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UTILITIES DIVISION ] A DIVISiON QF THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
N. Brace Rawls, PE., Utilities Director

‘November-11, 2007
(Via Email & US Mail)
Mr. Dave Knight -
Eastern Regional Office

Washzngton State Department of Ecology
4601 N.:Monroe St

: mber- ',pkane River and L.ake Spokane Dissolved
Oxygen' -Total Maximum. aily Load

Dear Mr. Knight:

Spokane County submits the following comments to Ecology’s September 2007
Draft Spokane River and Lake Spokane Dissolved Oxygen Total Maximum Daily
Load ("“TMDL"). The County appreciates Ecology’s hard work on development of
the TMDL and supports the TME)L wh:ch :s a watershednbased solution that is

ned 10.-achi li | . sk drds The_

: des for ongomg
ensure that the TMDL'S requured actlens and:-correspondmg pollutant
"the TMDL

erformed-

to.the: TMD! Ecologys Watershed Plannmg for:the: ;’;‘okane River
prowdes a coordinated and integrated method to link science, permits, water
resources, and other water pollution control and prevention activities. Ecology’s
watershed planning for the Spokane Water Quality Management Area, therefore,
provides further assurance that water guality standards will be met in the
Spokane River.

The Foundational Concepts, aftached and incorporated into the TMDL, provides
specific details about point source implementation measures and strategies to
achieve compliance with the TMDL. . Implementation measures for the County
include preparing a Technology Selection Protocol to select technology for a
state-of the art sewage tréatment plant. The County's plant will reduce
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phosphorous !oad:ng fo the River by approximately 90% compared to the
historical treatment in the Reglonal Faclhty

Once constructed, in addition to transferr:ng and treating. flows that the County
currently sends to- the Reglonal Facuiity the: County will:remove septic tanks and
their corrésponding po!lutant loads that are currently discharged to the aquifer

and Spokane River: Inits- Delta Elimination’ Plan: the" ‘County” has providedto

Ecology a detailed  technical memorandum that. calculates the amount of
phosphiorous that. w:ll be removed by eliminating septic tanks, based on very
conservative assumptions and modeling. The benefits of the septic tank removal
are, therefore, tang:ble accurately estimated, and capable of being confirmed.

_ 1o ) =aule '
target than other dlscharger which wﬂ[ result in immedlate bersef ts to water
quality once the County s plant is operational.

Gther point source dischargers to the Spokane River have compliance schedules
to achieve their waste load allocations and target pursuit actions. Additionally,
regional phosphorous reduction programs and regional non-point source
reduction programs, jomﬂy funded and implemented at $2 Milhonlyear prov:de
addition se:0f complianc . . . ,

_ which are mtended to prowde
r.the TMDL especnafly in regards to the activztles studles and

Finally, while the County supports the TMDL as providing reasonable assurance
of compliance with water quality standards, the County wishes to comment, as it
has prewousiy, that it is not a “new source” or “new discharger.” The County's
new-facility is not a new. source because that definition only applies to industrial
dischargers. (See CWA Section 308 - new-source performance standards,
which do not apply to sewage treatment plants). -

The County is not a new discharger either. The County's domestic sewage is
_currently treated by the Regional Plant in the City.of Spokane. . The physical
location of that Regional Plant has existed since 1950. The Regional Plant has
been improved and upgraded over the years. It is important to keep in mind that
the term “treatment works” (which includes POTWSs) includes “sewage cejiecmn :




systems, pumping, power and other equipment and appurtenances, extensions,
improvements, remodeling, additions, and alterations thereof. 33 USC § 1292.

In 1977, the plant was upgraded to secondary treatment, and was designated as
a Regional Plant. In 1980, the City and County entered into agreements to
recoghize the use of the exzsting City wastewater treatment plant and mterceptor

-gystem as a regional facility. ~The County was responsible for the” design,”

financing, construction and operation of the publicly owned wastewater
collection, conveyance, and processing facilities necessary to deliver wastewater
to the City interceptor system. The City was to convey wastewater from the point
of connection into the regional plant and operate the plant as specified by the
NPDES permit.

lant. Tk iy is -aéfnamed permrttee on the Citys NPDES perm;t -
For these reasor;s and others that we have previously discussed with Ecology,
we continue to believe that the County is not a new source or new discharger for
purposes of the TMDL.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the draft TMDL.
Spokane County supports the TMDL, and is committed to doing its part to
implement the TMDL so the Spokane River will agaln meet apphcab!e water
quailty standards o

Sincerely,

N Buser Rl

N. Bruce Rawls, P.E.
Utilities Director _
Spokane County Division of Utilities

CC: Board of County Commissioners
Lori Terry, Foster Pepper
Dave Clark, HDR Engineers
Dave Moss, Water Reclamation Manager
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Attachment to the
Spokane County Comment Letter
on the Draft Spokane River TMDL

...November 11,2007 .

Page viii. Executive Summary. The discussion of Table ES-1 Tributary load allocations

(and Table 4 page 22) is based on the one potential load atlocation of nonpoint sources

~ from three key tributaries; Hangman Creek, Coulee Creek, and the Little Spokane River.

This load allocation assigns 2.5X natural background loadings to these tributaries. The

loadmg analysxs summanzed here- omzts nonpoint soutce load ductions;outside of
: i cludl ‘f -mmnstem

quahty analysm is conducted mbutary TMDLs are formuiated, and nonpomt source
studies are completed, the understanding of: nonpomt source load allocations and point
source wasteload allocations will improve. The 10% Year Assessment provides an
opportumty to reconsider the mix of nonpoint source loads and point source wasteloads.
in context of an adaptive management plan to improve water quality management plans.
Suggested additional text:

e initial allacanorz af

7 : , _!szurarzes of
uleé Creek and the thtle Spokane Rivér based on water
quality anabzszs and modeling conducted thus far to support the formulation of the
TMDL I?ee 1 0’ Year Assessment may prowde new mﬁ')‘rmarzont_wkzch zmproves

‘ ’I?ze trzbutaiy load allocaz‘zon inT able ESKJr repres'

allocatzon and rke pomt source load wasteload allocatzon n ay. tkat result ina
moreé. optimal combination of load in pursuit of water quality improvements:”

Page ix. Executive Sumunary. In the discussion of Table ES-2 Wasteload allocations
(and Table 6 page 24) it is important to note that the 10® Year Assessment may provide
‘new information which improves the understanding of the wasteload allocation and water
quality in the Spokane River and Lake Spokane. This may result in a2 need to modify the
wasteload allocation and the relationship between the key parameters of Phosphorus,
Ammonia and CBOD. Suggested additional text:

“The wasteload allocation in Table ES-2 represemv the initial allocation of
Phosphorus, Ammonia and CBOD based on water quality analysis and modeling
conducted thus far to support-the formulation-of the TMDL: - The 10" Year
Assessment may provide new information which improves the understanding of
the wasteload wllveation and water guality impacis in the Spokane River gnd Lake
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Spokane. This may result in a need to modify the wasteload allocation and the
relationship between the key parameters of Phosphorus, Ammonia and CBOD in
the continued pursuit of water gquality improvements.”

Page ix. Executive Summary. Table ES-2 Wasteload allocations (and Table 6 page 24)

includes projected 2017 and 2027 influent flows for wastewater treatment plants.

 Reently issucd draft NPDES perinits for'the City of Spokane, Libérty Lake Sewer ™ 777

District, Kaiser Aluminum and Inland Empire Paper contain dlscrepzmmes which are
inconsistent with the TMDL wasteload allocation flows given in Table ES-2 and Table 6
and require reconciliation. Table ES-2 identifies City of Spokane 2017 flows as 41.76
mgd and 2027 flows as 50.77 mgd and attributes this information to the TMDL Flow and
Loading Work Group. The draft City of Spokane NPDES permit has effluent limits
«calculated at35 and 42 mgd and identifies deszgn criferia for a design year of 2015 with
averagc dryxseason ﬂow of 55 9 d and wet: season ﬂow of 60:6 mgd. Maximum

2072 VS s .‘1 5T'mgd: The
1y its for flow a3 2.0 mgd. Table ES-2-
: per 201 7:an 2027 flows'as 4.1 mgd.” The draft Inland Empxre
Paper NPDES penmt does not identify a flow value; however the permit Fact Sheet
identifies an average effluent flow value of 4.4 mgd.

Page x, Executive Summary: Add the following sentence to the end of the patagraph:
“Through these combined actions, the TMDL is designed to achieve compliance with
applicable water quality standards.”

_ Page 13.'TMDL Analysis. ‘Table 3 Monthiy net groundwater characteristics idesitifies
. : 101'US: éadzngs in the. Spokane Valley/Rathdrmn Prairie aquifer and the”
text states that if momtomng indicates that the original groundwater characteristics have
changed 31gn1ﬁcantly, then adjustments in modeling may be required. Consideration
should be given to the broader issue-of nonpoint source loadings.on the aquifer that are
,tmbutary to'the Spokane: _Rlver-and a distinction made between natural background levels
i d nonpoint source loadings that may:be. managed. Text should be
mcluded that discusses management of these aquifer foadings. ‘Suggest adding the
follomng fext:

“The phosphorus present in the Spokane Valley/Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer is the
result of both natural background levels and nonpoint source contributions. The
Spokane River modeling work to-date has wrilized historical groundwater guality
data as summarized in Table 3. Additional groundwater monitoring data will be
gathered prior to the 10" Year Assessment that may provide new information to
improve modeling assumptions and provide a basis for further nonpoint source
loading reductions.”

Pagé 17 TM-Dh'Analysis under the ﬁeading Re_sults of 2007 Anélyses._ The discussion
idenitifies 2.5 tities the backgrotind levéls in tributaries as the scenario used to establish
the TMDL, with references to Appendix C. The TMDL load allocation assigns 2.5 times
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natural background loadings to three key tributaries; Hangman Creek, Coulee Creek, and
the Little Spokane River. It is important to note that other combinations of nonpoint
source load allocations and point source wasteload allocations miight also be capable
meeting the TMDL requirements for the Spokane River. One key loading that is not
analyzed for potential reductions in these scenarios is the Spokane. Valley/Rathdrum
Prairie (SVRP) Aquifer, which is known to contain substantial quantities:of phosphorus

~anid has & significant exchange with sutface watef in the 'Spokanie River, SVRPaguifer ™~

phosphorus loadings are from a variety of nonpoint sources and natural background.
Further, the understanding of the relatmnshp between the key parameters of Phosphorus,
Ammonia and CBOD is also expected to improve, The 10™ Year Assessment provides an
opportunity to reconsider the mix of nonpoint source loads and point source wasteloads,
and the key loading parameters to improve water quality management plans. Suggest
adding the followmg text:

“The tr:butary load ol ocatzon for the TMDL based on 2 3 times natural
backgraund isione of many possible load-reductions. scenarids. thatcould saﬁ.sﬁr

i gwrements forthe: Spokane River. The I 0’ Year Assessmént may
provide new'information which improves the understanding of the load allocation
‘and water quality impacts in the Spokane River and Lake Spokane, including
alternative combinations of point source and nonpoint source reductions,
alternative combinations of Phosphorus, Ammonia and CBOD, and the potential
for other nonpoint source load reductions, such as from the Spokane
Valley/Rathdrum Prairie (SVRP) Aquifer. This may result in a need to modify the
tributary load allocation and the point source load wasteload allocation in ways
that result in a more optimal combination of load in pursuit of water quality
rmpmvements : L

Page 21 Results and Biscussmn under the headmg Load and Wasteload Al!ocat:on
The previous review comments highlight the need to broaden the consideration given in
the TMDL to xmprowng the initial: nonpomt source Joad allocations and.point source load
allocations pres __nted i thls document, Itisa anticipated that an nnprovcd understandmg i
of no p'omt source, Ioadmgs, 1he otentxal for load reductions, treatment technology.
developments, . demonstration treatment testing, and improved modeimg will combine to
enhanice the overall perspective on water quality management as the 10" Year
Assessment is approached. Suggest addmg the followmg text: -

“The Ioad allocations presented in the TMDL represent the best understanding of
water quality conditions possible at this time based on loading analysis and water
quality modeling. Its is anticipated that the 10* Year Assessment will provide an
opportunity to improve the understanding of the load allocation and water quality
impacts in the Spokane River and Lake Spokane and give consideration to
alternative combinations of point source and nonpoint source reductions,
alternative combinations of Phosphorus, Ammonia.and CBOD, and the potential
Jor other nonpoint source load reductions, such as ﬁ'om the Spokane
VallesyRathdrim Praivie (SVRP) Aqiifer. This may result tn a need to modify the
tributary load allocation and the peint source load wasteload allocation in ways
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that result in a more optimal combination of load in pursuit of water quality
improvements,”

Page 22 ’I‘able 4 Tnbntary Ioad allocatmns, see the commentary on Table ES-1

T“b“‘my]"adaﬂ"cam’m B et et s e et e e e

Page 24. Table 6 Wasteload allocations for NPDES permit holders; see the
commentary on Table ES- 2 above.

Page 26. Manageﬂ Implementatmn Plan, What needs to be done? under the heading
Point: Sources The d;s__;:uss:on 1dent1ﬁes the Spokanc County treatment plant as a new

po per.aay
Riverszde Park Facﬂ:ty

Page.31. Managed Implementation Plan, What needs to.be done? under the heading
Nonpoint Sources. The discussion identifies. phosphorus reduction opportunities that
include among other things, “failing septic systems” however it should be noted that

- septic systerns contribute phosphorus to the aquifer and Spokane River even if they are
not failing. Normal operation of on-site septic systems contnbate a soluble phosphorus

Pr has: already béen submltted to: Ecology and
reviewed in detail. The text goes on to state that “Pending Ecology’s expeditious review
and decision regarding the information........ ? Spokane County has assumed that
Ecology has completed the review of the septic phosphorus loading analysis and based on
the discussions that have taken place thisyear and that Ecology has concurred with the
analysis and the application of a phosphorus loading offset.

~ Page 34, at the end of the third paragraph, include the following language: “These 10-
year periods, together with target pursuit actions, provide plans and schedules for point
source dischargers.to.achieve compliance with applicable water-quality- standards.”. . .

" Page 35, third bullet, add the following language at the end of the' paragmph “NPDES
pesmits will contain complisnce schedules.”
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Page 40. Managed Implementation Plan, Monitoring Progress. The discussion of
Lake Spokane’s hypohmmon identifies lake oxygenation dlong with target pursuit actions
for consideration in the 10® Year Assessment. The Foundational Concepts.at page 9
states that “Ecology will address Avista Corporation’s responsibilities with regard to.the
TMDL through the 40] Certification process.” Washmgton s water quality standa:ds

(WAC TT320TAZ5 10y provide a 105year compliatice schedile Tor dams. "We sugh sttt

the following language be included in this section of the draft TMDL to provide clarity
with regard to Avista’s requirements: “Ecology will address Avista’s responsibilities
‘with regard to aeration in the context of the 401 Certification, which is currently being
drafted, so that lake aeration is evaluated in the 10-year compliance schedule period and
implemented, if necessary, in the second 10-year permd to provide additional reasonable
assurance that water quality standards will be met.”

Page 78. Appendix C. 2007 Loading Analysis. May 2007 Spokane River TMDL Model
Simulations. The loading analysis is based on the four model scenarios summarized in
Table 1. These scenarios alter tributary loads but only consider three key tributaries;
Hangman Creek, Coulee Creek, and the Little Spokane River. One key loading that is
not analyzed for potential reductions in these scenarios is the Spokane Valley/Rathdrum
Prame (SVRP) Aquer which i is known to contam substantial qnantlties of phosphoms

unpo t10 nonpomt soutce loadlngs o phosphorus o y the SVRP aquifer can
be managed and reductions in loadings can be accomplishied, even though the loading
’thlS appendzx do not present model, snnulatmns of these potentlal load

pendix C. ‘2007 Loadmg Analysrs May 2007 S _kane ver TMDL Model
: Flgure 2 and Tables:2, 3.and 4 present the tributary loading “bonditions for
Hangman Creek, Coulee Creek, and the Little Spokane River at 2.5X natural background.
This modeling analysis for Scenario C is the basis for the TMDL Tributary Load -
Allocations in Table ES-1 and Table ES.2, The loading analysis summarized here omits
nonpoint source load reductions ontside of Hangman Creek, Coulee Creek, and the Little
Spokane River, including mainstem nonpoint source loadings, aquifer loadings, etc.

The following comments are oriented toward the data collection, monitoring, and re-
calibration of the CE-QUAL-W2 model that must occur over the course of the first 10-
{ vears.of.the TMDL.. Al of the discharpers-and Ecology recognize that-numerous-
assumptions and variables have been used to create and calibrate the existing model

" While the existing model is sufficient for this draft TMDL, it needs to be revised and

updated as a part of the 10-year assessment. For that reason, Spokane County requesis
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that the TMDL language be very specific about discharge limits being interim over at
least the initial 10~years of the TMDL period. The proportional allocation of loading to
the river from ammonia, CBOD and phosphorus has not been optimized in the current
TMDL, and needs to be re-evaluated as a part of the 10-year assessment to recognize that
improvements in one of these nutrients may be sufficient to offset the loading from one
of the others, and still maintain the allowable impact to DO in the River. In addition, new

“information will be available with regards to phosphortis lToading from the tiibutariesand ]

the Spokane Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer, and from sediment oxygen demand.

Page 80. Appendix C, 2607 Loading Analysis. May 2007 Spokane River TMDL Model
Simulations, under the heading “Simulation with Washington Point Sources having total
phosphorus concentrations of 50 micrograms/liter” states that dissolved oxygen criteria
will “slightly exceeded the standard of 0.2 mg/l on several occasions.” However, this
implies that’ this loadmg.scenano is not: acccptable, whereas It may be approprxate, gwen
-the_state- of i c‘glrre waste 1 hnology T i ul :

. - compatible: w1th the tnbutary TMDLs. With'the corrected model the
simulations should be conducted including’ nonpomt soiiree loading reductions beyond
the three tributaries; Hangman Creek, Coulee Creek, and the Little Spokane River. The
analysis should include nonpoint source reductions that offset the difference between

-point source discharges at 50 ug/l and the 10 ug/l target. Table 5 point sources
assumptions for flow, CBOD, ammonia, dissolved oxygen and nitrate should all be
corrected to represent current understandings.

Page 85. Appendix C. 2007 Loading Analysis. Draft 2007 Spokane River Model
-Simulations, Appendix C .~ Linking Idaho:and Washington Models, Table 8. Suggest

| that clarificatiori be provided for why the P: stoichiometry for CBOD decay (BODP) --
differs for dischargers, sometimes by more than an order of magnitude, Describe what
information can be gathered in the next 5 to 10 years to-narrow the band of assumptions
and ehmmate uncertainty in these modeling paramcte,rs for the 10“‘ Year Assessment.
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