a segment)
are shown as impaired. When data demonstrates a tributary iz not impaired, it doesn’t seem logical to display it
as impaired. The current way of representing segments allows a few tributaries exceeding a standard to
supersede data on other tributaries demonstrating that an impairment does not exist.
»  Similar to temperature, the City has collected other data (i.e. water quality, biocriteria) on small first-order
streams that demonstrate differences between streams which are currently lumped into the same “segment,”
which gets listed based on the least common denominator.

The City appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this draft. If you have questions regarding the comments
provided, please contact Katie Holzer at katie holzer@greshamoregon.gov or 503-618-2377 for more information.

Sincerely,
- =
< ,,lL
\ D=

Torrey Lindbo
Water Sciences Program Manager
City of Gresham, Department of Environmental Services

33. Comments from: Columbia
County Public Works

From: Mike Russell
Subject: 20182020 DEQ Integrated Report Comments
Date: Jan. 3, 2020
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COLUMBIA COUNTY

Department of Public Works ST. HELENS, OR 97051
1054 Oregon St

Direct {303) 397-5090

Fax {303) 397-7215
publicworksi@co,.columbia.onus

W, OO, O ]I'I,I m | 'l'i A0S
January 6, 2020

Oregon Department of Environmental CQuality
Adtn: Mr. Richard Whitman, Director

700 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 600
Portland. OR 97232-4100

Submitted via electronic mail to: richard whitmar @ state, or. us

Dear Director Whitman.

I am writing to express concern regarding the draft 2018-2020 Integrated Report. The primary
concern is around the inclusion of roadside drainage ditches or “intermittent drainage ditches™ as
regulated water bodies. It is unclear what this means and there may be uniniended consequences
in expanding Federal Clean Water Act regulations to regulate waterways that are typically
exempt.

In Columbia County "s case, the Public Works Department maintains approximately 550 miles of
roadways. A vast majority of these roads use roadside ditches to drain rainwater. That is over
1,000 miles of ditch lines that we are responsible to maintain. We are a small department with
very limited resources and have to prioritize everything we do to effectively serve our citizens.
What this typically means is that we are responding to the worst spots first. These are drainage
issues that are usually impacting the satety of the roadway or have the potential to cause damage
to private property if we do not respond in a timely manner. My concern is that adding the
regulatory weight of the Federal Clean Water Act to roadside ditches will hamper our ability to
quickly and efficiently address drainage issues so that damage is minimized and our resources
can be focused on other priorities.

Columbia County is committed to operating in an envircnmentally conscious manner. Columbia
County Public Works currently applies Best Management Practices based on the National
Marine Fisheries Services approved Oregon Department of Transportation’s Routine Road
Muaintenunce Warer Quality Guide Best Management Practices to operations of the Public
Works Department. While the guide focuses on conservation of salmon and steelhead fish under
the Endangered Species Act, it inherently addresses maintaining water quality to the maximum
extent practicable when performing routine road maintenance activities such as ditch cleaning,
road grading, etc. without the need to get regulatory permitting authority for each activity at each
location. This practical approach allows road maintenance activities to tlow easily and
efficiently while establishing a standard that places emphasis on being environmentally aware.
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My concern with the potential of expanding Clean W ater Act requirements to these activities is
based on experience. For individual projects that we do apply Clean Water Act requirements, we
instinctively add a significant amount of time and resources to them because we know that the
permitting imelines can range from 6 months o a couple of years depending on the complexity
of the project. I have seen permitting processes take much longer even. The thought of having
to do the same for the vanous routine road maintenance activities we do is distressing. Without
further definition or discussion to define exactly what the impact of this decision will have, it 1s
hard to see it being applied without further hampering our ability to efficiently serve our citizens.

As a member of the Association of Oregon Counties {AOC) and OACES. an affiliate of the
AQC, I support their request for clarification on what DEQ categorizes as an intermittent
drainage ditch, specifically if drainage ditches in the county right-of-way are included in the
assessment even if they do not feed into an adjacent stream.

Similarly, Taffirm OACES s disappointment that representatives of local government were not
included in the workgroup that evaluated the updated methodology, as the subsequent policy
changes will have a severe impact on counties and county land. We hope to have the opportumity
for more in-depth conversations going forward.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Mike Russell, Director
Columbia County Public Works

34. Comments from: Coos County

From: Melissa Cribbins
Subject: Comments from Coos Court re Integrated Water Report
Date: Jan. 5, 2020
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ORECO, MELISSA CRIBBINS
COUNTY COMMISSIONER

ATV 250 N. Baxter Street, Coquille, Oregon 97423
- ‘ 541-396-7539
Coofs‘ — mcribbins@co.coos.or.us
~—County __.
IR

January 6, 2020

Mr. Richard Whitman, Director
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
TRANSMITTED BY EMAIL

Dear Director Whitman,

These comments are submitted to oppose DEQ's decision to include
agricultural irrigation, drainage ditches, and other man-made ditches in its list
of water quality impaired waterways. These are not natural waterways, and we
are concerned about the long-term ramifications to county programs and our
constituents as a result of this large and unnecessary policy change.

We also oppose DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches
based upon data collected from neighboring properties by pooling data on a
watershed wide scale. Water quality naturally differs from water body to water
body, particularly when those waterways are under different ownerships and
may have experienced differing current and historic riparian management.
DEQ has presented no evidence that this extrapolation is scientifically valid or
sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways
without first going through the necessary step of determining that data actually
shows an impairment. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list
waterbodies as impaired must be based on water body specific data and cannot
be extrapolated from samples from neighboring waterways or tributaries. To do
otherwise is not sound science or sound agency policy. Without using actual
data, DEQ may be making water quality on county lands, which are largely
agricultural and forest lands, look worse than it may actually be. Agriculture
and timber jobs are critical to economic and social stability in rural counties.
Destabilizing these sectors without specific and verifiable data is bad public
policy.

Our county government, including our public works department, along with

our farm, ranch, forest, manufacturing, industrial and commercial business
constituents, have always been good partners with DEQ and their associated
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non-point source designated management agencies. Forest and agricultural
lands have among the highest water quality in the state, and county
constituencies have significant investments over time improving and protecting
water quality.

It is disappointing that the report makes it appear that vast amounts of county
lands, especially farm and forest lands, are experiencing declining water
quality, particularly when it appears that DEQ lacks water body specific data
for significant portions of the waterways listed.

We are disappointed that the agency did not reach out to county officials about
the Integrated Report prior to listing the vast majority of our waterbodies as
water quality impaired. We believe we were entitled, as local government, Lo
forewarning and a more in depth discussion of the methodologies used and the
assumptions that the Integrated Report makes about waterways in our county,
particularly when the agency has made some very significant policy calls that
will have a direct impact on county programs and county lands. We are
additionally surprised that this very impactful policy work has left us with such
a narrow window of opportunity to comment now that we have been alerted.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we hope we can have a more
productive dialogue about the Integrated Report moving forward.

Sincerely,
( AV 1/14 &/‘/’ ke
Melissa Cribbins
Coos County Commissioner

35. Comments from: Raymond
Kaser

From: Raymond Kaser
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 4, 2020

Dear Director Whitman,

Butte Creek is listed as being impaired because of water temperature. |1 own a farm that borders Butte
Creek near Scotts Ml_lls_. The; stream is sthdind the water temperature is cool in the summer. |
strongly oppose the listing without data that support warm stream conditions. Trout survive just fine in
the summer by remaining in deep pools.

Sincerely,
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Raymond Kaser

828 Sun Valley Ct
Silverton,OR 97381
rkaser.enifl@frontier.com

36. Comments from: Eagle Point
Irrigation District

From: Lolly Anderson
Subject Eagle Point Irrigation DistrittComment Submittal
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

Eagle Point Irrigatioi st ri ct (ADi strictodo) is an Oregon irrig.
Statutes Chapter 545. The District provides irrigation water to 8,260 acres of land and 540 patrons within

the Rogue Valley. The District boundaries stretch from Buttes EalAntelope Creek and to the Rogue

River. The District diverts agricultural irrigation water rights from Big Butte Creek and delivers

agricultural irrigation water viaan 48i | e mai n canal and 165 miles of |
Faci |l it i sristés)y respdnbitde p&rtner in the Rogue Basin TMDL and has committed significant
resources to improving water quality in District Facilities.

The Districtdés initial review of the Draft 2018/ 2
has designated a significant portion of the District Facilities as water quality impaired. The District does

not have the technical resources, given the complexity of the tools comprising the Draft Report, to fully
anal yze DEQO6s | i s4a Thajstriot indddstasds thd impbrtakca and dotential e

regulatory consequences of DEQ listing the District Facilities and requests that DEQ include the District

in any future discussion of the Draft Report.

The District appreciates the opportunity to ecoemt and looks forward to working with DEQ to resolve
these concerns.

37. Comments from: Ochoco
Irrigation District

From: Bruce Scanion
Subject Ochoco Irrigation District Comments
Date: Jan. 6. 2020
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Decernber 17, 2019

Department of Environmental Quality
700 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 600
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Oregon Department of Environmental Quality,

I'm writing in response to the DEQ invitation to comment on the Draft 2018/2019 Integrated Report. |
appreciate the opportunity to share my thoughts and concerns regarding the information contained in

this report.

Ochoco Irrigation District has been a major proponent of efforts to improve water guality in the various
streams, rivers and lakes that serve our patrons, The District has invested generously in time, money and
resources to protect and improve those waters to which the district exercises its certificated rights. 0ID
is proud of its history of collaboration with the various lacal entities like the Crooked River Watershed
Council, Crook County Soil and Water Conservation District, Crook County Natural Resources Advisory
Committee, City of Prineville, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Deschutes River Conservancy and
many others who continue to work to improve the conditions in those waterways that we rely upon.

It is in this spirit of collaboration that Ochoco Irrigation District submits comments regarding the DEQ
Draft Integrated Report:

* The District was surprised and concerned to see that sections of 01D canals, pipelines and
ditches wera included in this report.

* Mot only are these district operated conveyances included erroneously in the report but they
weore also listed as “impalred” for the use of fish and aquatic life with little or no data provided
to the district to support that listing.

¢ Additionally, DEQ has incorrectly attributed several District canals as being attached to natural
waterways, For example, a section of the Crooked River Distribution Canal was included with
Lower McKay Creek as “impaired” for fish and aguatic life. This particular stretch of canal does
not contain water from McKay Creek (It is from the Crooked River) and does not divert water
from the creek. Other examples include sections of the OID Ryegrass Canal, Ochoco Main Canal
and Grimes Flat East and West Canals,
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*  These inaccuracies show a lack of understanding of the conveyances operated by OID, but more
importantly demonstrate the complete lack of communication from DEQ prior to including these
District owned and operated rescurces in this report,

Ochoco Irrigation District will continue to be actively involved in the various local initiatives that are
currently focused on improving the quality of these associated waterways. We appreciate the
opportunity to inform and educate ODEQ regarding these inaccuracies and look forward to working with
the department to correctly identify those waters which should be included in this report as well as
thase that should not.

Sinceraly,

J”.—*”,ﬁu“/‘é/\’/&_’__

IJ.

Bruce Scanlun

Manager

Ochoco Irrigation District
Prineville, Oregon

38. Comments from: Farmers,
Middle Fork and East Fork
Irrigation Districts

From: Les Perkins, Craig DeHart, John Backley
Subject: Comments on integrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

=1

FATTAAETER SRR AT MO N TR Y

Farmers Irrigation District Middle Fork Irrigation District East Fork Irrigation District
1985 Country Club Road 8235 Clear Creek Road 3500 Graves Road
Hood River, OR 97031 PO Box 291 PO Box 162

Parkdale, OR 97041 Odell, OR 97044
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Farmerdrrigation District took theleadfor theirrigation communityin theHoodRiver Basinin
reviewingD E Q dsaft2018/2020ntegratedReport.This reviewwasshared widelyn thebasin to
providenoticeto otherentities who maybeinterestedn providing comment, includingttheregular
Novembemeetingof the Hood River Watershedsroup.In almosteverycase prganizationsvho may
beinterestedand affectedby thisreportwere notawareof thereviewperiodor thattherewasan
updatehappeningFarmerdrrigation District, Middle Fork Irrigation District, andEastFork Irrigation
District would not haveknownif it w e r don riptificationfrom Oregon WaterResource€ongress.
Thelack of notification and thevery shortwindowto reviewandcomments ridiculous,asthisreport
will have majorramificationsmoving forward Farmerdrrigation District is fortunateto havea staff
memberwith significantexperiencen reviewingtechnical documents,robustunderstandingf the
HoodRiver Basin,andsignificantexperiencén collectingandanalyzing monitoring datdlost
organizationglo not havethis specializedxpertiseandwould struggleto reviewandcommentn
depth.Throughour review,we found significantoncernsvith theassessmemethodologyand
resultsreport/datgpresentationpublic accessibilityof thereport,translationof pastdatato thenew
report,andwaterway mappingdith this problematicprocessPEQ risks lossof trustwith
communitiesaswell aslossof credibility generally Updatedike this should bewell vettedand
reviewed,andshouldrely heavilyonlocalinput, asit is thelocal communitiesnade up of watershed
councils,soil & waterconservatiordistricts,businessesgriculture timbermanagersifrigation
districts, and averaggtizenswho will haveto dealwith thelong-termramificationsof poorly thought
outand scientificallyindefensiblemethodologies.

D E Q Mathodologyfor Or e g aod&8\ater QualityReportandList of WaterQuality Limited Waters
stateghat assessmeninitsweredefinedtoi i n ¢ o renrionneentadyandhydrologicallyrelevant

b r e hdodthiat assessmeninitss h o u | d momegemeeusegmentef surfacew a t b The o
watershed assessmemits usedin the 2018/2020ntegrated Repodo neither(seebulletsbelow). The
methodologystateghatii t h r theagsessmemirocessPEQwill reviewthewatershedinitsmore

cl o é.éhis;s desperatelyieeded baseah whattheseHUC-12 watersheds includen-the-ground
and theimmanagemernimplications.Subdivisionor completereworkingof thewatershegssessment
unitsneedgo bebasedn significantlymorethanfi w h etheerelevantdatalayersindicatedifferences

in watershedh o mo g e'rnTheisttegniayeritself should be enoughfor DEQto determine
differencedn watershed homogeneity (etberearemultiple waterway$n the sameHUC-12 sub
watershedhatarenot hydrologicallyconnected). Watershedsessmeninit divisionsshould bebased
on streamorderchangesnd theotherbreaksusedfor theriver/streamassessmeninits. The draft
assessmentsasednthecurrentlyusedwatershedssessmeninitsis agrossmisuseof available
hydrologicand waterquality data.

Farmerdrrigation District, Middle Fork Irrigation District, and EasFork Irrigation District
thoughts/concernsn

Or e g P0R8H2620ntegrated Report:

9 Ourmainconcerns with the useof subwatershed$HUC-12) asthe assessmeninit. The
sub watershedsften includemultiple waterwayshatcomefrom separatesourcewaters,
flow through differentlandusesandarein noway hydrologicallyconnected. E.ghe Odell
CreekHoodRiver sub watershedncludesboth Odell Creek(flowing from the east,
predominatelthroughagriculturaland residential usedeforeits confluencewith the
mainstemHood River)and DitchCreek (flowingfrom the west,predominatelythrough
forestryandagriculturaluses peforeits confluencewith the mainstemHoodRiver), aswell
asmultiple othersmallertributariesto the mainstenHood River. Giverthelack of
hydrologicconnection betweetme waterwaysandthevariety of landusesalongthem,it is
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nonsensical to assumehatanimpairmentmeasuredh onewaterway meanthatsame
impairments presenin the otherwaterwayspr eventhatsaid impairmenis suggestedf
thatwerethe caseanimpairmentin any waterwayin thestatewould or could suggest/mean
thateveryotherwaterwayin the stateis equally impaired. Theseameissueswith sub
watershedanddisconnectedvaterwaysarepresenin 8 of thell mappedsubwatershedin
theHoodRiver Basin,aswell asthe GraysCreekColumbiasubwatershed(and,we assume,
manyothersubwatershedsroundthat stateoutsideof our serviceareas) See attached
spreadshedor which hydrologicallyseparatevaterwaysarewithin each HUG12 sub
watershed.

0 At aminimum,theassessment urshould includgustthewaterways/sub
watersheds thatre actuallyhydrologicallyconnectede.g.Odell Creekandits
tributariesareoneassessmeninit, Ditch Creekandits tributariesareanotherpPine
Creekandits tributariesareanothergtc.), insteadof lumping themall together
basednthe HUC-12 boundaries.

0 Morelogically, theassessmeninits forwatershedshould followsimilar assessment
unit divisionsastheriver/streamassessmenmitsi e.g.unit breaks occur when
thereis achangen designated us@changen streamorder,and/oratthe HUC-12
boundaryThis would provide significantly moreconfidencehatthe datacollected
is correctlyinformingtheassessmemtf i h 0 mo g e n e o wfsurface g me nt s

wat krso
0 Wewouldquestionwhythereisafi n e e d t loeadwdtesteariahdgmall

feeder drainagesmanyof whicharei n t e r hif thesesatetwayshavenotbeen
includedin past assessments pastintegrated Reports. Marof theintermittent
waterwayddentifiedas impairedonthe mapsin the Hood RiverBasinrarelyhave
surfacewaterpresentind,in many caseshaveno definedchannel. Collecting data
showimpairment would belifficult to nearly impossibledueto theextremely
intermittentnatureof presencef flow. Also, thevastmajority of these
intermittent/feedesystemsaarelocatedin areaswithoutdevelopmenand protectety
land useclassificationInclusionof theseintermittentandfeedersystemsappeargo be
a substantial overreach.

Theassessmeninitsfor rivers/streamgenerallyseento makebettersensebut still makesignificant
assumptionst.g.themainstermHood River(from the mouthto confluenceof the EastandWestforks)
is areasonablstream/riveistretchto manageand toreasonablassumémpairmentin onesection
suggestémpairmenton othersectionsBut it is importantto notethatgiventhelengthof river, limited
dataavailable multiple inputsinto ariver systemgtc.thatanimpairmentat onemonitoringsitedoes

otherrelevantdatalayersindicatedifferencesn watershech 0 mo g e'rTheisttegmiayeritself
should be enoughfor DEQ to determinadifferencesn watershed homogeneity (etherearemultiple
waterwaysdn the sameHUC-12 subwatershedhatarenot hydrologicallyconnected). Watershed
assessmeninit divisionsshould be basedn streamorderchangesnd theotherbreaksusedfor the
river/streanassessmeninits. Thedraft assessmentsasednthecurrentlyusedwatershedssessment
unitsis agrossmisuseof availablehydrologicand waterquality data.

Farmerdrrigation District, Middle Fork Irrigation District, and EasEork Irrigation District
thoughts/concernsn

Or e g P0R8H2620ntegrated Report:
1 Ourmainconcerns with the useof subwatershed$HUC-12) asthe assessmeninit. The

sub watershedsften includemultiple waterwayshatcomefrom separatesourcewaters,
flow through differentlandusesandarein noway hydrologicallyconnected. E.ghe Odell
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CreekHoodRiver sub watershedncludesboth Odell Creek(flowing from the east,
predominatelthroughagriculturaland residential usedeforeits confluencewith the
mainstenmHood River)and DitchCreek (flowingfrom the west,predominatelyhrough
forestryandagriculturaluses peforeits confluencewith the mainstemHoodRiver), aswell
asmultiple othersmallertributariesto the mainstenHood River. Givernhelack of
hydrologicconnection betweethe waterwaysandthevarietyof land useslongthem,it is
nonsensical to assumehatanimpairmentmeasuredh onewaterway meanthatsame
impairmentis presenin the otherwaterwayspr eventhatsaid impairmenis suggestedf
thatwerethe caseanimpairmentin any waterwayin thestatewould or could suggest/mean
thateveryotherwaterwayin the stateis equally impaired. Thesesameissueswith sub
watershedanddisconnectedvaterwaysarepresenin 8 of thell mappedsubwatershedin
theHoodRiver Basin,aswell asthe GraysCreekColumbiasubwatershed(and,we assume,
manyothersubwatershedaroundthatstateoutsideof our serviceareas)See attached
spreadshedor which hydrologicallyseparatevaterwaysarewithin each HUG12 sub
watershed.

0 At aminimum,theassessment urshould includgustthewaterways/sub
watersheds thatre actuallyhydrologicallyconnectede.g.Odell Creekandits
tributariesareoneassessmeninit, Ditch Creekandits tributariesareanotherpPine
Creekandits tributariesareanothergtc.), insteadof lumping themall together
basednthe HUC-12 boundaries.

0 Morelogically, the assessmeninits forwatershedshould followsimilar assessment
unit divisionsastheriver/streamassessmeninitsi e.g.unit breaks occur when
thereis achangen designated us@changen streanmorder,and/oratthe HUC-12
boundaryThis would provide significantly moreconfidencehatthe datacollected
is correctlyinformingtheassessmemf i h 0 mo g e n e o wfsurface g me nt s

wat krso
0 Wewouldquestionwhythereisafi n e e d t loeadwdtesteariahdgmall

feeder drainagesmanyof whicharei nt e r Hif thesewatetwayshavenotbeen
includedin past assessments pastintegrated Reports. Marof theintermittent
waterwayddentifiedas impairedonthe mapsin the Hood RiverBasinrarelyhave
surfacewaterpresentind,in many caseshaveno definedchannel. Collecting data
showimpairment would belifficult to nearly impossibledueto the extremely
intermittentnatureof presencef flow. Also, thevastmajority of these
intermittent/feedesystemsarelocatedin areaswithoutdevelopmenand protectety
land useclassificationInclusionof theseintermittentandfeedersystemsappeargo be
a substantial overreach.

1 Theassessmeninitsfor rivers/streamgenerallyseenmto makebettersensebut still make
significant assumptionsE.g.themainstenHood River(from the mouthto confluenceof the
EastandWestforks)is areasonablstream/rivestretchto manageand toreasonablyassume
impairmentin onesection suggestémpairmenton othersectionsBut it is importantto note
thatgiventhelengthof river, limited dataavailable multiple inputsinto ariver systemetc.
thatanimpairmentat onemonitoringsite does

0 Seeattachedspreadshedor all of the crosswalkissuesdbetweerthe2012and
2018/2020assessmentgithin eachassessment unit. Issuaslude:

A Foranumberof waterways/parameterthereareno recordof parameter
listingsfor theassessment ur{ibr anycomponentwaterway)in the2012
databasealthough the2018/2020databaselaimssaid parametensere
listedin or prior to 2012.

A Foranumberof waterways/parametere 2018/2020atabase states
parametewas listedasCategoryb for theassessmeninit (or any
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componentvaterway)in 2012,but the2012databasshows thasame
parameteasCategory?2 or 3 (dependingn parameteandwaterway).
1 Manyof thelistingsin the 2018/2020database&lo not matchup withthe 2018/202Gstory

magV resulting in confusionand/ora high likelihood thasomesegmenbf the public has
beenmisinformedaboutwhat is actuallybeing proposetbr listing.
1 Waterwaysnappedn thedatabase/mago not matchup with realities orthe-ground:

o A numberof irrigation canalsand otherirrigation infrastructureare mappedas
waterwaysand listedasimpaired.We stronglydisputethe suggestiorthatirrigation
canals/infrastructurare waterwaysunderthe CleanWater Act or are subject to
303(d)listings.

A If irrigation canalsveregoingto be mappedaswaterwaysand,again,we
strongly opposehis, thewaterwayseed tdoe mappedn a hydrologically
sensiblananner,insteadof being lumpednto thewatershegssessment
unit theyaregeographicallyclosesto. E.g.the EastFork Irrigation
District Main Canaldivertswaterfrom the East Fork Hood River and
i r el evatertethekastsideCanal,CentralLateralPipeline,etc., but
sectiongof it arelumpedinto the EastFork HoodRiver, Lower EastFork
HoodRiver, and Odell Creeldood Riverassessment unigmdmappedas
if it is anothertributary within eachassessment unithisis notalogical
or defensiblauseof the geographic,hydrologic,or operationafealitiesof
thisinfrastructure.

0 A numberof waterwaysaremappedhatdo not existand/ordo not havedefined
channelon the-ground.E.g. The mapshowsawaterwayenteringthe UpperGreen
PointReservoifrom the west.While therewould bedrainagento thereservoirfrom
thewestduringstormeventsthere is no definedor identifiablewaterwayin this
location.

0 Therearea numberof sectionsof mappedvaterway thatiredisconnectedrom any
other waterway/systenthey ardikely not realwaterwaysgr thereis something
elsewrongwith the mapping.

0 Therearea numberof sectionsof mappedvaterway thaseento beattachedo the
wrongsub watershedor thereis somethingelsewrongwith the mapping.

0 Seeattachedspreadshedor all of the mappingissuedor eachassessmeninit.

 We dado suggestsingthe DEQ hydrographyl, insteadof the NHD for mapping/waterway
definition, sincethe NHD includesa numberof waterwayshatarequestionablet best(e.qg.
waterwayflowing into the UpperGreenPointReservoir) This couldsolvetheissuewith
needingi t classifyheadwatestreamsandsmallfeederdrainagesmanyof which are
intermittento

9 Thereis noassessmert all for the GreenPointCreek,DeadPointCreek,or ShingleCreek
watersheds.

9 Thereis noassessmeratt all for the EastFork Hood River betweerthe confluenceof the
Middle Fork HoodRiverandWestFork HoodRiver.

1 The2018/2020latabaseloesnot list monitoring locationgor mostparametersncluding
sitesnewly listedin the2018assessment.his makest very difficult to assessvhethera
listing makessensdor the entireassessmeninit or not.

1 An AWQMS login is requiredto view any of the datausedduring theseassessmentsp
we (and,we assumegthersin the public) werenot ableto reviewthe underlyingdatathat
wasusedto form the assessmemesults.This underminesour ability to be confidentin
D E Q énsthodsand/orresults.

1 Informationonwhich parametersr waterwayswveredelistedin thedraftreportis not publicly
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provided. We wereableto receivealist of said delistinggor the HoodRiver Basinfrom our
regionalrepresentativeput, aswith manybulletsabove this makesit difficult for memberof
thepublicto havefull accesdo (andthereforeconfidencan) the assessmerndits results.

In summaryDEQ did notusescientificallyor technicallysound methodologida developing this
updateto listings of impairedwaterwaysgdid not useaccuratenapsto develop thisipdateor its
presentationglid notdevelop defensibleconclusiondasednthedata availableglid not correctly
translatgpastassessmentsto thisupdate, anddid notprovideaccurate/consistedataor its
presentation fothe publicto adequatelyeviewthis assessmerindits results.In orderto properly
assesthewaterwaysf Oregon DEQwould need to establish muchmorerobustsystemof
monitoring.Lackingactual datdor the vastmajority of the streamsystemsn Oregonis notan
excuseanddoesnot give DEQ theauthorityto makebroadbrushedassumptionso list mostof the
streamsystemsn the state. This methodologyignoresall of the hardwork thatwatershedyroups,

S WC D &aenservation groupstateagencies, federal agencigsgation districtsocal
governmentsandcitizensof the statehavebeen doingandcontinueto do,to addressvaterquality
andhabitatconcernsn our communitiesWe had hopedhatthetop downregulation conceptad
largelydiedandthatwe werein anerawherecollaboration and inputfrom local communities
matters. DE(heedgo startoverandcreatea processandmethodologythat will fostersupportfrom
communitiesfakeinput from thosewho actuallywork in thesewatershedsandthatis actuallybased
in scienceanddata.

Sincerely,
/ 4 :' r f \ ™ |’-| A
2 f; r i . \) | 1l f
f{/ ~ . ' by .'r%__h . ‘/'AT *ﬂnFQ I‘}!M *,-_'_{;pl‘,a’ )
Les Perkins Craig DeHart John Buckley
Manager Manager Manager
Farmers Irrigation District Middle Fork Irrigation District East Fork Irrigation District

Attachment: Hood River Basin Integrated Report Spreadsheet

Hood River Basin
Integrated Report Spre

39. Comments from: Polk County
Board of Commissioners

From: Craig Pope, Mike Ainsworth, Lyle Murdhorst
Subject: Letter from the Commissioners
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Date: Jan. €020

SRR = P OLK C OUNTY  soaro or comssionsrs

POLK COUNTY |'-\:| K COUNTY COURTHOUSE * DALLAS, OREGON 97338-3174 Ovaxpiadon

s
(503)623-8173 * FAx (503) 623-0896 CRrRAIG A, Pore

MIKE AINSWORTH
LYLE MORDHORST

GREGORY P. HANSEN
Advenstrates Ofcer

ThePolk CountyBoardof Commissionerarewriting to opposeDEQ'sdecisionto list
water bodiesthroughoutthe stateaswater quality impairedwithout datato support
thoselistings, asit hasdonein its 20182020IntegratedReport. We also oppose
DEQ'sdecisionto include agriculturalirrigation, drainageditches,and otherman
madeditches in itdist of water quality impairedwaterways.Thesearenot natural
waterways,andwe areconcernedaboutthe long-term ramificationsto county
programsand our constituentsasa result of this large and unnecessarpolicy
change.

Polk CountyalsoopposePEQ'sdecisionto extrapolatdistings of waterwaysand
ditchesbasedupondatacollectedfrom neighboringpropertiesby pooling dataon a
watershedvide scale Waterquality naturallydiffers from waterbodyto waterbody,
particularly whenthosewaterwaysareunderdifferent ownershipsand may have
experiencedliffering currentandhistoric riparian management.DEQ haspresented
no evidencethatthis extrapolationis scientifically valid or sound.

Instead,it appeargo be an attemptto list andregulatewaterwayswithout first going
throughthe necessangtepof determiningthat dataactually showsanimpairment. In
orderto be scientifically defensible decisiongo list waterbodiesasimpairedmustbe
basedon waterbody specificdataandcannotbe extrapolatedfrom samples from
neighboringwaterwaysor tributaries. To do otherwiseis not soundscienceor sound
agency policyWithout usingactualdata,DEQ may be makingwater quality on
countylands,which arelargely agriculturalandforestlands,look worsethanit may
actuallybe. Agriculture andtimberjobs arecritical to economicandsocialstability in
rural counties. Destabilizingthesesectorswvithout specificandverifiable datais bad
public policy.

Our countygovernmentjncluding our public works departmentalongwith our farm,
ranch, forest, manufacturing,industrial and commercialbusinessonstituentshave
alwaysbeengood partnerswith DEQ andtheir associatedhon point sourcedesignated
managemenagenciesForestand agriculturallandshaveamongthe highestwater quality
in the state,and county constituenciedavesignificantinvestmentovertime improving
andprotectingwaterquality.

It is disappointingthat the report makesit appearthat vastamountsof countylands,
especially farmandforestlands,areexperiencingdecliningwater quality, particularly
whenit appearshat DEQ lackswaterbody specificdatafor significantportionsof the
waterwaydisted.
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We aredisappointedhat the agencydid not reachoutto countyofficials aboutthe
IntegratedReportprior to listing thevastmajority of our waterbodiesaswaterquality
impaired. We believewe wereentitled,aslocalgovernmentto forewarningandamorein
depthdiscussionof the methodologiesusedandthe assumptionsthatthe Integrated
Reportmakesaboutwaterwaysin our county, particularly when

theagency hasnadesomevery significantpolicy callsthatwill haveadirectimpacton
countyprogramsand countylands.We areadditionally surprisedthat this very impactful
policy work hasleft uswith suchanarrowwindow of opportunityto commentow that we
havebeenalerted.

ThePolk CountyBoardof Commissionergovernancenissionis basedon supporting
cooperativerelationshipswith stateagenciesincludingthosewith significantrolesin
establishingandimplementingwater policy in the state;alongwith thevaluesof
collaboration;applyingsoundyerified, peerreviewedscience andachievingdalance.

Thankyou for the opportunityto commentandwe hopewe canhaveamoreproductive
dialogueabouttheIntegratedreportmovingforward.

40. Comments from: Marion
County

From: Colin Willis, Samuel A. Brentano, Kevin Cameron
Subject Marion County Comments 20112020 Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

Marion County
OREGON

Board of Commissioners

TheMarion CountyBoard of Commissionerss writing to opposeDEQ'sdecisionto list water bodies
throughoutthe stateaswater quality impairedwithout datato suppOlthoselistings, asit hasdonein its
20182020 IntegratedReport.We areconcernedhe new methodologyadoptedby DEQ in the 2018
2020 IntegratedRepO01 will resultin all roadsideditchesand agriculturalirrigation channelsbeing
treatedagurisdictional waterwaysin amannerinconsistentwith pastDEQ practicesimply becauséhey
arelocatedwithin a degradecdhaturalwatershedMan-madeditchesarenot naturalwaterwaysandwe
ai e concernedaboutthe long-term ramifications,whetherintentionalor unintentional,to county
programsasaresultof this change.

Marion Countyis concernecaboutDEQ'sdecisionto extrapolatdistings of watelwaysnd ditches

basedupondatacollectedfrom sameordertributariesby pooling dataon awatershed- widscale DEQ
haspresentedno evidencethatthis extrapolationis valid or sound.Decisions tdist waterbodiesas
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impaired shouldbe basedonwaterbody-specific dataand cannotbe extrapolatedrom sampledrom
neighboringwaterwaysor tributaries.

Without usingactualdata,DEQ may be makingwaterquality on countylands,which are
largelyagriculturalandforestlands,look worsethanit may actuallybe. Our county
government,jncluding our public works departmentalongwith our farmers,ranchers,
forestersmanufacturersandindustrial and commercialbusinessed)avemadesignificant
investmentsover timeto improve and protectwaterquality throughoutthe county.
Fmthermoreforestand agriculturallandshaveamongthe highestwater quality in the
state.We believe DEQ hasfailed to demonstratéhatthe analysismethodologyusedin the
20182020 IntegratedReportaccuratelyreflectsrealworld conditions.

Thankyou for this opportunityto commenton the 20182020 IntegratedReport.

Sincerely,
4 / 7 A
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Cplh Willis A Samuel A, Brentano Kevin Cameron
Chair Vice Chair Commissioner

41. Comments from: Union County
Board of Commissioners

From: Michael Horton
Subject: Owyhee IrrigatioDistrict 2018/2020 Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

Donna Beverage, Commissionsar

U N ION COU NTY Pawi Anderes, Ccmmr:ss.:\:n&r
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS R. Matthew Scarfo, Commissioner

Shelley Burgess, Administrative Officer

1105 K Avenue La Grande, OR. 97850 PHOME (541)963-1001 FAX (341)963-1079  TTY 1-800-735-1232

As Chairof Union CountyBoardof Commissionerd, amwriting to opposeDEQ'sdecisionto list water
bodiesthroughouthe stateaswater qualityimpairedwithout datato supportthoselistings, asit hasdone
in its 20182020 Integrated Report. alsoopposeDEQ'sdecisionto include agriculturalirrigation,
drainagalitches,andothermanmadeditchesin its list of waterqualityimpairedwaterwaysTheseare
notnaturalwaterwaysandl amconcernedboutthelong-termramificationsto countyprogramsandour
constituentasaresultof thislargeand unnecessargolicy change.

Union CountyalsoopposePEQ'sdecisionto extrapolatdistings of waterwaysandditchesbasedupon

datacollectedfrom neighboringpropertiedy poolingdataon awatershedvide scale Waterquality
naturallydiffersfrom waterbodyto waterbody, particularlywhenthosewaterwaysareunderdifferent
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ownershipsaandmayhaveexperiencedliffering currentandhistoricriparianmanagementDEQ has
presentecho evidencehatthis extrapolatioris scientificallyvalid or sound.

Insteadjt appearso beanattempto list andregulatewaterwayswithoutfirst goingthroughthenecessary
stepof determininghatdataactuallyshowsanimpairment. In orderto bescientificallydefensible,
decisiongo list waterbodiegsimpairedmustbe basedn waterbody specificdataandcannotbe
extrapolatedrom samplegrom neighboringwaterway=or tributaries. To do otherwises notsound
scienceor soundagencypolicy. Without usingactualdata,DEQ maybemakingwater quality on county
lands,which arelargelyagriculturalandforestlands,look worsethanit mayactuallybe. Agricultureand
timberjobsare critical to economicandsocialstability in rural counties. Destabilizingthesesectors
without specificandverifiable datais badpublic policy.

Our Countygovernmentincludingour public worksdepartmentalong with our farm, ranch forest,
manufacturingindustrialandcommercialbusinesgonstituentshavealwaysbeengoodpartnerswith
DEQandtheirassociated nepoint sourcedesignatedgnanagement

agencieskForestandagriculturallandshaveamongthe highestwater quality in thestate andcounty
constituenciefavesignificant investment®vertime improvingandprotectingwaterquality.

It is disappointinghatthereportmakest appeathatvastamountsof countylands,especiallyfarmand
forestlands,areexperiencingleclining waterquality, particularlywhenit appearshatDEQ lackswater
body specificdatafor significantportionsof thewaterwaydisted.

I amdisappointed thaheagencydid notreachoutto countyofficials aboutthe IntegratecReportprior to
listing thevastmajority of our waterbodiesswatergualityimpaired. | believethatwe areentitled,as
local governmentto forewarninganda morein depthdiscussiorof the methodologiesisedandthe
assumptionghatthe IntegratedReport makesaboutwaterwaysn our county,particularlywhenthe
agencyhas madesomevery significantpolicy callsthatwill haveadirectimpacton countyprogramsand
countylands.| amadditionallysurprisedhatthis veryimpactful policy work hasleft uswith sucha
narrowwindow of opportunityto comment.

TheUnion CountyBoardof Commissionergovernancenissionis basedon supportingcooperative
relationshipswith stateagenciesincluding thosewith significantrolesin establishingandimplementing
waterpolicy in thestate;alongwith thevaluesof collaborationapplyingsound,verified, peerreviewed
scienceandachievingbalance.

Thankyou for the opportunityto commentand| hopethat Union County canhavea moreproductive
dialogueaboutthe IntegratedReportmoving forward.

Sincerely,

PaulM. Anderes
Union CountyCommissiorChair
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42. Comments from: Owyhee
Irrigation District

From: Michael Horton
Subject: Owyhee Irrigation District 2018/2020 Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

STUNZ, FONDA, KIYUNA, & HORTON, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

GEWE STUNZ (1259-1992)

STEPHEN B. FONDA (1968-2008) 106 MAIN STREET
RETIRED P.C), Box 1868
M—— NYSSA, OREGON 57513
GARY K. KIYUNA TEL [541)372-2268
MICHAEL W, HORTON® AR Bt Era

*ADMITTED TO PRACTICE
N ID&HD AND OREGON

I aman attorneyand| representOwyheelrrigation District ("OID") locatedat 422 Thunderegdlvd.,
Nyssa,Oregon97913. OID is thelargestirrigation district in the stateof Oregonby size District
staff havereviewedthe Draft 20182020 IntegratedReportandhave seriousconcernswith regardto
thereport, specifically the listing of OID's canals pipelines,laterals,anddrainsas303(d) Impaired
Waters.

Owyheelrrigation District operatesunder OregonStatelaw asanirrigation district with thedirective to
supplyirrigation waterto farmlandfor the productionof crops. The specificbeneficial useof the
water is for cropproductionandis not for wildlife, recreatim, fishing, nor drinking water. Thereport
fails to take into consideratiorthe fact that OID's conveyancesystemsdo not usenatural streamsas
part of their conveyancesystemIn reviewing the mapsin thereport,it appearghata shotgunapproach
wasusedin listing impaired watersin that OID closedsystemsand pipelinesarelisted asimpaired
waterswhich requireaTMDL. Thisoverreachby OregonDEQ is not supportedby propersampling,
testing,nor on thegroundresearch

Giventhe lack of datasupportingthe findings, OID is unableto specifically addressall of theerrorsin
thereportandall of the incorrectly identified water conveyancesystemsof the district.

OID requestsand strongly encourage®EQ to removeOID's canals pipelines, laterals,and drainsas
impairedwatersfrom this report

Questiongegardingthesecommentsandfurther DEQ inquireson this subjectshouldbe madeto OID's
manager Jay Chamberlin,at the district office (541)3723540.

Very truly yours,
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Michael W. Horton

43. Comments from: Oregon
Association of County
Engineers and Surveyors

From: Mike Bezner
Subject:20187 2020 Integrated Report Comments from OACES

Date: Jan. 6, 2020

OACES

OREGON ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY
ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

The OregonAssociationof County Engineersand Surveyors(OACES), an affiliate of the Association
of OregonCounties(AOC), representounty public works agenciesandroad departmentacrosshe
stateand providesaforum to sharebestpracticesand overcomechallengesCounty roadsare a critical

componentof Oregon'sintegratedroad systemand areresponsiblefor 60% of Oregon'snonfederal
road network (32,831 total mileg. The county road system also includes 3,421 bridges and
approximately 26,000 culvels.

OACES is writing to expressconcernwith the draft 20182020 Integrated RepQi, which includes
intermittent drainageditchesasregulatedwater bodieswithout clearintent. On the surface,therepQl

appeardo be an attemptto regulatewaterwaysthat aretypically exemptunderthe FederalCleanWater
Act, suchasroadsideandagricultural ditches.The assessmennethodologydoesnot specify what type
of drainageditchesareincluded, which implies that all drainageditcheswithin the assessmerdreaare
subjectto the sameregulationsasthe adjacentstreamsandrivers, evenif they do not servethe same
function. Many roadsideditchesare not connectedio adjacentwaterbodiesanddo not haveanimpact
onthe water quality of thewatershedoverall.
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Countyroad depaiimentgplay a key role in managingOregon'swater quality, asthey maintain alarge
number of bridgesand culvels that are critical for water quality and fish passageHoweve, including
drainage ditches as impaired waterways will expand the regulatory requirementsto most road
maintenancewhich would makeit more difficult for countiesto maintaintheir system.

OACES is requestingclarification on what DEQ categorizes as an intermittent drainage ditch,
specifically if drainageditchesin the county right-of-way are includedin the assessmengvenif they
do not feedinto anadjacentstream

We aredisappointedhat representative®f local governmentwvere not includedin the workgroupthat
evaluatedthe updated methodolog, asthe subsequenpolicy changeswill have a severampact

on counties and county land. We hope to have the opportunity for more in-depth conversations
going forward.

Thankyou for the opportunityto provide comments.

Sincerely,

Mike Bezner
President Elect
OregonAssociationof County Engineersand Surveyors

44. Comments from: City of
Troutdale

From: Ryan Largura
Subject: City of Troutdale Comments on the 2018/2d8€grated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

CITY OF TROUTDALE

Engineering Division
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TheCity of Troutdale( i C i hergwathformally submitsits public reviewcommentsnthe Oregon
Departmenbf EnvironmentaQuality (DEQ) draft 2018/2020ntegratedReport(Report).The City
appreciateghe opportunityto providefeedbaclduringthedraft reviewprocessandrespectfullysubmits
thefollowing commentdor D E Q 6ossideration.

TheCity agreeswith D E Q desireto createfixed AUs thatsatisfythe desiredoutcomeutlinedin the
report.Accordingto theinteractiveweb mapapplication the City hasfour separat@ssessmeninits
(AU) within its jurisdictionallimits. Two of theC i t AUS, BIUC 12 Name:BeaverCreekSandyRiver
(OR_WS_ 170800010703 _02_1037@BdHUC 12 Name:ColumbiaSlough
(OR_WS_170900120201_02_104554]l, underthe AU classificationof streamghataregroupednto
awatershedinitattheHUC12or subwatershedcale Theserepresenstreamsf StrahlerStreamOrder
of 4 orless.D E Q Meathodologyfor Or e g 20a8WaterQuality ReportandList of WaterQuality
Limited Waterssaysfi U s enviggnmentallyand/orhydrologicallyrelevantoreaksmeanghe
assessmentsmitsshouldrepresenhomogeneousegmentsf surfacew a t eTheyepartgoesonto
mentionunderthewatershed\U classificationthat,i Wh eothesrelevantdatalayersindicate
differencesn watershedhomogeneityfurtherdivisionsmaybewarrantedn theassessmentn i t . 0

To this point, watershed homogeneitipesnot appeato matchthe AU for HUC 12 Name:Columbia
Slough(OR_WS_170900120201_02_1045%4)igurel or HUC 12 Name:BeaverCreekSandy River
(OR_WS_ 170800010703 _02_1037@8Figure2. TheCity requestDEQto reviewthe delineationof
thesaewo watersheddUs. FromtheC i t undeistandinghe naturalwaterwayof ArataandSalmon
Creekin Figurel donotdraininto FairviewLake. Insteadhe SandyDrainagelmprovementCompany
of theMultnomahCountyDrainageDistrict overseeslrainagefrom thesetwo creeksnto the Columbia
Riverthrougha pumpstationvia the WestSundialWetlandsln Figure2, thetributariesthatcomprise
their AU (OR_WS_170800010703_02_103708)hintheC i t jyriddgctionwould bebetterservedwith
their parentstream/rivelAU of BeaverCreek(OR_SR_1708000107_02_10361Phefollowing screen
shotsfrom theinteractivewebviewermap showshetwo AUs in question.

HUC12 Name: Columbia Slough X

Attaining Uses: -
Parameter Groups Assessed: ALGAL GROWTH; NOX
AQUATIC PLANTS

D

Active TMDLs:
TMDL; SANDY
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Figurel. HUC12Name:ColumbiaSloughwatershedssessmenmninit.

HUC12 Name: Beaver Creek-Sandy River

Impaired Uses: Fish and Aquatic Life; Fishing; Private

Domestic Water Sup Public Domestic Water Supply;
Water Contact Recreation
Cause of Impairme!
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4‘4‘ Chlordane; Dieldrin;
DDD 4,4'; DDE 4,4'; E. coli
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Figure2. HUC12Name:BeaverCreekSandyRiver watershedssessmeninit.

Currently,the IntegratedReportdraft hasthe activetotal maximumdaily loads(TMDL) listedfor HUC
12 Name:ColumbiaSloughandHUC 12 Name:BeaverCreekSandyRiver asthe ColumbiaSlough
WillametteBasinTMDL andSandyRiver BasinTMDL. The ColumbiaSloughWillametteBasin
TMDL, howevershouldberemoved aanactiveTMDL for both AUs becauséhe streamsarenot
hydrologicallyconnectedo thosewatershedsT heinclusionof the ColumbiaSloughWillametteBasin

TMDL appearso beamistake.Forreferencethe2012IntegratedReportdid not havethe Columbia
SloughWillametteBasinTMDL listedfor thestreamsunderthenewAUs, nor doestherecently
approvedVillametteBasinMercury TMDL includethesestreamsThereareno monitoringlocations
withintheC i t jyriédgctionfor eitherthe HUC 12 Name:ColumbiaSloughAU or HUC 12 Name:
BeaverCreekSandyRiver AU.

i U n n asnterde d bothraturalandmanmadeconveyancarefoundwithin theHUC 12 Name:
ColumbiaSloughAU andHUC 12 Name:BeaverCreekSandyRiver AU. TheNationalHydrography
Datase(NHD) includesmanmadefeaturesn bothFiguresl and2 asii w a tofahes t aluihe City
believessomeof thesefeatureshouldnot beclassifiedin this mannerA closerreviewof thesefeaturesis
neededor theseAUs, andclarificationof what qualifiesasfi w a tofdhes t aintermsof i é b o ddf e s
surfaceor undergroundvatersnaturalora r t i f Bsit applies® ondergroungbipes etcwould be
helpful.

In summarythe City requestDEQ to revisit theassessmemethodologyappliedto thetwo AUs
highlightedabovein orderto bettermeetwaterquality improvemenbbjectives.

Listing Results
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Anotheritemthatwasnoticedwhenreviewingthedatain theassessmematabasavastherepeatisting
of chlordandan theBeaverCreek AU(OR_SR_1708000107_02_103652dHUC 12 Name:Beaver
CreekSandyRiver AU (OR_WS_170800010703_02_1037@®)the humanhealthcriteria. The
HUC12Name:BeaverCreekSandyRiver AU alsohadarepeatisting of DDT 4 / féréumanhealth
criteria.

Thankyou againfor your consideratiorof thesecommentsPleasdeel freeto contactmeif you have any
guestiongegardinghesecommentaisingmy contactinformationbelow.

Sincerely,

P g

RyanLargura
Environmental
Specialist

45. Comments from: Oregon
Association of Clean Water
Agencies (ACWA)

From: Susan L. Smith
Subject: ACWA Comments on the 20L&020 Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

Working with community wastewater treatment and stormwater management agencies across the state

to protect Oregon’s water quality since 1987

The OregonAssociationof CleanWater Agencies(ACWA) appreciateshe opportunityto provide
commentson the public review draft of the Oregon2018/2020IntegratedReport (Report). ACWA is
aprivate, notfor-profit organizationof Oregonwastewatertreatmentand stormwatermanagement
agenciesalongwith associategbrofessionalconsultingfirms, which arededicatedio protectingand
enhancingOregon'swater quality. ACWA strivesto provide high value, sciencebasedpractical
servicesfor our memberswhich serveover 2.5 million Oregoniansand over 65% of Oregon'shomes
andbusinesses.
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ACWA endeavorgo partnerwith DEQ to provide input on how water quality regulations
administeredoy the Departmentmpactlocal governmentsn their ability to implementvital water
guality programs.Oregon'sReportis the result of anambitiouseffort by DEQ to improveits
methodsandadvancehe accessibilityof environmentaldataandthe communicationof waterquality
conditionsof our state'swaterbodies. The precursorwork DEQ completedto evaluateandimprove
the underlyingmethodology,with robusttechnicaladvisory committeeinput, has greatlyimproved
the Reportascomparedo previousreports. We commendDEQ for theseefforts andthe foresightto
move interactionand communicationforward with this newreporting framework\We alsorecognize
thatthe transitionfrom atraditional documentbasedstructureto the graphical, web-basedstructure
will continueto taketime for our membergo fully familiarizetheir respectiveagencieswith the
frameworkandits contents.

ACWA's commentson the Reportreflect a collection of review commentsreceivedfrom local
agenciesandarecategorizednto four areasasfollows:

Interface/Operability

Commentson the interface/operabilityof the Reportrelateto accessibilityof the websiteandvarious
pages/mapsvithin the Reporthow intuitive information is presentedn the Report,and ability to
understanchow the Reportrelatesto pastreports. Specificcommentsinclude:

Somelocal agencieavehad challengesaccessinghe site, downloadingpagesaccessingthe online
databasgandworking with the interactiveonline map. DEQ shouldimprovethe site'sperformance
andaccessibility,perhapsby creatingameansof downloadingsomeor all portionsof the systemfor
local access.

Effortstoaccesslatahroughthemapperiodicallyfailthesystentrashesrtimesoutwith errors.
Seeerrorscreershotbelow.

The AssessmenGeodatabaseould be morehelpful if it includedthe samplinglocations and
water quality datausedin the analysis.

Public accesgo the geospatiaimethodologyusedto coordinatethe 2012 with the 2018/2020eports
shouldbe providedto enableunderstandingf how conclusionswerereachedn cases of potential
discrepancie®etweenthereports.
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Screenshot of Loading Error

X

Therewasaproblembadhgoneormore mapservices. The followingmapservicesmay
he unavailable:

» 208 niegrmted Report - Draft list
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OWRD Administrative Basins
Zipcodes

Assessmentnit Framework

ACWA recognizeghat DEQ updatedits approacho establishingassessmentinits (AU) andthatsome
changesdn this Reportreflect that update.Although we havenot conducteda comprehensiveeview
of all assessmeninits, we notethatin severalcasesthereare problemsrelatedto the combinationof
tributariesinto single assessmeninits and assessmeninits that areactually not water bodies.
Specificconcernsareoutlined below.

AUs for 'unnamedstreamsinclude a wide rangeof naturaland manmadefeatures suchasirrigation
canals,city streetspuried pipelines,dry creekbeds,andland depressionsThe databaseshouldbe
revisedto removethoseAUs that arenot applicable.

Combiningall upstreamlstthrough4th order streamsnto a single AU classification,asdescribedin
the 2018 assessmemnmnethodologydocument,is creatinga few differentchallengeswhich are
describedbelow.

0 ThecombinedstreamAU hascreateda lossof detailthat was availablein previousreports
for tributaries.

0 ltislessclearwhatwaterbodies areoveredn agivenAU, because namingonventions
maynotbecompletelyaccurater maynotincludesufficientnamingto betterrecognize
tributariesincludedin theAU.

0 Limited dataarebeing appliedacrossall of the tributarieswithin the new combinedAUs.
Theredoesnot appeato beameansofrecognizingportionsof theseAUs thataremeeting
waterquality whenall of thestreamsarenow listedwithin acombinedAU.
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0 lItisunclear whatheramificationsof combinedtributary AUs will haveon TMDL
implementatiorin watershedandwhetherblanketinclusionof tributariesthatlack datawill
resultin managemenf portionsof thesystenthatarenotnecessary.

We offer the following suggestionso help clarify the differencebetweenimpaired andunimpaired
tributarieswithin the watershedooundaries:1) provide cleardistinctionsbetweertributariesthat have
datashowingimpairmentsandthosethat don'tin the report dataandgraphics/mappingand 2) re-
evaluatethis aspectof the methodologydocumentin the next iteration(2021/20237?)of the Integrated
Reportto improve clarity and accuracy.

DataIntegrity

The following commentshighlight the challengesof collecting, combining, verifying, using, and
presentingan enormousamountof dataneededo drive the analysisof water quality in our state.The
integrity of the datarelied upon for the Reportis very important. We identify somegeneralissueshat
emergedfrom local agenciesevaluationsof the Report.We recommendhat a finalround of quality
assurance/qualitgontrol review be conductedo ensurethe accuracyof the dataincludedin the Report
andaclearprocesswith supportfrom impactedagenciedor validating or determiningthe use of data
that may resultin animpairmentlisting.

Somedocalagenciehaveidentifiedmissingdata.thashouldhavebeenincludedin the Report.It
appearshereareavariety of reasongor missingdata,including how datais submitted,issueswith
unit conversionsjssueswith electronicsubmissionsandtime necessaryo submitdata.

Challengeswith performinganalysisof USGSdataresultsin incorrectcategoriesappliedto someAUs.

Somedataaremissinglocationidentification, makingit challengingto verify accuracyof datafor the
associatedAU thathasbeenevaluated.

Tablesgeneratedvithin the Reportdo not matchdatasubmittedby local agenciesparticularly asthey
relateto whethervaluesexceedwaterquality criteria.

Somelistings havebeenassociatedvith very old and suspectata.Thereshouldbe a clearprocesswith
supportfrom impacted agenciesfor validating or determiningthe use of data thatmay result in an
impairmentlisting.

Listin g Results

Listing streamsasimpairedresultsin significantimplicationsfor local agenciesandaccordingly,it is
very importantthatthe listings arecorrect. We notethat a variety of issueshavebeenidentified with
someof the listings, including duplicatelistings, conflicting listings,

incorrectbeneficialuses,ncorrectapplicationof water quality criteria, andunclearreasoningfor
listing of somecriteria. As with datareview describedabove we recommendhatafinal round of
quality assurance/qualitgontrol review be conductedo ensurethe accuracyof the listingsincludedin
the Report. Someof the specificfindings of local agenciesnclude:

Copper- Severalistingsfor copperweretriggeredby the useof Willamette Basindefaultvaluesfor

thebiotic ligand model parameters. DEQ shouldusethe defaultvaluesto conducta screeningevel
evaluationto determineif additionaldataarenecessary.lfthe screening levetvaluationsuggestshat
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thereis potentialto exceedwater quality criteria, the pollutant shoulde listed ascategory3A or 3B
(insufficient data)and additional site-specific datashouldbe gathered. Becausenf the significant
implications of a category5 listing on Oregon'swater quality programs,a category5 listing shouldnot
be basedonregional default values.

Whenadoptingthe biotic ligand modetbasedcriteriafor copper,DEQ had specifiedthat concurrent
datawould takeprecedenbver defaultvalues. OregonAdministrative Rules340- 041-8033, Table 30
(EndnoteN) stateghat biotic ligand modelresultsbasedon sufficient measurethput parameterdata
are moreaccurateand supersedeesultsbasedon estimatesor defaultvalues. Thus,DEQ shoulduse
site-specific datawhere availableandgive more weight to thesedatain assessingopper.

HexavalentChromium-There areinstancesvhere a streamhasbeenlisted for hexavalentchromium
basedontotal chromiumdata. DEQ did not assesshe validity of theselistingsin the Report. DEQ
shouldre-examinetheselistings andensurethat the listings areappropriate.

Harmful Algal Blooms (HABs) -HABs areidentified for somewater bodieswith a prerequisitefor
listing beingthe reportingor apublic healthwarning by the OregonHealthAuthority (OHA). No data
hasbeenprovidedin the Reportto indicatethe OHA warningsassociatedvith listing of AUs for
HABs. This information shouldbe added.

Biocriteria-DEQ is proposingcategory5 listings for anumberof streamdfor biocriteria. It is not
clearhowDEQplansto addresshebiocriterialistings. Additionally theimplicationsof thebiocriteria
listings on the NPDES permit program arenot clear. Sincea TMDL cannot be developedfor
biocriteria, DEQ shouldfocusits effortsto identify theunderlying

pollutantscausingthe impairment. Temperatureanddissolvedoxygenareoftenidentified asthe
primary stressorgor macroinvertebratecommunities. Thus biocriteria impairmentshouldbe
addressedndresolvedthroughlistings for thesepollutants.

ElementalPhosphorusDEQ is proposingcategory5 listings for dozensof streamsfor elemental
phosphorus.Thereis no freshwaterwater quality criterion for phosphorusthereis only amarine
water quality criterion for elementalphosphorugseeexcerptfrom Oregon AdministrativeRules
(OAR 340-041-8033, Table 30). DEQ shouldremovetheselistingsfrom the Report.

Water Quality Criteria for ElementalPhosphorus

Freshwater Saltwater

(ugl) (uglt)
Human Acute Chronie Acute Chronic
CAS Health Criterion | Criterion | Criterion Criterion
No. | Pollutant Number | Criterion| (C (cce) (CMC) (cce)
i1 | Phesphonis 7723140 1 - - = i " 0.1
Elemental

Dieldrin - ThereareseverainstancesvhereAUs receiveddieldrinlistingsassociateavith approved
TMDLs for dieldrin (DeepCreek/ClackamaRiver, FannoCreek).However,we cannotidentify any
establishedMDLs for dieldrin. Thesdistingsshouldbere-evaluated.
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Aquaticweeds- Therearemultiple listingsof impairmentdor aguatioveedshoweve , the
assessmeimlatabaseéoesotspecifythesourcedatausedo makethedeterminationThe sourcedata
needgo beidentifiedfor usto evaluatehevalidity of theimpairment.

IncorrectbeneficialusesIn somecasesweidentifiedincorrectapplicationof designatedeneficial
usesandassociatedriteriato anAU, suchasspawningnareasherespawningdoesnotoccur. In
othercaseswenotealack of presencef specificfish specieandthen useof associatefish health
criteriathatisnotappropriate Again,afinal comprehensiv€ A/QCreviewshouldbeconductedo
ensurexccuratepplicationof beneficialuses

Conflictinglistings—Someassessmeninitsincludetwo different(andconflicting) categoriegor the
samecriterion.

Duplicatelistings -Thereare someassessmentnits that havetwo identical entriesin DEQ's
databaselt's not entirely clearwhy thereareidentical listings in the assessmemtatabaseThe
databaseshouldbe cleanedof the duplicatesfor clarity andaccuracypurposes.

Thankyou for your considerationof thesecomments. Again, ACWA wantsto expressits
appreciationand commendatiorfor the updatedwork on the methodology,which hasimprovedthe
overall Reportsignificantly. Addressingthe commentsandissuesraisedabovewill go alongway
towardsproducinga clear,transparentdefensibleand accessibleReportthat will supportstateand
local agenciesn meetingwater quality improvementobjectives. Pleasedo not hesitateo contactme
with any questionsyou may have.

Sincerely,

Susan L. Smith
Executive Director

46. Comments from: Elaine
Steenson

From: Elaine Steenson
Subject: Comment for Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

I am strongly IN FAVOR of DEQ's decision to list water bodies on farnfamedtland as water quality
impaired, as it has done in its 262820 Integrated Report. | also FULLY SUPPORT DEQ's decision to
include agricultural irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of water quality impaired waterways.

Farmers, ranchers, afatesters have some of the largest possible impact on water quality in the state, and
must be held responsible for tlsewardship of our shared natural resources. We cannot continue to think
in terms of separate and individual ownership as if our waterage not flowing from one property into

the next, and the next.
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| strongly SUPPORT DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data
collected from neighboring properties. Water quality is inextricably linked water bodgtén aody, and

we are together left with the consequences of poor management of our shared (and only) natural
resourcesDEQ is tasked with a profoundly important duty, to safeguard our entire system of watersheds,
in all its complexity.

While the role deach individual landowner is critical to the whole, we need to avoid fetishizing
individual rights while missing the bigger picture. The critically important scientific work we ask
governmental bodies to do can only be done in large aggregate, wittsthdorn in aggregate.

I welcome DEQ's decision to expand the listing of waterways in this most recent report. | urge DEQ to
continue to establish water quality assessments in the greatest detail possible, using the best possible
scientific methods to dso.

It is a privilege to be farming in Oregon, and | take pride and care in the responsibilities inherent to land
stewardshi p. |l 6m delighted to do my part, and eag
for our environment. | know many ahfarmers who feel the same way.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Elaine Steenson
Salem OR

47. Comments from: Gordon
Dromgoole

From: Gordon Dromgoole
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Intergrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

Dear Director Whitman,

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to list water bodies on farm and forestland as water quality impaired
without water body specific data to support those listings, as it has done in 2@ tegrated

Report. | also oppose DEQ's decision to inclugtécaltural irrigation and drainage ditches in its list of

water quality impaired waterways. In order to be scientifically defensible, decisions to list waterbodies as
impaired must be based on water body specific data and cannot be done on a watdeskeaevor
extrapolated from samples from neighboring waterways or tributaries. To do otherwise is not sound
science or sound agency policy. DEQ's decision also appears to be intentionally making agriculture and
forest water quality look worse than datgports.

Farmers, ranchers, and foresters have always been good partners with DEQ and our designated
management agencies, the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Forestry. Forest and ag
lands have among the highest water quality in thte,sé&d farmers and foresters have invested millions
in improving and protecting water quality. It is a poor way to reward our hard work with a misleading
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report that makes it look like farms and forests are experiencing declining water quality, pbrticudar
it appears that DEQ lacks actual data for a significant portions of the waterways listed.

| strongly oppose DEQ's decision to extrapolate listings of waterways and ditches based upon data
collected from neighboring properties. Water quality redly differs from water body to water body,
particularly when those waterways are under different ownership and may have experienced differing
current and historic riparian management. DEQ has presented no evidence that this extrapolation is
scientificaly valid or sound. Instead, it appears to be an attempt to list and regulate waterways without
first going through the necessary step of determining that data actually shows an impairment.

In reviewing my farm, | am particularly concerned with DEQ's slenito list waterways that | have not
given DEQ permission to sample and where sampling has not occurred. | urge DEQ to revisit these
listings.

My farm includes the following properties located in the Yamhill Creek watershed::

1)Tax lot number R2434 0300

Situs address

19035 NE COVE ORCHARD RD
Yamhill, OR 97148

2)Tax lot number R2434 01000
no situs address

3)Tax lot number R2434 00400
Situs address:
19381 HIGHWAY 47

Yamhill, OR 97148

Yamhill Creek runs lengthwise through properties 2 & total of 4380 ft. On property 3 you show a
tributary which is little more than a dip in the terrain. In winter it is damper than the surrounding ground
but does not have water running in it.

Concerning the Yamhill Creek watershed:

The so walreedwdrim this watershed if they ever ha
The flow in the main channel of this creek at Cove Orchard Rd varies from a few inches deep at most in

the summer to over 4 ft in the winter coursing within inches ofdpef a large culvert. It's flow volume

and how it varies thourghout the year do not appear to be documented. (By the way, your maps fail to

show a 10+ acre pond (coordinates 45.3614428.159521) in this watershed. It's located approximately

700 fteast of Cove Orchard Rd and less than %2 mile from Yamhill Creek.)

Because this creek is listed as temperature impaired year round and has such a variable flow rate | was
curious about when and where measurements were taken. Using the identifiersurdmeyactive map

to search the 2018/ 2020 data base returned dAfile
in the dropdown list. So | tried DEQ's AWQMS. In the stretch north of Yamhill according to DEQ's
AWQMS the two so called monitorirgjations consist of a single well monitoring station located
approximately 700 ft from this creek and a location at a county road (presumably Lincoln Ave) for which
there are no data for the last 15 years!

So when and where were these temperature nmezasuts taken and what was the flow rate at time of
measurement?
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Where are the data?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Gordon Dromgoole

19643 NW Goodrich Rd

Yamhill, OR 97148
bjmatt9@gmail.cm

48. Comments from: Ken Holliday

From: Mr. & Mrs. Ken Holiday
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Intergrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

Dear Director Whitman,

We own a cow/calf cattle ranch located in Grant County in Eastern Oregon. We raise hay to support our
cattle operation and rely heavily on irrigation water. We are very concerned about the impact OR Dept. of
Environment al @020 InfedradReportwillahdvée on BB dgBcultural business.

We object strongly to DEQ6és proposal to |ist wate
impaired without any data showing those waterbodies are impaired.

The Draft Integrated Repoists irrigation ditches on our property which come off Pine Creek, located
between John Day and Prairie City, as being impaired. We believe DEQ does not have data to support this
listing on our private property. This unsupported listing has the potemtiauf agriculture business to

face needless regulations.

I n conclusion, we 062030 mntedgratet Repddt,FoQthesbasis it incfudes aterbdlies
as impaired without any supporting data.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Ken & Pat Holliday
Holliday Land & Livestock, Inc.

Sincerely,

Ken Holliday

62394 Highway 26
John Day, OR 97845
kpholliday@ortelco.net
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49. Comments from:
Roger/Meredith Ediger

From: Roger Ediger
Subject: PublicComment on Draft Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

As an original and still actively involved member of the Local Advisory Committee (LAC) for Ag Water

Quality Management of the Upper Main Stem of the John Day River Basin | am very familiar with the

ewl ution of our Al ocal and uniqgueo Ag Water Qual:
our OFB recognized Century Ranch | am very aware
uni queo plan brought a bendadrivangntitievand agenaies. Mkege claanges ot h
clearly set aside the countless hours of meetings, work, research and efforts over the past decade plus by
the Local Advisory Committee, and our ODA gui de,
uni queodo plan with one that better fits the specif
entities along with the increase in regulations a
LAC that you and your allies know best hpwivate property agriculture lands should be managed and

their natural resources best be used by them.

What we, the local owners and stewards of agriculture lands in the John Day Valley, are facing at this
point in time is a ahdtheiogsmmaated regulations, whiah haveobkenr ul e s ,
developed without historic baseline or wide spread current data to support the validity of, or need for, any
regulations to be imposed upon our agriculture operations. When one studies your provided map o

fii mpairedd streams and then searches for the supp
it becomes evident that, perhaps, some stretching of the interpretation of data and the amount of data

needed to be considered significant to dealaroad conclusion means different things to different

individuals depending on the agenda they represent.

Again, the DEQ map of Awater impairedod streams in
River Basin, suggests a temperature issue for ndgeglgntire basin. But this is backed by minimal

current and no identifiable historic data from which to draw, or support, such a broad, and far reaching
conclusion. This example seems to suggest a desire by DEQ to regulate all waters on agric@ture land
within the JDR basin watershed. Such an effort will have a devastating impact on the economy of all
counties within the basin as agriculture is the largest contributor to these rural economies. Such a desire
for control will also have significant impaon many normal, and narontributors to water quality

impairment, activities as ditch and drains being cleaned as part of best practices for enhancing irrigation
efficiencies. In our area this normal cleaning of ditches and established drains is lanecessity as
waterevents/floods deposit sediments and trash in our ditches and drains which is removed as part of
normal maintenance. Our valley has a significant population of Reed Canary Grass, an imported species
for ground cover which has uninterdgide effects. In our ditches and established drains it assumes
hydroponic status and begins the process of impeding the flow of water and completely restricting normal
water movement. If left undisturbed it will start the process of eutrification@mgletely block the

ditch or established drain. It is difficult to understand how the normal and established practice of cleaning
these water connivance systems on private agriculture lands contributes to any water quality issues.
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Among the top most sidficant reasons/factors deterring our interested young people from perusing a life

in agriculture is the ever increasing involvement
agriculture property management practices due to a lack dgdtie&howledge of those practices. They

have no desire to be encumbered by the obtrusive and increasing burden of unfounded and intrusive
regulations that impede their management decisions and tell them how best to manage their property and
operate theibusiness. This unfounded and intrusive governmental overreach will not only continue to
contribute to the trend of family farms and ranches not transitioning to the next generation but will have a
profound impact on our small rural communities with thgslof the economic dollars once generated

from our current agricultural enterprises.

The desire of DEQ to regulate agriculture and its related water use practices seems to be a state
sanctioned mini version WOTUS.d mTédgulpabipossed mipmio
in the same intrusion on private property and agriculture management practices for unfounded reasons

based on insignificant and/or erroneous data. As such we strongly oppose this effort by Oregon

Department of Environmental Qitgl its allied agencies and entities to impose unnecessary, intrusive,

unfounded and unrealistic regulations on the farming and ranching communities of our state.

Respectfully submitted,

Roger O. and Meredith L. Ediger
Box T Ranch LLC

54229 Hwy 26

Mt. Vernon, OR 97865

541-932-4772

50. Comments from: Oregon
Cattl emends Associ

From:Jerome Rose
Subject: Comment Submission
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

1320 Capitol Street NE. Suite 150

Salem. Oregon 97301
Oregon 503-361-8941

’ =
Catt ein;a'o‘ns oca@orcattle.com

RE:OregonCat t | eAsesmécs @mmentstd B E Q @3182020Integrated Report
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TheOregonC a t t | Agsaxiations writing on behalfof its membergo stronglyoppose
DEQ's decisionto list waterbodie®nagriculturallandaswaterquality impairedwithout waterbody
specificdatato supportthoselistings,asDEQ hasdonein its 20182020IntegratedReport.Decisions
to list waterbodiesas impairedmustbebasedn waterbodyspecificdata,andit is not scientifically
defensibldor DEQto list waterbodiessimpairedusingawatersheevide scaleor usingextrapolated
datasamplesrom neighboring waterwaysor tributaries.

Waterquality naturallydiffers from waterbodyto waterbody particularlywhenthosewaterways
are underdifferentownershipandmayhaveexperiencediffering currentandhistoricriparian
managemenDEQ haspresentecho evidenceahatits extrapolations scientificallyvalid or sound.
InsteadD E Q inesthodology appearso beanattemptto list andregulatewaterwayswithoutfirst going
throughthenecessargtepof determininghatdataactuallyevidencémpairment.TheOregon
Cat t | Agsseiationslsooppose®DEQ's decisionto includeagriculturalirrigationanddrainage
ditchesin its list of waterquality impairedwaterwaysas suchditchesarenotwatersof the Stateor
United States.

Oregonfarmersandranchersaregoodpartnersvith DEQ andour designateananagement
agencythe OregonDepartmenbdf Agriculture.Agricultural landshaveamongthe highestwater
qualityin theStateand farmersandrancherdaveinvestednillions of dollarsin improvingand
protectingwaterquality.F a r mand s & n ¢ éfferisare@ontinuingthroughAgricultural Water
Quality Plansandthevoluntaryeffortsof farmers andranchergo engagen waterqualityimprovement
projects.

However,DEQ'sdecisionto useextrapolatedlataandlist ditchesasimpairedwaterways
appeardso be anintentionaldecisionby DEQto makeagriculturalwaterquality look worsethandata
supportslt is disappointinghatthe 20182020IntegratedReportgivestheimpressiorthatagricultural
landsareexperiencing decliningwaterqguality, particularlywhenDEQ lacksactualdatafor significant
portionsof thewaterways listed. Thecurrentdraft of the Integratedreportis hotsupportedy sound
scienceor soundagency policy.

OregonfarmingandranchingarecriticaltoOr e g ecandrsyand foodsecurity.D E Q fisgng
of impairedwaterwayswithoutscientificallysoundevidenceof impairmentwill makeit moredifficult
for these industrieso operatecreatingnegativeconsequenceasot only for individual farmersand
ranchersbutfor all residentsn the Stateof Oregon.TheOregonCa t t | AssaziationargesDEQ
to revisitandreconsideits listingsof waterwaysvhereexistingdatadoesnot supporthelistings.
Additionally,theOregonCat t | e men 6 s

Associatiorrequestshat DEQ removeagriculturalirrigation anddrainageditchesin its list of water
quality impairedwaterways.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
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51. Comments from: R Blackman

From: Mr. & Mrs. Blackman
Subject: Comments on the Oregon Released Draft 2018/2020 Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

The Oregon DEQ released Draft 2018/2020 Integrated Report is an excellent report. The
following comments submitted about this report may constructively assistnenitoring,
understanding and determining the health of the Willamette River.

The Inorganic Nitrogen average values for the Mid and Lower Willamette River are in the fair to
poor range.Organic Nitrogen may also be playing a role in the Mid and Lowi#aiette

River. Total Nitrogen Analysis by pyrolysis and chemiluminescence may be useful in
determining if organic nitrogen is adding to the nitrogen problem.

The Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) average values for the Willamette River are in the fair
to poor range.Total Organic Carbon (TOC) Analysis data are available for these
streams.Consideration should be given to adding Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) analysis as
a monitoring parameter for the Willamette Riv@&ihe combination of BOD, COD and TOC
analyses may help to explain these BOD trends.

The average Dissolved Organic Carbon values in the report are in many cases equal to or greater
than the Total Organic Carbon valud¥as this the result of the error associated with the

analytical methods®ere both chemical oxidation and high temperature catalytic oxidation
methods used to determine Total Organic Carbon and Dissolved Organic Carbon Vdames?

large naturally occurring organic molecules, consumer products, pesticides and herbicides have
poor recoveries using chemical oxidation for Organic Carbon Analysis. Therefore, high
temperature catalytic oxidation and infrared detection should be the method of choice.

Addition of Bacterial Bioluminescence Analyses to the Willamette River monitorogygm
(especially in the Mid and Lower Sections) may provide essential scientific data to assist with
determining the health of the Willamette River system.

A response to my comments and questions would be apprediyedame is Mr. R. Blackman
and myEmail address igfbrb1200@att.net
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52. Comments from: Water
Environment Services (WES)

From: Greg Geist

Subject: DEQ Draft 2018 2020 Integrated RepaitSurface Water Quality & List of Water Quality
Limited Waters

Date: Jan. 6, 2020

1. Water CQluality Protection

a WWATER Surface Water Management

~ ENVIRONMENT Wastewater Collection & Treatment
.& SERVICES

Gregory L. Geist

Director
lanuary 6, 2020
DEQWaterQuality Division,
My staffat WaterEnvironmentServiceWES)havereviewedtheD E Q draft20182020Integrated
Reporton SurfacéWaterQuality andList of WaterQuality Limited Watersandhaveofferedthe

following comments:

GeneraComments:

1 In manyinstancesPEQ choseto combinetwo or moresmallerstreamsnto subiwatershea
size groupingswhicharebasedntheU.S.GeologicalS u r v HUCHA Zclassification,
thesmallest federallyderivedhydrologicclassificatioravailablein Oregonatthistime.
Sofor listingsof interesto WES, all of thewaterquality datafrom severatifferentcreeks
wereapparentlypooledtogetheiinto asingleAssessmennit (unit) andanassessment
conclusionwasthen drawnfor theunitsasawhole. Thisis alossof detailcomparedo
previous303(d) lists/integratedeportswhencreeksvy e r eombibednto alargerunits
with oneor more othercreeksfor 303(d)listing purposes An examples SiebenCreek,a
tributaryin thelower ClackamafR i v evatdrskiedIn previousintegratedeports Sieben
Creekhadits own 303(d) listings (dissolvedoxygen for example).But SiebenCreekis
nowin alargerassessmeninit with RockCreekandmaybeothercreeksandthisu ni t 0 s
nameisd | | /Name:RockCreekitClackamasv A @ $HiskosBof detailcreates
challengedrom awaterquality managemenperspectivein partbecausereeksatthis
scaleandparticularlyin urbanenvironmentganhave drasticallydifferentwaterquality
characteristics.

1 Listing agroupof creeksn anassessmeninit asimpairedfor a particularpollutantfound
in only onecreekis inappropriate.As such,we requesthatDEQ, atleastfor existing
listings, retainthegeographispecificityof thelisting, andmovingforwardusedatato
list assessmeninits. If DEQ decidego combinecreeksandstreamsnto largerunitsin
thisreport,it should notewhich areasof thecombinedunit havespecificimpairmentdo
allow for appropriatevater quality managementf thatunit. Also, to reduceconfusion,
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we requesthattheRockiSieben Creeku n i nandelsechangedo thefollowing: & 1 | / M H
Name:Rockand SiebenCreekstClackamasv A @ SuxtBermorewe encourag®EQto
provideupdatedmoreinclusivenamesfor theotherunitsin Oregonwhichinclude
severabifferentsmallercreeks suchastheunit whichincludestheNorth Fork of Deep
CreekandNoyerCreekin theClackamaf i v evatérshed.

1 An additionalconcerrrelatedto theaggregatiorof waterbodiesinto largerunitsandthe
applicationof listingsto within theunitsis thepotentialfor DEQto inappropriatelyist waters
thatshouldnotbelisted, like roadsideditchesandpotentiallyevenpartsof our municipalstorm
systemThisissueseemgo existin the currentdraft, althoughit is difficult to tell. Werequest
thatDEQ includea statemenin definingthegeographianitsthatsuchunitsspecificallydo not
includewatersor conveyancénfrastructurghatotherwisewvould notbeincludedsoasto avoid
anyinappropriatdistings.WefurtherrequesDEQ conductathoroughquality assurancesview
to ensurdf alisting is madethatit is allowable warrantecanddoesnotincludeany
inappropriatalesignationsuchasthosedescribedbove.

1 InrecentyearsD E Q 808(d)list/integratedeportwebsiteprovideda summaryof thewater
quality datawhichwasusedby DEQto supportisting andderiisting decisions.Havingthis
data onthewebsitewasvery helpfulwhenmy staff conductedurreviewsof previous303(d)
lists. Unfortunatelythisdatai s ondheD E Q &ebsiteatthistime, whichis astep
backwards.During our reviewoverthe pastfew monthsmy staff havebeenableto
eventuallyobtainmuchof theinformationt h e ysdughgbuttheyneededo contactDEQ
stafffor this informationeachtimet h e ywaéntedo accesshedataandimportantgaps
remain. This additionalcommunicatiorhastakentime from WESstaffandDEQ staff,time
which couldhave beenspentin amoreproductivemanner.We urgeDEQto providethe
summarie®f water quality dataon thewebsiteagainin thefuturewhenthe 303(d)list is
updatedagain.

Our other,morespecificcommentsrelistedbelow:

1 TheLowerWillametteRiver (JohnsorCreekto the ColumbiaRiver) hastwo newproposed
categonyb listingsfor dissolvedoxygen. Oneof theseproposedistingsis for fish spawning.In
thedatasetwhichwasusedto supporthislisting, 6 of 30 samplesxceedhe spawningcriteria,
butthe monitoringsite or sitesthatshowedexceedancearein the Swanlslandchannein the
industrializedportionof theriver in Portland. Thisis alowmncidencespawningareagenerally.
Further thespecief concerrfor thislisting seemgo besalmonandsteelheadf so,this
proposedisting shouldbereviewedandpotentiallyremovedsincesalmonandsteelheadre
highly unlikely to be spawningn t hislocation.

1 TheRockCreek/Siebereekunitin theClackama®k i v evatdiskediasanewproposed
categonyb listing for harmfulalgaeblooms(HAB). Thefi Me t h o twod r cegy?0d 8 s
Water Quality ReportandList of WaterQuality Limited Wa t eappgayso sayapublichealth
advisoryissuedby the OregonHealthAuthority (OHA) is a prerequisitdor listing awater
bodyfor HABs. HasOHA everissueda public healthadvisoryfor HABs in Rockand/or
SiebenCreeks?We are notawareof one.If not, doesthis waterbodystill qualify for a
categonyb listing for HABs? If thiswaterbodydoesqualify for acategorys listing for HABS,
pleasgrovideuswith the explanation.
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1 TheunitwhichincludestheNorth Fork of DeepCreekin theClackamaf i v evatdished
hasa categoryA listing for dieldrin. Thisis amistake sincethis categoryis for pollutants
with a TMDL, andtherei s adietdrin TMDL for theNorth Fork of DeepCreekor for any
otherwaterbodyin theClackamadfk i v evatdished Pleasaevisethislisting.

1 Theportionof Kellogg Creekfrom the mouthof the Willametteto the confluencewith Mt
Scott Creek(OR_SR_1709001201_02_1041wasincorrectlyclassifiedn theNHD layer
asMount ScottCreek,Assessmentnit Name:Mount ScottCreek. Thereweretwo
monitoringlocationsonthis portionof the stream10623ORDEQ,Kellogg Creekat Hwy
99E (Milwaukie) and 452552122373700SGS Kellogg Creekat RoweMiddle School at
Milwaukie, OR. WerequestthatDEQ reportthis suspecte@rrorto the NHD Markup App:
(https://edits.nationalmap.gov/markepp andcorrectlyidentify theunit asKellogg Creek.

1 Theproposedategonyb listingsfor zincandcopperin SaumCreek(TualatinRiverwatershed)
shouldbewithdrawn,sincethis waterquality datawascollectedfrom awaterbodyin the City
of WestLinn, andno portionof theCity of WestLinn isin SaumC r e envktérshed.

Pleasdlirectanyspecificquestiong/ou mayhaveaboutthecommentdo WE SAndrewSwanson,
WaterQuality Analyst,atandrews@clackamas.as5037424598. Thankyou for the opportunityto
reviewthisdraftreport.

Sincerely,
GregGeist

WaterEnvironmentServiceDirector

53. Comments from: Multnomah
County Drainage District

From: Carrie Sanneman
Subject: Comment on 2018/2020 Integrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

To whomit mayconcern:

On behalfof MultnomahCountyDrainageDistrict No. 1 ("MCDD"), PeninsuleDrainage District No. 1,
Peninsula DrainagPistrict No. 2, and Sandyrainagelmprovement Companycollectivelythe
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"Districts," pleaseconsiderthe followingcommentonthe 2018/2020ntegratedReport,asrepresentech
theonlineStoryMap,1 InteractiveWeb Map;2 andthe associatemethodology:.3

Background Districts'FloodManagemenBystem

TheDistrictshelpprotectivesandpropertyfromfloodingby operatingandmaintaining flood
managemergystemsor nearlyl3,00(acre®flandalongtheColumbiaSloughand thelower
ColumbiaRiver.Overthecourseof their history,theDistricts'systemhas evolvedinto onethat
primarily providesurbanflood management.

TheDistrictsmaintain27 milesof leveesand45 milesof surfacewaterconveyancesystemsjncluding
primary and secondaryfeatures,and operatel2 pumpingfacilities. Surfacewaterswithin the
Districts include primary water bodies private water bodies and secondaryditches.Primarywater
bodiesarethenamedrivers,lakes slough,and canalgeg. ColumbiaRiver,Blue Lake,ColumbiaSlough,
andPeninsulaDrainageCanal). Privatewaterbodiesincludeditchesand pondsthatarenotunderthe
jurisdictionof the

1 OregonDEQ.2018/202Mraft IntegratedReportDraft. 2019.StoryMap. Accessed 2/20/19at:
https://geo.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=f2e8fd446c404661ae6a435a9h7al9a9

2 OregonDEQ.DEQ WaterQuality Standard$ AssessmerihteractiveViewer.2019.Accessed
12/20/19%at: https://hdcgg?.deq.state.or.uslVR291/?viewer=wgsa

3 Anthony,Becky.Septembe2019.Methodologyfor Or e g 20Aa8WaterQuality ReportandList of WaterQuality Limited

WatersAccessed 2/20/1%%t: https://www.oregon.gov/deq/FilterDocs/ir2018assessMethod.pdf

Districts(e.g.HeronLakesGolf Courseponds). Secondarditchesaresurfacavater conveyance
systemshatcarrywatertotheprimarywaterbodies

TheDistrictsoperateandmaintain theflood managemergystempursuanto theUnited States Army
Corpsof EngineerfUSACE)underPublicLaw (PL) 84-99 andthe National FloodInsurance
Programof the FederaEmergencyManagemenfgency(FEMA). Under theregulationand
guidelinesof USACE'sleveesafetyandFEMA's NFIP, accreditedevees must ateast meet design
operation andmaintenancetandardsor theprotectionagainst a 1%annual-chanceflood.

In orderto meetthesefederalleveesafetystandardandprotectlives andpropertiesin thepag, the
Districtsconductedn-waterdredgingoremoveaccumulatededimenan averagef every3years
As with anyin-waterwork, the Districtscompliedwith all relevantaw. Thisincludedthedredge
andfill regulatoryrequirementandpermits administerethytheUSACEandDivisionof State
Lands401WateQualityCertificationby DEQ,andtheCity of PortlanderosionControlManual.
GiventhefactthattheColumbia Sloughanditstributariesare aremedialkite subgect to aRemedial
Action Recordof DecisiontheDistricts'in-waterwork is notonly alreadyregulatedbutit also
resultedn a netbenefitto theenvironmenbyremovingpreviouslydepositegollutantfromthe
waterwaysT heDistricts'work complieswith anDEQapproveEnvironmentalManagemenand
TestingPlanfor Ditch MaintenanceGivenrecenevaluationsthe Districts' needor future
dredgings likely to belimited.
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COMMENTS

Pleaseconsiderthefollowing commentsrequestsandsuggestionselatedto the2018/2020
IntegratedReport.

A. Reserveherightto submitadditionalcomments

TheDistrictsreserveheright to submitadditionalcommentsit is extremelychallenging for a
smallstaffto meaningfullyreviewandrespondo suchcomplexinformationin the allowed
commenperiod.

B. Methodgor waterbodyassessment

TheDistrictsappreciatéherevisedmethoddor assessingvaterbodycondition.The statistical
approachdescribedn themethodssection3.3.4,hasprovidedamore accurateepresentationf
waterbodyconditionthanthepreviousapproachyhich effectivelypenalizedvaterbodiesvith
morewatermonitoringdatalike the Columbia Slough.

C. Subdivideii w a t eu rsihteafléctsubwatershedharacteristics

Thereportresultsdemonstratéhatthemethodsappliedto delineatéi wat er s h e d
assessmeit n i (descoibedn section3.3.3.)arenotsufficientlygranular Assesingll streams
with a StrahlerStreamOrderof 4 or lessasonefiwatershedinitd doesnotreflect thediversity of
impactsandopportunitiesvithin adenseurbanwatershedike the ColumbiaSlough.Portionsof the
Sloughdrainnaturalareasresidentiadevelopments,

heavyindustrialuseareasandinterstatdransportatiorcorridors,andyetarelumped togethemasif
theywerehomogenous.

TheDistrictssuggesthatthefi wa t e u rs ihtetlkt€olumbiaSloughbefurtherdivided to reflect
theprevailinglandcover,andthatanyfutureinvestigationof waterquality in the Slough(e.g.,
updatedTMDL), includeananalysighatcanreflectwatershedmpactsand opportunitiesona
reachby- reachscale.

A. Review misclassifications

TheDistrictsrequesthat DEQ removeline segmentshat donot represensurfacewaters. The maps
showmultiple line featuresthat arein fact stormwaterpipesor other conveyancenfrastructure.
We askthat DEQ review the Columbia Sloughwatershedor thesemisclassificationsandthat any
future investigationsof water quality in the Slough (e.g.,updatedTMDL), include an analysisthat
canreflect the location of openchannelsin the watershed.

B. ReviseConflicts

Wherethereareconflicting determinationsn theassessmemtatabaseDEQ should reviewthe
assessmentand clarify the determinationsThe conflicting determination within MC DD 6 s
serviceareais includedbelow.
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Conflicting Categories

Assessment Unit ID AU Name Assessment IR
HUC12 Dissolved Category 2/
OR_WS_170900120201_02_104 Name: Oxygen Year Category
Columbia Round 4A
Slough
C. Publishsourcedataonaquaticveeds

TheDistricts suggesthat DEQ includeinformation onthe sourcedatausedto assessaquaticweedsin
the assessmemtatabaseThe ColumbiaSlough (OR_WS 170900120201 02 _1045549)isted as
Category5 for aquaticweedswith no specifieddatasource.Given the lack of informationincluded
in the assessmerdatabasejt is not possiblefor the public to review and confirm the water quality
statusfor aquaticweeds.

D. Analysisthe ColumbiaSloughastwo watershedso reflectcurrent
hydrology

TheDistrictssuggesthatDEQdividetheColumbiaSloughwatershedssessmeinnit
(OR_WS_170900120201_02_104554)hatthelower8.5milesof themainstemchannelfrom
theconfluencewith theWillametteRiverto theleveeatElrod Drive, is delineatechsaseparate
streamassessmeninit.

Thelower 8.5milesof the ColumbiaSloughrepresenauniguewaterbodywith many features
thatdifferentiateit from therestof thewatershedThelower Sloughis tidally influencedfree-
flowing, anddirectly connectedo theWillametteRiver, providing importanthabitatfor
migratingsalmonidsThissegmenbf theSloughhasbeen designatedscritical habitatfor Lower
ColumbiaRiver Chinook,coho,andsteelhead.

The lower Sloughterminateson the westernside of M C D D &eninsulaCanallLevee built in 1959,
andthe middle Sloughbeginson the easterrside. The upperSloughbegins atthe 142'd Avenue

crosslevee.The middleanduppersloughsareconnectedo eachother via agatein the 1420 Avenue
crosslevee,whichis open exceptluringextreme flood events.

ThemiddleandupperSloughsarenot, however typically hydrologicallyconnectedo the Columbia
Riverorthelower Slough.Theonly connectivitycomedrom stormwateexiting themiddleandupper
Sloughsjn thefollowing two ways:

1 PumpStation#1,locatedattheMCDD Headquarteren NE Elrod Drive, expels
stormwatefrom themiddleto lower Slough.

1 Gatedgravity outfallsin themiddleandupperSloughexpelstormwateto the
ColumbiaRiver. Theyareonly openedn thelow-waterperiodsin thesummer
monthswhenthereis noflood potentialor possibility of fish passager
entrapment.
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Forthesereasonsthecurrentclassification's notappropriateandfails to captureknown
environmentalariability. ThemiddleandupperSloughsshouldbeconsidere@ separate
watershedrom thelower Sloughbecausé¢heyareeffectivelydisconnected.

Thankyou againfor theopportunity to providenput. If you haveanyquestiongegardingthese
commentspleasecontactme directly.

Sincerely,

C. Sonmmon

Carrie Sanneman
EnvironmentaProgramManager

54. Comments from: Jackson
County

From: Joel Benton
Subject:Letter Jackson County Comments 2018/2020
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

Joel C. Benton

County Counsel
A‘ KS ON ‘ O l | N I l 10 South Oakdale, Room 214
Medford, OR 97501
Phone: (541) 774-6160
O Feoon Fax: (541) 774-6722
O bentonje@jacksoncounty.org

www.jacksoncounty.org
Dear Director Whitman andthe Water Quality Division:

I am writing on behalf of JacksonCounty to opposeDEQ's decisionto list water bodies
throughoutthe State,and specifically JacksonCounty, aswater quality impaired without data
to supportthoselistings or becauseof circumstancesaturalto our region, asit hasdonein its
20182020 IntegratedReport.

JacksonCounty alsoopposeDEQ's decisionto include agriculturalirrigation, drainage
ditches,and othemanmadeditchesin its list of water quality impairedwaterways.Theseare
not natural waterwaysandtheremay be long-term ramificationsto county programsand our
constituentsasaresult of this action.
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Specifically, JacksonCounty opposeDEQ'sdecisionto extrapolatelistings of waterwaysand
ditchesbasedupon datacollectedfrom neighboringpropertiesby pooling dataon a watershed
wide scale.Waterquality naturally differs from waterbody to water body, particularly when
thosewaterwaysareunderdifferent ownershipsandmay have experiencedliffering current
andhistoric riparian management.

DEQ haspresentedho evidencethat this extrapolationis scientifically valid or sound.Instead,
it appears tdoe an attemptto list andregulatewaterwayswithout first going throughthe
necessarystepof determiningthat dataactually showsanimpairment. In orderto be
scientifically defensible decisionsto list waterbodiesas impairednustbe basedon water body
specificdataand cannotbe extrapolatedrom sampledsrom neighboringwaterwaysor
tributaries To do otherwiseis not soundscienceor soundagencypolicy. Without using actual
data,DEQ may be making water quality on countylands,which arelargely agriculturaland
forestlands,look worsethanit may actuallybe. Agriculture andtimberjobs arecritical to
economicandsocial stability in rural counties. Destabilizingthesesectorswithout specificand
verifiable datais bad public policy.

Further,a review of the IntegratedWeb Map for JacksonCounty, andthe underlying data,
showsthat the vast majority of the waterbodiesin this County arebeing listed asimpaired
waterssolely or mostlydueto temperature SouthernOregonhasa distinctly different climate
thanNorthern Oregonor otherpartsof Oregon.The averagehigh temperaturen Medford,
Oregon,for example,in Juneand especially

July andAugustis nearly 90 degreed=. During thesemonths, SouthernOregonalsoexperiences
negligible rainfall. With suchnaturally occurring conditions,the waterwaysin JacksonCountyare
going toexperiencenhigh temperaturesAs thereis no reasonablecourseof actionby which those
temperaturesanbe mitigated, listing suchwaterwaysasimpairedis creatingaproblemwithout a
solution.

The County, alongwith our farm, ranch, forest,manufacturing,industrial and commercialbusiness
constituentshavealwaysbeengoodpartnerswith DEQ andtheir associatechon-point source designated
managementgenciesForestand agricultural landshave amongthe highestwater quality in the state,
and county constituencieave significant investmentsover time improving andprotectingwater quality.
It is disappointingthat the reportmakesit appearthat vastamountsof countylands,especiallyfarm and
forestlands,areexperiencingdeclining water quality, particularly when it appearshat DEQ lackswater
body specific datafor significantportions of the waterwayslisted or when suchimpairmentis a natural
condition of the environment.

JacksonCountyis alsodisappointedhat the agencydid not reachout to county officials aboutthe
IntegratedwWater Quality Reportprior to listing the vastmajority of our waterbodiesaswater
qualityimpaired. JacksonCountyis entitled, aslocal governmentto forewarninganda morein-
depth discussionf the methodologiesusedandthe assumptionghat the IntegratedReportmakes
aboutwaterwaysin the county, particularly whenthe agencyhasmadesomevery significantpolicy
callsthatwill haveadirectimpact on countyprogramsand county lands.This very impactful policy
work alsoleft the Countywith sucha narrowwindow of opportunityto comment.

Thankyou for the opportunityto commentand JacksonCountyhopeswe canhave a moreproductive
dialogueaboutthe IntegratedReportmoving forward.
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55. Comments from: Mike/Joanne
Keerins

From: Michael Keerins
Subject: Oppose DEQ's Draft Intergrated Report
Date: Jan. 6, 2020

Dear Director Whitman,

It is not acceptable that DEQ should list waterways over a large area with only one data point used for
data. They need to have a larger data base with a longer period of time (years) before increasing the list
of A impaired water bodieso.

We need to workvith what rules and regulation are in place to see if they are improving water quality
before adding more rules and regulation that will destroy Oregon working people.

Nature changes things and there needs to be humerous data points to get a clearf pictunature is
changing the landscape with drought and floods. The data used for Pine Creek was gathered during a
drought. The data collectors told me that they could not get a clear picture of the area because of the
drought.

Keerins Ranch

Mike andJoanne Keerins
42174 1zee Paulina Ln
Canyon City, Or 97820
541-477-3301
jkeerins@gmail.com
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56. Comments from: Oregon Farm
Bureau and other agencies

From: Mary Anne Cooper, VP Oregon Farm Bureau Federation;, Blake S. Rowe, Executive Director,
Oregon Wheat Growers League; Ryan Beyer, Executive Director, Oregon Seed Council; David Phipps,
President, Oregonians for Food & Shelter; Jim James, Executiget@ir Oregon Small Woodlans
Association; Jerome Rosa, Executive Director, Oregon Cattlemen's Association; April Snell, Executive
Director, Oregon Water Resources Congress; Jeff Stone, Executive Director, Oregon Association of
Nurseries; Helle RuddenklaBresident, Oregon Women for Agriculture; Tami Kerr, Executive Director;
Oregon Dairy Farmers Association; Meridith Nagely, Manger, Oregon Hazelnut Industry Office

Subject: Comments on the Draft 2018020 Integrated Report and Methodology

Date: Jan. 6,@20

Our organizationsvrite to commenton theDraft 20182020IntegratedreportandMethodology released
by theOregonDepartmenbf EnvironmentaQuality (DEQ). The OregonFarmBureau, OregonSmall
WoodlandsAssociation OregonSeedCouncil, OregonWaterResource€ongress,Oregoniangor Food
& Shelter,OregonC a t t | AgsaciatibnOregonWheatGrowersLeague, OregonWomen for
Agriculture,OregonDairy FarmersAssociation AssociatedOregonHazelnut IndustriesandOregon
Association oNurseriesareagriculturalandforestrytradeassociations whaepresenbver 14,000
farmers ranchersandforestersacrosghe statein thelegislative and policymakingarenas.Our members
raiseall of Or e g 22B+&cammoditiesn all regionsof the stateandrepresenOr e g diverSity of
family runfarmsandranches.

In reviewingthe Report andMethodologyiit is apparenDEQ has madesomevery significantand
concerningpolicy decisionsvhich makeit appearthatwaterquality on agriculturabndforestry lands
acrosghe statehasdeclineddrasticallysincethelast IntegratedReportwascompletedn 2012. Chief
amongour concernss D E Q desisionto introduce watershestaleassessmeninits (AU) acrosghe
state resultingin the listing ofhundredgif notthousandspf miles ofwaterwaysas impairedwithout
waterbody specifidata Additionally, DEQ hasmadedecisionson itsapproacto refining AUs,
visualizingdata,andgenerallypresentingnformationin theReportthat makat misleadinganddifficult
for usergto understandOur organizationsvrite to expresour oppositiorto D E Q éesvapproacthn its
ReportandMethodology,andto encourag®EQ torevisitthe significant policy decisiondt hasmade
throughouthis process.
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