
Response to Comments 

January 6, 2010 

On December 15, 2009, Ecology hosted a meeting of the Permit Advisory Committee to discuss the 
proposed modification of the irrigation district aquatic pesticide permit.  More information about the 
permit is available at http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/pesticides/irrigation/irrigation_index.html.  
Four irrigation districts sent comments by the December 23, 2009 deadline (Quincy-Columbia Basin 
Irrigation District, Roza-Sunnyside Board of Joint Control, East Columbia Basin Irrigation District, and 
Naches-Selah Irrigation District).  The public review draft is available on January 6, 2010.  Ecology 
expects the permit will be modified in March 2010. 
 
 
Comment: 

 
Response: 
The label allows the use of Cascade at 5 mg a.i./L.  This is well into the range of concentrations found to 
have a negative effect on smoltification.  The purpose of the permit is to avoid harm to aquatic life, so 
allowing a concentration that affects smoltification is inappropriate.  The proposed limit of 1.0 mg a.e./L 
(1.4 mg a.i./L) is designed to be below the concentration that affects smoltification.  Since permittees 
can apply at concentrations above 1.4 mg a.i./L, effluent limits are necessary.  If a district is applying at 
less than 1.4 mg a.i./L they can request reduced monitoring. 
 
 
Comment: 

 
Response: 
The draft permit does not limit the number of applications.  The number of expected applications was 
included in the presentation for informational purposes. 
 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/pesticides/irrigation/irrigation_index.html


 
Comment: 

 

 

 
Response: 
Permittees are free to use any concentration allowed by the label as long as they are able to meet the 
effluent limits at the point of compliance.  Many districts will have enough endothall-free dilution water 
to meet effluent limits at the point of compliance even if they apply at concentrations above the 
effluent limits. 
 



 
Comment: 

 

 
NSID has not had much time to evaluate if Endothall is a practical aquatic pesticide for the 

target species in our system.  Teton (dimethylalkylamine) being an algaecide shows potential to 

be a substitute for Copper Sulfate crystals.  NSID supports the permit modification to add both 

Cascade (dipotassium salt) and Teton to the current NPDES permit. 

Response: 
Teton is included in the draft permit.  It is far more toxic than Cascade.  Ecology will need to carefully 
evaluate Teton again for future permits. 
 
 
Comment: 

 
Without knowing how Teton and/or Cascade will perform in the NSID system, it is hard to 

speculate on what concentration levels will be acceptable.  A graduated compliance schedule 

would allow for a learning period to develop and compare application methods.  With treatment 

affects lasting a number of weeks, there will be only a few opportunities each season to test 

different methods in the same season. 

  



Response: 
Ecology is not proposing to include the same “grace period” as was used in the original permit.  Since 
permittees are able to apply Cascade at concentrations below the effluent limits, this flexibility is not 
needed.  Permittees know how their systems work far better now than when the original permit was 
issued. 
 
 
Comment: 

 
Response: 
The draft permit allows for year-round use of endothall.  A DMR is required whenever endothall is used. 
 
 
Comment: 

 
Response: 
Comment noted.  Travel time studies are required in the draft permit. 
 
 
Comment: 

 
Allowed discharge concentration levels will be the controlling limit in applications of Endothall to 

the NSID system.  Given the wide variety of systems covered under the permit, a permit wide 

maximum concentration for each Cascade and Teton like the other covered pesticides is 

preferred.   

Response: 
After discussion with the permit advisory committee, Ecology determined that a single effluent limit (a 
permit wide maximum concentration) is best.  Permittees should be able to meet the 1.0 mg a.e./L 
effluent limit – often even at the application site.  Having different salmon present / absent effluent 
limits would unnecessarily complicate the permit and require in-depth studies of salmon habitat. 
 
 
  



Comment: 

 

 
 
Response: 
The uncertainty in the effects of endothall suggests taking a more precautionary approach in setting 
effluent limits, not a more lax approach.  The proposed limit of 1.0 mg a.e./L is designed to be below the 
concentrations shown the affect salmon.  
 
 
Comment: 
NSID prefers that the permit allow for reasonable flexibility in the application of both chemicals.  

The successes in Idaho are encouraging, but NSID and other Washington irrigation systems 

have different characteristics.  The permit should also allow for different application strategies 

that may be developed in the next few years.  

Response: 
The permit allows different application strategies (time of year, concentration, duration, number of 
application, etc.) as long as the effluent limit is met. 
 
 
Comment: 
The total costs of applying Endothall including required monitoring is a major consideration for 

NSID.  The current compliance schedule for Copper causes NSID to consider alternative 

algaecides.  Adding Cascade and Teton to the NPDES permit provides NSID and other districts 

with more pesticide treatment options.  Competition in the aquatic pesticide market should 

improve costs. 

Response: 
Comment noted. Ecology attempted to craft a draft permit that would protect aquatic life while not 
being overly burdensome on permittees. 
 


