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RE: RM-WQSAmmon- TMDLs

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		BLOOM James

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		BLOOM.James@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Thanks much Jim! I may have some follow up questions for you in regards to the ratios you were describing below and what it means. I’ll talk w/ Deb about use of Peter’s time to run the new criteria through his program. I’m  not very hopeful, but at least we asked….



Andrea



 



From: BLOOM James 
Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 5:09 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RM-WQSAmmon- TMDLs



 



Andrea:



Below is some info regarding potential impacts of new EPA ammonia criteria on the TMDL program.



Let me know if I can help out further with this.



Thanks



Jim



I took a look at TMDLs for Umatilla, Middle Rogue and Tualatin Subbasins.  The only one that explicitly addressed ammonia toxicity was the Umatilla TMDL (UMATILLA RIVER BASIN TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD (TMDL) AND WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN, March 2001). 



 



1998, 2001, and 2012 Tualatin TMDLs included allocations to address ammonia impacts on dissolved oxygen.  These effectively require the point sources to nitrify ammonia and, while not explicitly addressing ammonia toxicity, should indirectly have addressed this potential concern.



 



Review of Umatilla Ammonia TMDL



 



The cause of ammonia toxicity criteria exceedances for the Umatilla TMDL was a point source discharge.  Wasteload allocations were provided to prevent ammonia toxicity criteria exceedances.  



 



Since CCC criteria are more conservative than CMC criteria, the WLAs were based on CCC.  Temperature for calculation of criteria set to a conservative high value of 25oC.   Flow and ambient pH based wasteload allocations were provided in the form of tables for various pH and flow conditions.  Conservative values were used for ranges (for example, for pH range 7.5-8.0, a pH of 8.0 was used; for river flow 20-39.9 cfs, a flow of 20 cfs used) to insure criteria met for all values in range.  An additional explicit 10% margin of safety was provided.



 



Potential impact of new criteria



 



Use of the new EPA criteria would have resulted in different wasteload allocations.  However, it’s unclear what impact use of the new criteria would have on the resources needed to do the TMDL.



 



Ratios of CMC to CCC for the current DEQ criteria for the Umatilla example of T = 25oC ranged from 7 to 16.  Since CMC criteria are about an order of magnitude higher, it was easy to determine that WLAs should be based on CCC criteria.  



 



For the new criteria, ratios range from 4 to 8.   However, if WLAs are based on 2.5 x CCC, then ratios drop to 1.5 to 3.1.  In such a case, it is not as clear whether allocations should be based on CCC criteria or CMC criteria.  WLAs may need to be based on both, with different compliance averaging periods.  For example, one could be based on max monthly 4-day average, and the other on max 1-day average.  



 



Conclusion: new criteria would increase analysis time due to the need to consider both CCC and CMC when establishing load and wasteload allocations.  I suspect perhaps 10 to 50% more time would be needed. 



 



TMDL listings



 



It’s important also to ascertain if any waterbodies would be delisted if the new criteria are applied as part of the 303(d) water quality assessment process.  It is recommended that the analysis methodology that Peter Bryant has developed to determine which waterbodies exceed current criteria be used to determine which waterbodies would meet or exceed the new EPA criteria.  I don’t think it would take much time for Peter to repeat his analysis with the new criteria, but he needs to be authorized to do this work.



 






RE: RM-WQSAmmon- TMDLs

		From

		BLOOM James

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Sounds good.  I’ll be in office M-Th this week.



Jim



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Friday, June 20, 2014 7:43 AM
To: BLOOM James
Cc: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: RM-WQSAmmon- TMDLs



 



Thanks much Jim! I may have some follow up questions for you in regards to the ratios you were describing below and what it means. I’ll talk w/ Deb about use of Peter’s time to run the new criteria through his program. I’m  not very hopeful, but at least we asked….



Andrea



 



From: BLOOM James 
Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 5:09 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RM-WQSAmmon- TMDLs



 



Andrea:



Below is some info regarding potential impacts of new EPA ammonia criteria on the TMDL program.



Let me know if I can help out further with this.



Thanks



Jim



I took a look at TMDLs for Umatilla, Middle Rogue and Tualatin Subbasins.  The only one that explicitly addressed ammonia toxicity was the Umatilla TMDL (UMATILLA RIVER BASIN TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD (TMDL) AND WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN, March 2001). 



 



1998, 2001, and 2012 Tualatin TMDLs included allocations to address ammonia impacts on dissolved oxygen.  These effectively require the point sources to nitrify ammonia and, while not explicitly addressing ammonia toxicity, should indirectly have addressed this potential concern.



 



Review of Umatilla Ammonia TMDL



 



The cause of ammonia toxicity criteria exceedances for the Umatilla TMDL was a point source discharge.  Wasteload allocations were provided to prevent ammonia toxicity criteria exceedances.  



 



Since CCC criteria are more conservative than CMC criteria, the WLAs were based on CCC.  Temperature for calculation of criteria set to a conservative high value of 25oC.   Flow and ambient pH based wasteload allocations were provided in the form of tables for various pH and flow conditions.  Conservative values were used for ranges (for example, for pH range 7.5-8.0, a pH of 8.0 was used; for river flow 20-39.9 cfs, a flow of 20 cfs used) to insure criteria met for all values in range.  An additional explicit 10% margin of safety was provided.



 



Potential impact of new criteria



 



Use of the new EPA criteria would have resulted in different wasteload allocations.  However, it’s unclear what impact use of the new criteria would have on the resources needed to do the TMDL.



 



Ratios of CMC to CCC for the current DEQ criteria for the Umatilla example of T = 25oC ranged from 7 to 16.  Since CMC criteria are about an order of magnitude higher, it was easy to determine that WLAs should be based on CCC criteria.  



 



For the new criteria, ratios range from 4 to 8.   However, if WLAs are based on 2.5 x CCC, then ratios drop to 1.5 to 3.1.  In such a case, it is not as clear whether allocations should be based on CCC criteria or CMC criteria.  WLAs may need to be based on both, with different compliance averaging periods.  For example, one could be based on max monthly 4-day average, and the other on max 1-day average.  



 



Conclusion: new criteria would increase analysis time due to the need to consider both CCC and CMC when establishing load and wasteload allocations.  I suspect perhaps 10 to 50% more time would be needed. 



 



TMDL listings



 



It’s important also to ascertain if any waterbodies would be delisted if the new criteria are applied as part of the 303(d) water quality assessment process.  It is recommended that the analysis methodology that Peter Bryant has developed to determine which waterbodies exceed current criteria be used to determine which waterbodies would meet or exceed the new EPA criteria.  I don’t think it would take much time for Peter to repeat his analysis with the new criteria, but he needs to be authorized to do this work.



 






RM-WQNH3-quick planning meeting

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		BLOOM James

		Recipients

		BLOOM.James@deq.state.or.us



Hi Jim,



 



Can we meet sometime soon to talk about the NH3 rulemaking? I don’t think it will take more than 20 minutes.  



 



Input for rulemaking documents is due June 17. Mainly, your role is to assess impacts to the TMDL program based on revising existing 1985 freshwater NH3 criteria to EPA’s latest recommendations. Generally, the acute criteria will be more stringent, while the chronic criteria will be less stringent. The chronic is based on a new 30 day rolling averaging period (highest 4 day ave in that 30 day can’t be more than 2.5x the CCC).



 



I attached a PPT I did for the recent permit writers meeting which may be helpful in getting familiar w/ the new criteria.  Slides 8-15 discuss the ammonia rulemaking/criteria. I also attached the agenda from our kick off meeting this week. I didn’t include you on it, since most of the stuff I covered  was much more detail than you’ll need, but it still provides good info.



 



Here’s a link to EPA’s website about the 2013 NH3 recommendations:



http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/aqlife/ammonia/index.cfm



 



Thanks!



Andrea





toxics update permit writers meeting May 20-21 2014.pptx

Update on What’s Happening in Toxics Standards


Permit Writers Meeting
May 20-21, 2014








Andrea Matzke






































Outline


April 11 EPA approval—What does it mean?


Rulemaking timeline for remaining disapproved criteria:


ammonia, copper, aluminum and cadmium


Ammonia rulemaking


Upcoming copper rulemaking


EPA’s recent draft recommendations for human health toxics criteria


2

















2





Background


In Jan. 2013, EPA both approved and disapproved a number of aquatic life toxics criteria adopted in 2004


Disapproved:


11 pesticides


Se


ammonia, copper, aluminum and cadmium 


DEQ addressed the straight-forward disapprovals: 11 pesticides and Se


EQC adopted revisions in Dec. 2013
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EPA Approval—What Does it Mean?


April 11, 2014: EPA approved all WQS revisions


11 pesticides


Magnitudes/concentrations did not change, but note DIFFERENT frequency and duration than all other aquatic life criteria:


Oregon has ALWAYS had this different frequency and duration footnote, but EPA thought it was unclear when 2004 revisions were made to the intro text of the toxic tables


Acute: can’t be exceeded at ANY time (as opposed to 1-hr)


Chronic: can’t be exceeded based on a 24-hr average (as opposed to 4-day)


Frequency: 1 in 3 yr exceedance does NOT apply


New criteria for: alpha endosulfan, beta endosulfan and heptachlor epoxide


Never had criteria before
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EPA Approval—What Does it Mean?


Selenium


Added conversion factor to express as dissolved


FW acute criterion footnote—assume all dissolved Se is the more toxic form of selenate


= 13 µg/L


NEW! EPA draft Se criteria-May 14


Acute = none (because Se is bioaccumulative and toxicity is based on chronic dietary exposure)


Chronic = 4 different elements: 


Water criteria based on dissolved total Se
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-Zach Mandera does not believe any labs in PDX do selenite/selenate analysis, but Brooks Rand labs in Seattle does. ALS in Kelso also does speciation, but not using the EPA approved method.
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Fish eggs/ovaries








Whole body or muscle








Water/30-day








Water/intermittent




















EPA Approval—What Does it Mean?


Arsenic


New/re-instated FW and SW criteria—inadvertently removed from Table 33B in 2007


Note that clarified footnote is for total inorganic As (III + V), dissolved


FW criteria more stringent than before


Chromium VI


New/re-instated SW criteria—inadvertently removed from Table 33B in 2007


Criteria same as before, but now expressed as dissolved 


Implementation Info


Other disapproved criteria: Cu, NH3, Al, Cd (acute) criteria continue to be based on Table 20, but included on Table 30


 Tables 30, 31, 40 found on toxics website


Hardness calculator up to date





6














-DEQ lab does not conduct analyses for dissolved iAs
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Rulemaking Timelines to Address Remaining Disapprovals


			Milestones			Estimated Timeframe


			Initiate Rulemaking			April 2014


			Public Comment and Hearings			August 2014


			EQC Action Item			December 2014


			EPA Approval			April 2015
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Ammonia Rulemaking


			Milestones			Estimated Timeframe


			Evaluate Biotic Ligand Model			Current – Spring 2015


			Initiate Rulemaking			Spring 2015


			Public Comment and Hearings			Spring 2016


			EQC Action			Summer 2016





Copper Rulemaking + acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon and nonylphenol





cadmium and aluminum revisions





LATER--after upcoming EPA revisions














-Al and Cd: Internal drafts ready for review in Winter 2014
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Ammonia Rulemaking 


EPA disapproved Oregon’s criteria (based on EPA’s 1999 updates)—not protective of mussels


EPA’s 2013 criteria include new toxicity data reflecting freshwater unionid mussel and non-pulmonate (gill-bearing) snail sensitivity 


All 8 taxa minimum data requirements met for acute and chronic datasets


14 T&E species (5 are mussels)are represented


Expressed as mg/L TAN—Total Ammonia Nitrogen (NH3 and NH4) 
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-ammonia has the largest dataset of all the ALC—no invasive species included in CMC or CCC (resulted in slightly less stringent criteria)





-first explicit analysis of listed species in a criteria document
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Generally, EPA’s criteria more stringent than OR’s criteria
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EPA and Oregon Acute Criteria Comparisons at Selected pH


Salmonids and Mussels Present


EPA CMC 6.5	14	16	18	20	22	24	26	28	30	33	32	27	23	19	16	14	12	9.9	OR CMC 6.5	14	16	18	20	22	24	26	28	30	25	24	24	24	21	18	16	14	12	EPA CMC 7.0	14	16	18	20	22	24	26	28	30	24	23	20	17	14	12	10	8.6	7.3	OR CMC 7.0	14	16	18	20	22	24	26	28	30	20	20	19	19	17	14	13	11	10	EPA CMC 8.0	14	16	18	20	22	24	26	28	30	5.6	5.4	4.5999999999999996	3.9	3.3	2.8	2.4	2	1.7000000000000035	OR CMC 8.0	14	16	18	20	22	24	26	28	30	5.7	5.7	5.6	5.6	4.9000000000000004	4.3	3.7	3.3	2.9	Temperature C


TAN (mg/L)


NOTE: Oregon’s ammonia CCC criteria are almost identical at pH of 6.5 and 7.0, therefore marked the same on the graph.  
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EPA and Oregon Chronic Criteria (4-Day) Comparisons at Selected pH


Mussels Present


EPA CCC 6.5	7	10	13	15	18	21	24	27	30	12	10	8.3000000000000007	7.3	6	5	4	3.5	2.8	OR CCC 6.5	7	10	13	15	18	21	24	27	30	1.9000000000000001	1.9000000000000001	1.8	1.8	1.4	1.1000000000000001	0.92	0.7400000000000021	0.60000000000000064	EPA CCC 7.0	7	10	13	15	18	21	24	27	30	11	9	7.5	6.5	5.5	4.5	3.8	3	2.5	OR CCC 7.0	7	10	13	15	18	21	24	27	30	1.9000000000000001	1.9000000000000001	1.8	1.8	1.4	1.1000000000000001	0.92	0.75000000000000222	0.61000000000000065	EPA CCC 8.0	7	10	13	15	18	21	24	27	30	4.5	3.8	3	2.8	2.2000000000000002	1.8	1.5	1.3	1	OR CCC 8.0	7	10	13	15	18	21	24	27	30	1.2	1.1000000000000001	1.1000000000000001	1.1000000000000001	0.88	0.71000000000000063	0.58000000000000007	0.47000000000000008	0.39000000000000118	Temperature C


TAN (mg/L)


Ammonia Rulemaking 


Criteria applied based on assumption that mussels and snails are present


DEQ current thinking: assume mussels present, unless otherwise proven absent


Possible to develop site-specific criteria based on mussels absent (and there are no related species of similar sensitivity for which mussels serve as a surrogate)


A rigorous mollusk survey is required to prove absence
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-EPA’s Technical Support Document for Conducting and Reviewing Freshwater Mussel Occurrence Surveys for the Development of Site-Specific  Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia (Aug. 2013)
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Waterbodies Listed for Ammonia


14





*many waterbodies have potential concerns or insufficient data


* 2012 has a proposed NH3 Cat. 5 listing for 0 – 45 RM of Tualatin














Ammonia Rulemaking 


Permit writer input and review for rulemaking


Potential implementation issues?


Run discharger scenarios


Approximately 33 cities have permit limits for NH3


Update RPA spreadsheet
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Upcoming Copper Rulemaking 


EPA disapproved OR’s freshwater Cu criteria (based on hardness) because other WQ variables may also affect toxicity to aquatic life


Substantial body of evidence indicate that criteria only based on hardness may result in both under-protective and over-protective criteria


EPA’s 2007 Recommended Criteria: Biotic Ligand Model (BLM)


A bioavailability model that uses ambient data to develop site-specific WQ criteria
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-Note that the BLM has been used for Ni, Zn and Ag as well and that EPA is currently reviewing the BLM for saltwater criteria development





-Cu toxicity: CMC and CCC: generally, inverts (cladocerans) more sensitive than fish
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Biotic Ligand Model



 The BLM models the bioavailability of copper


“biotic ligand” = fish gill


BLM replaces the fish gill as the site of action


10 input parameters needed


temp., pH, DOC, Ca, Mg, Na, K, SO4, Cl, and alkalinity


The analytes above can complex (e.g. DOC) or compete (e.g. Na, Ca) with Cu at the fish gill and effect its toxicity
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-
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OR Criteria vs. BLM vs. EPA BLM Default Values





2.3


1.5
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-Data from: Protectiveness of Water Quality Criteria for Copper in Western United States Waters Relative to Predictive Olfactory Responses in Juvenile Pacific Salmon. DeForest, D. K.; Meyer, J. S.; Gensemer, R. W.; Adams, W. J.; Dwyer, R. L.; Gorsuch, J. W.;Van Genderen, E. J. 





-In this set of data, the BLM criteria are generally more stringent than hardness-based criteria
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How to Adopt the BLM for Copper in Oregon?



Important considerations in deriving protective criteria:


Data representativeness—seasonal, diurnal, spatial differences


Applied statistics—5th percentile values? Geomeans? 


Options in implementing BLM


Statewide  criteria (least accurate)


Site-specific criteria (most accurate)


Ecoregional criteria


Other non-BLM methodology?
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DEQ’s Current Efforts for Copper Rulemaking


Assembling a BLM dataset from DEQ database


Cu, pH, DOC, temp most important parameters to measure


BLM parameters collected 2X for the coastal toxics sites (~50) and SE sites (~15) last year


Additional sites planned for this year 


Assemble data from other sources


May be able to use other WQ parameters as surrogates
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Human Health Criteria Update                                    EPA Draft Criteria for Public Comment (May 13, 2014 )


 EPA updated 94 criteria


 Methodology uses updated exposure factors: OR vs. EPA


FCR = 17.8 g/day             22 g/day


Drinking water intake = 2 L/day              3 L/day


Body weight = 70 kg             80 kg


Relative Source Contribution = some              all non-carcinogens ?


BCFs            BAFs


Updated IRIS values


21
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Basin Name  Water Body (Stream/Lake)  Status  



Klamath  Klamath Strait  Cat 5 : Water quality limited,  303(d) list, TMDL needed  



Klamath  Lost River  Cat 5:   Water quality limited,  303(d) list, TMDL need ed  



Klamath  Klamath River  Cat 5:   Water quality limited,  303(d) list, TMDL needed  



Klamath  Klamath River / Ewauna,  Lake  Cat 5:   Water quality limited,  303(d) list, TMDL needed  



Middle Columbia  Umatilla River  Cat 4A :  Water quality  limited, TMDL approved  



Sou thern Oregon Coastal  North Myrtle Creek  Cat 4B:    Water quality  limited, other control  measures  



Willamette  Arata Creek / Blue Lake  Cat 5:   Water quality limited,  303(d) list, TMDL needed  
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Update onWhat'sHappeningin

Toxics Standards








RMNH3_Kick_Off_Meeting_Agenda-1.00.docx

Water Quality Standards Revisions for Freshwater Ammonia Criteria


May 27, 2014


1:30 – 3:00, EQC-B





Agenda


1. Introductions and Roles (Andrea)


2. Scope of Rulemaking (Andrea)


a. Address EPA disapproval of 1999 ammonia criteria


b. Adopt ammonia criteria based on EPA’s latest recommendations


c. Correct a pH error 





3. General Rulemaking Logistics (Maggie)


a. Following agency rulemaking process (Maggie)


b. If you work on any aspect of the rulemaking use the following Q-time code:  43879


c. Email heading: RM-WQSAmmon- XXXXX


d. All documents are on the  Water Quality Standards – Ammonia  SharePoint sub-site


       e. Maintaining Version Histories


[image: ]





4. Rulemaking Schedule (Andrea and Maggie) 
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5. Public Information (All)


a. WQ Standards ammonia rulemaking website—description and purpose of rulemaking


i. Not posted yet—will send out Gov Delivery once live


b. No advisory committee


c. Use of GovSpace? Post draft ammonia support document here for public info?


d. Can DEQ provide an opportunity to give the public info prior to the public comment period without forming an ad hoc committee?


e. Fiscal Economic Statement—Maggie will be reviewing this form. Use questionnaire to solicit info from small businesses?








6. Tasks (Andrea/All)





			Person


			Deliverables


			Start


			End





			Andrea Matzke


			-draft NH3 support doc


-draft revisions to Toxics Rule –0033*


-draft notice packet


			April


			June 17





			Spencer Bohaboy


			-Update RPA spreadsheet based on new flow scenarios, averaging periods and revised criteria formulas


-Run discharger scenarios based on updated NH3 criteria


-Other permitting implementation issues as needed (anti-backsliding considerations, etc.)—give Andrea a heads up ASAP if significant


-info collected above will feed into the NH3 support document, fiscal analysis and public notice package


			May 27


			June 17





			Aron Borok


			-draft revisions to basin rules to correct river mile pH error*


-draft specific sections in the draft notice packet about why we are correcting the pH error 


			May 27


			June 17





			Steve Aalbers


			-Pull in Xerces Society mollusk data to develop mollusk maps of OR


-Maps will be added to NH3 support document to justify DEQ’s assumption that mollusks are present throughout OR


			May 27


			June 17





			Jim Bloom (TMDL program)


			-Add info about impact to the TMDL program for fiscal analysis and for the NH3 support document


			May 27


			June 17





			Shannon Hubler (lab)


			-Mussel survey analysis work


-Work w/ team to determine level of information needed in a public notice packet/supporting document about conducting mussel surveys


-Likely, an IMD will be developed following rule adoption


			May 27


			June 17





			Regional PWs, Jane Hickman, and other advisors


			-Review draft NH3 supporting doc and public notice package 


			June 25


			July 1





			Debra


			-request regional permit writer review from regional permit managers


-Deb begins her review


			May 27





July 8


			May 30





July 18








*When DEQ opens up a rule for revision, the entire rule will be opened up for a plain English review














7. Other Considerations (Andrea)


a. NMFS/EPA discussions








8. Next Steps (Andrea)














































































































Ammonia Revisions


(Highlighted areas indicate where revisions will likely occur)





340-041-0033


Toxic Substances


(1) Amendments to sections (1-5) and (7) of this rule (OAR 340-041-0033) and associated revisions to Tables 20, 33A, 33B, 33C, and 40 become effective on April 18, 2014. The amendments do not become applicable for purposes of ORS chapter 468B or the federal Clean Water Act, however, unless approved by EPA pursuant to 40 CFR 131.21 (4/27/2000). 


(2) Toxic Substances Narrative. 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. 


(3) Aquatic Life Numeric Criteria. Levels of toxic substances in waters of the state may not exceed the applicable aquatic life criteria listed in Table 30. 


(4) Human Health Numeric Criteria. The criteria for waters of the state listed in Table 40 are established to protect Oregonians from potential adverse health effects associated with long-term exposure to toxic substances associated with consumption of fish, shellfish, and water. 


(5) To establish permit or other regulatory limits for toxic substances for which criteria are not included in Table 30 or Table 40, the department may use the guidance values in Table 31, public health advisories, and other published scientific literature. The department may also require or conduct bio-assessment studies to monitor the toxicity to aquatic life of complex effluents, other suspected discharges, or chemical substances without numeric criteria. 


……… 





[ED. NOTE: Tables referenced are not included in rule text. Click here for PDF copy of table(s).]


Stat. Auth.: ORS 468.020, 468B.030, 468B.035 & 468B.048 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 468B.030, 468B.035 & 468B.048 
Hist.: DEQ 17-2003, f. & cert. ef. 12-9-03; DEQ 3-2004, f. & cert. ef. 5-28-04; DEQ 17-2010, f. & cert. ef. 12-21-10; DEQ 8-2011, f. & cert. ef. 6-30-11; DEQ 10-2011, f. & cert. ef. 7-13-11; DEQ 17-2013, f. 12-23-13, cert. ef. 4-18-14

















pH Revisions








Basin-Specific Criteria (Main Stem Snake River)


340-041-0121


Beneficial Uses to Be Protected in the Main Stem Snake River


(1) Water quality in the main stem Snake River (see Figure 1) must be managed to protect the designated beneficial uses shown in Table 121A (August 2005).


(2) Designated fish uses to be protected in the main stem Snake River are shown in Table 121B (November 2003).


[ED. NOTE: Figures and Tables are available from the agency.]


Stat. Auth.: ORS 468.020, 468B.030, 468B.035 & 468B.048
Stats. Implemented: ORS 468B.030, 468B.035 & 468B.048
Hist.: DEQ 17-2003, f. & cert. ef. 12-9-03; DEQ 2-2007, f. & cert. ef. 3-15-07


340-041-0122


Approved TMDLs in the Basin:


The following TMDLs have been approved by EPA, and appear on the Department's web site: None.


Stat. Auth.: ORS 468.020, 468B.030, 468B.035 & 468B.048
Stats. Implemented: ORS 468B.030, 468B.035 & 468B.048
Hist.: DEQ 17-2003, f. & cert. ef. 12-9-03


340-041-0124


Water Quality Standards and Policies Specific to the Main Stem Snake River


(1) pH (hydrogen ion concentration). pH values may not fall outside the following range: main stem Snake River (river miles 260 to 335): 7.0-9.0.


(2) Total Dissolved Solids. Guide concentrations listed below may not be exceeded unless otherwise specifically authorized by DEQ upon such conditions as it may deem necessary to carry out the general intent of this plan and to protect the beneficial uses set forth in OAR 340-041-0120: main stem Snake River -- 750.0 mg/l.


Stat. Auth.: ORS 468.020, 468B.030, 468B.035 & 468B.048
Stats. Implemented: ORS 468B.030, 468B.035 & 468B.048
Hist.: DEQ 17-2003, f. & cert. ef. 12-9-03
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Overview of Key Dates



 



 



WQNH3  



  Start



 ↓



End



 



5/16/14 4/7/15



Director added to DEQ Rulemaking Plan    Y 5/16/14



 



PERMANENT Rulemaking  P



 



Rule proposal complexity                  (1=Minimal, 2= Moderate, 3=Complex) 2



 



Public Notice Y



Adj



5/16/14 10/20/14



Due to Debra - approval to submit Notice Packet to Rule Publication



10



7/8/14 7/18/14



Due to Rule Publication (Maggie) - final edits and validations



14



7/30/14 8/13/14



Due to Jennifer for input and approval to publish Notice Packet



5



8/27/14 9/1/14



SOS - submit on workday no later than 15th of month BEFORE Bulletin 9/15/14



SOS - Oregon Bulletin always publishes on the 1st of month  10/1/14



Public Comment and Testimony Y



 



9/15/14 12/2/14



Open public comment 



  9/16/14



Hold 1st hearing no earlier than 15th of month AFTER Bulletin - APA requirement



  10/15/14



Close public comment - DEQ best practice, 3 days after last hearing



  10/20/14



EQC Preparation



9/15/14 12/2/14



No EQC involvement before Action Item meeting



Option 1 ↓ Option 2 ↓



No Director's report requested N



i



1/0/00 1/0/00



No information item requested N



i



 



1/0/00 1/0/00



No facilitated hearing requested N 1/0/00 10/22/14



 



Rule Publication - submit PERMANENT staff report



 



  12/2/14



EQC meeting - PERMANENT Rulemaking Action Item 1/7/15



Post EQC Activities



  1/7/15 4/7/15



SOS - file rules



  1/9/15



Rules become effective                                     select 'Y'  if effective upon filing > N



  1/9/15



To restore any cell under columns G or H to default, place cursor in cell then enter "=A" followed 



by the cell address.  EXAMPLE: =AG13 would restore the default Start of Advisory Committee.



 



Drop down list >



Drop down list >



 



DEQ Closed
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RM-WQSAmmon- TMDLs

		From

		BLOOM James

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Andrea:



Below is some info regarding potential impacts of new EPA ammonia criteria on the TMDL program.



Let me know if I can help out further with this.



Thanks



Jim



I took a look at TMDLs for Umatilla, Middle Rogue and Tualatin Subbasins.  The only one that explicitly addressed ammonia toxicity was the Umatilla TMDL (UMATILLA RIVER BASIN TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD (TMDL) AND WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN, March 2001). 



 



1998, 2001, and 2012 Tualatin TMDLs included allocations to address ammonia impacts on dissolved oxygen.  These effectively require the point sources to nitrify ammonia and, while not explicitly addressing ammonia toxicity, should indirectly have addressed this potential concern.



 



Review of Umatilla Ammonia TMDL



 



The cause of ammonia toxicity criteria exceedances for the Umatilla TMDL was a point source discharge.  Wasteload allocations were provided to prevent ammonia toxicity criteria exceedances.  



 



Since CCC criteria are more conservative than CMC criteria, the WLAs were based on CCC.  Temperature for calculation of criteria set to a conservative high value of 25oC.   Flow and ambient pH based wasteload allocations were provided in the form of tables for various pH and flow conditions.  Conservative values were used for ranges (for example, for pH range 7.5-8.0, a pH of 8.0 was used; for river flow 20-39.9 cfs, a flow of 20 cfs used) to insure criteria met for all values in range.  An additional explicit 10% margin of safety was provided.



 



Potential impact of new criteria



 



Use of the new EPA criteria would have resulted in different wasteload allocations.  However, it’s unclear what impact use of the new criteria would have on the resources needed to do the TMDL.



 



Ratios of CMC to CCC for the current DEQ criteria for the Umatilla example of T = 25oC ranged from 7 to 16.  Since CMC criteria are about an order of magnitude higher, it was easy to determine that WLAs should be based on CCC criteria.  



 



For the new criteria, ratios range from 4 to 8.   However, if WLAs are based on 2.5 x CCC, then ratios drop to 1.5 to 3.1.  In such a case, it is not as clear whether allocations should be based on CCC criteria or CMC criteria.  WLAs may need to be based on both, with different compliance averaging periods.  For example, one could be based on max monthly 4-day average, and the other on max 1-day average.  



 



Conclusion: new criteria would increase analysis time due to the need to consider both CCC and CMC when establishing load and wasteload allocations.  I suspect perhaps 10 to 50% more time would be needed. 



 



TMDL listings



 



It’s important also to ascertain if any waterbodies would be delisted if the new criteria are applied as part of the 303(d) water quality assessment process.  It is recommended that the analysis methodology that Peter Bryant has developed to determine which waterbodies exceed current criteria be used to determine which waterbodies would meet or exceed the new EPA criteria.  I don’t think it would take much time for Peter to repeat his analysis with the new criteria, but he needs to be authorized to do this work.



 





