22 Y Em Consulting
W 2930 W. Ontario St - Sandpoint, ID - 83864 837 Walker Ave - Reno, NV - 89509

November 11, 2007

Mr. Dave Knight

WA State Dept. of Ecology
Water Quality Program
4601 N. Monroe St
Spokane, WA 99205

Re: Comments on Draft Spokane River and Lake Spokane TMDL,
Dear Mr. Knight:

Please accept the following comments on the Draft Spokane River and Lake Spokane TMDL. As
the former TMDL Lead for this project, comments presented are based on in-depth technical
knowledge and understanding of this TMDL.

This does not appear to be a reasonable or approvable TMDL Water Quality Improvement Plan
because the “natural” water quality standard is not applied and the reasonable assurance
requirement is not been met. Given that this TMDL. is necessary because an earlier clean up
plan implemented by Ecology since 1989 has proved to be inadequate (due to a non-

" conservative approach), it is even more important that this second attempt almost 20-years later
address the problem head-on to ensure the water quality standard is finally aftained. To address
a problem head-on, however, requires that the situation be perceived for what it is. Unfortunately,
this TMDL (v.2007) has undergone significant changes since its original release (v.2004), to be
discussed below, that have served to distort the reality of the issue being assessed for purposes
that will also be discussed. Without a realistic assessment, it does not seem possible that this
Draft TMDL provides reasonable assurance, as required for approval, that it attain its goal to
meet the water quality standard.

The policy decision by Ecology to incorporate 1D Dischargers at their permit fimits into the
“natural” condition of the river is not adequately justified and appears to serve a win-win situation
for the ID and WA Dischargers at the expense of a reasonable TMDL.. The ID permit limits are
based on EFPA modeling that was performed 1o determine the permit loadings that just cause the
allowable .20 mg/l. DO degradation from the "natural” condition in Lake Spokane., However, this
loading from 1D that just causes the allowable degradation has now been incorporated into the
“natural’ condition and in effect removed from consideration, which has three significant effects.

First, it allows the WA Dischargers to also take the allowable .20 mg/L DO degradation below the
“natural” condition now that 1D discharges have been incorporated into the “natural” condition.
Second, it lowers the water quality geal of the TMDL {to attain the “natural” condition) because
the "natural” condition is now degraded by the incorporation of the 1D Discharger loadings. Third,
and most significantly, the increased loading to the “natural” condition completely shifts the
results of the TMDL analyses in favor of the WA Dischargers, as presented in Attachment 1.
Specifically, the results for the percentage NPS Load Reductions necessary to create capacity in
the river for the WA Dischargers are now shifted downwards by 31 — 85 %, with an average

- downward shift of 80%. The significance of this shift is that it creates opportunities, albeit not



based on the reality of the situation, for WA Dischargers to create capacity in the river that were
not previously present with the Draft TMDL v.2004. The reality of the situation that is not being
presented or addressed is that ID Dischargers are taking the allowable 0.20 degradation, this
leaves no assimilative capacity for the WA dischargers as a result, and the necessary NPS
Reductions are actually higher.

As you will recognize, Attachment 1 is a summary table comparing the resuits of TMDL v.2004 to
v.2007 that | developed while serving as the TMDL Lead for this project, and have recently
updated with the most current results from PSU that were used to develop this Draft TMDL. .
Attachment 1 is being presented solely for comparative purposes and to show the effects of
Ecology’s policy decision to incorporate the contributions of the |D dischargers into the “natural’
condition. This can be seen in the changes to both the "natural” condition and resulting NPS
reductions. There are also changes to the “current” conditions, but these are the effects of
updating the medel with corrected flows for Hangman Creek and concentrations for the Litlle
Spokane River-and are not an issue.

While the above reveal my opinion that this Draft TMDL essentially is not reasonable because it
fails fo reaiisticaliy assess the problem, it follows that my comments and technical analyses
prov:ded in the form of tables shouid not be construed asmy condonmg the resuits of the Draft
TMDL in its current form. : .

As | have recommended in the past, the technical approach for the Draft TMDL v.2004 should not
be abandoned. it was a realistic approach that provided reasonable results because it applied
the “natural’ water quality standard throughout its analysis, specifically through representation of
more natural conditions at stateline that did not include the ID Dischargers. For this reason, the
Draft TMDL v.2004 assessed the situation as it is, which is criticai to the development of a clean
up plan that provides reasonable assurance it will attain the water guality standard. By deviating
from the Draft TMDL v.2004 specifically by incorporating the 1D Dischargers at their permit limits
into the “natural™ condition, the new results have significantly shifted in a way that presents
-opportunities for the WA Dischargers that were not available before, as evidenced by the fact that
it required a two-year collaborative effort to develop an alternative {0 the Draft TMDL v.2004 that.
the Dischargers could agree on. .

While I'm fully aware that the train has left the station and this TMDL will be approved, it is my

. sincere hope that my efforts will somehow affect the changes that are needed now to develop a
reasonable TMDL that approaches the problem realistically and provides reasonable assurance it
can attain the water quality standard. The unfortunate alternatives are an appeal process or a
second attempt by Ecology that is slated to take yet another 20 years and will likely also prove to
be inadequate. ,

Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully,

s/DreaTrasumer

Drea Traeumer, Hydrologist
drea.em@gmail.com



Please incorporate the following into the Executive Summary

Modify Table ES1 with the revisions presented below, which are based on the most current
PSU information and include corrections and additions. If modifications wiil not be presented as
suggested, please discuss why.

Revised Table ES1 with underlined corrections and additions for Apr - Oct averages
andﬁ% NPS Reductlons

Apr - May Avg 82.6 50.6 0.086 39 50.3
Jun - Oct Avg 43 3.3 00529 22 31.8
Apr - Oct Avg® 26.6 16.8 0.0624 37 48.4

Apr - May Avg 14 8.5 0.088 40 50.6
Jun - Oct Avg 1.1 0.8 . 0.0529 20 29.6
Apr - Oct Avg 48 3 ‘ 00624 | 36 47.8

Apr - May Avg 131.5 - 1148 0.0429 13 : 233
Jun - Oct Avg 582 55.8' 0.027 4 47.8
Apr - Oct Avg 79.1 72.8 8 18

% 9% Reduction NPS needed to meet Load Allocation is not evident, as Current Condition
used to calcuiate % Reduction is Natural + NPS

® 9% Reduction NPS needed to meet Load Allocation had been added to make evident

. © Apr - Oct averages have been added 1o provide information for critical period (modified in TMDL
from original Jun - Oct to Apr - Oct)



Please incorporate the following into the TMDL Analysis section
*+ Subsection "Additional Analyses Since 2004 Draft TMDL” {p. 15}

include more detall in this section about how Natural Background conditions were
estimated for both the original and current Draft TMDLs (e.g. v.2004 and v.2007).
Specifically, include discussion of how measured water quality data from outlet of Lake
Coeur d'Alene were used in the original PSU model to estimate the "natural” condition of
the river, and iffhow these data were used in the current EPA model estimations.

» Subsection "Natural Background Conditions” {(p. 16)

“Natural" conditions at stateline were originally represented in the modeling for the Draft -
TMDL v. 2004 using measured water quality data from the outlet of Lake Coeur d'Alene,
located upstream of the ID Dischargers. For this TMDL, the “natural” condition been
modified to include the ID Dischargers at their permit limits. Please justify why Ecology
etected to make this change given the availability of measured water quality data that
were reasonable and appropriate for use in estimating the "natural” condition of the river
as it crosses the stateline.

Please discuss in more detail how the ID Discharger permit limits were determined,
Specifically, discuss the EPA modeling methodology that was used to determine the iD
permit limits, which relied on iterative simulations fo determine the amount of loading that
was found to cause the allowable 0.20 myg/L DO degradation in Long Lake. Perhaps
clarify by way of comment that this iterative process is essentially the same method used
by Ecology to determine Nonpcint Source Load Allocations for this TMDL.

» Subsection “Results of 2007 Analyses” (p. 17)

Please provide more detail in this section for the % NPS Reductions that are needed.
Specifically, include the range of % NPS Reductions neaded (e.g. 8 ~ 37%); and explain
that the 16% value reported in this section is the average value for Hangman, Coulee,
and Little Spokane tributaries. Please also provide the ranges and averages for the
remaining periods of analyses (e.g. Apr — May and Jun — Oct), which currently are only
presented in Appendix C of the Draft TMDL.

Please have both sets of Tables 2 - 4 in Appendix C corrected where average values are
erroneousily presenied as iotals.

Please incorporate the following into the Results and Discussion section
s  Loading Capacity subsection (p. 20}
This section currently does not present the Loading Capacity in a clear fashion, as was done

for the original TMDL v.2004. Please add the following table for ease of comparison and
transparency, which has been updated using the most current information from PSU.
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o Subsection Load and Wasteload Allocations (p. 21)

Modify Paragraph 1, sentence 2 in Wasteload Allocations subsections (p. 23) as
underiined below to clearly show that overcontrol beyond the NPS Load Allocations is
necessary to create assimilative capacity for Dischargers when effluent is greater than10
ua/t.; '
“Therefore, without reducing the nonpoint source loads beyond their
Load Allocations, no assimilative capacily is left for point source pollutant
foading that would increase river concentrations of pollutants during the
critical period (April 1 — October 31).”

Modify Table 4 with the revisions presented below, which are based on the most current
PSU information and include corrections and additions. If modifications will not be presented as
suggested, please discuss why. 4

Revised Table 4 with underlined corrections and addition of Apr - Oct averages and % NPS
Reductions )

Apr - May Avg 82.6 50.6 0,086 39 50.3
Jun - Oct Avg 43 3.3 0.0529 22 31.8
Apr - Oct Avg® 26.6 168 0.0624 T 48.4

Apr - May Avg ST 8.5 - 0,086 40 50.6
Jun - Oct Avg 1.1 08 | 00529 20 20.6
Apr - Oct Avg 4.8 3 0.0624 B 47.8

© Apr - May Avg 1315 1146 | 00429 13 23.3
Jun-OctAvg 58.2 55.8 0.027 4 47.8
Apr - Oct Avg 79.1 72.6. 8 18

2 9, Reduction NPS needed to meet Load Allogation is not evident, as Current Condition
used to caiculate % Reduction is Natural + NPS

¥ o, Reduction NPS needed to mest Load Allocation had been addad to make evident

© Apr - Oct averages have been added to provide information for critical peried {(modified in TMDL
from original Jun - Oct to Apr - Oct)



Please incorporate the following into the Managed Implementation Plan section

The % NPS Reduction that must first be aftained and then overcontrolied in order to create
assimilative capacity for the Dischargers when effluent is greater than 10 ug/L is not explicit in
this section. Please provide detail on the % Reduction that must be attained and overcontrofled,
and where this reduction will be required. For example, is it the 16% presented in the TMDL
Analysis subsection "Results of 2007 Analyses” (p. 17}, which is an average value for the
tributaries for Apr— Oct? Oris it the % NPS Reduction value specific to each tributary that must
be attained and overcontrolled? it would seem that the % NPS Reductions should be based on
individual tributary values, and not average values.

Explain how the additional 26.6 Ibs/day phosphorus reduction {(needed with Dischargers at 50
pg/L to meet the equivalent TMDL target of 10 pg/l. in ten years) was determined, as stated in
paragraph 3, p. 25 of the MIP section.

Reconcile the above statement with the simulation presented in Appendix C, PSU Tech Memo

dated May 2007, which shows that with WA Dischargers at their interim limits of 50 yg/L and the

tributaries sef to "natural background” conditions (i.e. 100% NPS Reductions or zero NPS
loading}, the standard of 0.20 mg/L DO degradation is exceeded on several occasions.

Incorporate the following excerpt from The Foundational Concepts into the Reasonable
Assurance subsection (p. 35)

“The MIP provides reasonable assurance that the Water Quality Standards can be
achieved during the first ten years of the MIP effort...

Given the PSU simulation discussed above, the reasonable assurance presented in the
Foundational Concepts and excerpted above does not appear to be supported. Please discuss
and present evidence that will show with reasonable assurance that the water quality standard
will be attained in the first ten years of the MIP. [f is proposed that the Dischargers might possibly
treat effluent to helow the interim limit of 50 ug/L., please present simulations that will provide
reasonable assurance by demonstrating the % NPS Reduction associated with possibly lower
effluent concentrations that will meet the water quality standard (i.e. with treatment at 30ug/L, X
% NPS Reduction will be needed to meet the water quality standard).

Incorporate into the Reasonable Assurances section examples and documentation of successful
% NPS Reductions comparable to those needed for this TMDL, which are on average 34%, that
have been attained elsewhere. These are needed to provide assurance that the % NPS
Reductions that must be overconirolled to create assimilative capacity for the Dischargers are, in
fact, reasonable.

Spokane County’s Septic Tank Elimination System is listed in the Reasonable Assurances
subsection. Please determine an instream (as opposed to groundwater) Load Allocation for
septic tanks, as this information is necessary to determine by what amount the Dischargers must
overcontrol septic tank loadings to the river in order to create assimilative capacity when effluent
is greater than 10 pg/L.

Please explain the cause and discuss the significance of the % changes between TMDLs v.2004
and v.2007 for the “natural” condition and % NPS Reductions that are presented in Appendix 1.
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