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Two Related Rulemakings

Nutrient Assessment: M
* Evaluate data from watershed survey g
* Informs 303(d) listings 4

NPDES Implementation: Environmental

« Adaptive Management Protection
* Point Source Nutrient Control Agency



Stream Nutrient Assessment Procedure

(SNAP)
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Flowchart A. Decision tree for determining when biologically attaining condition status is threatened by nutrients.
For application when biological criteria are attaining, but one or bath nutrient response indicators (DO range or chlorophyll) are elevated
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Flow chart C. Decision tree for confirming biological impairment caused by nutrients.

For application when one or more biological criteria are non-attaining, and either nutrient response indicator (DO range or chlorophyll) is

elevated.
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Watershed Adaptive Management

Nutrient Reduction = Stream Response = Reassess Condition

Basic Steps of the TMDL Process Include...

deveiop W, mplement W, Evaluste * Environmental benefit via early action on PS nutrient

the Situation aStrategy the Strategy and Adapt
.
(ot weran (o ootne O\ (Cwneerecmon, ) (Cvwime ) reduction

by collecting chemical amount and sources adjustdischarge Management
samples, examining of pollution. Compare permits for industries approach to:
and counting fish and this to the amount and sewage treatment * Assess water quality
aquatic insects and allowable to meet plants (point sources). conditions as
taking measurements water quality « Offer grants, loans or measures are
of streams. standards. other assistance to implemented

* Compare data to + Divide the allowed reduce polluted runoff + ldentify successes in
water quality goals to amount among the from cities and farms improving water . . .
determine if the pointand nonpoint {nonpoint sources). quality. .
rimorie | | Rt s ower the priority or associate or pernaps
healthy. + Recommend actions ways to reduce timelines, where

* For healthy waters, no that will reduce the pollution, such as needed, to achieve
TMDL is needed, and amount of pollution. A green infrastructure or water quality *
the waterbodies computer model to controlled drainage improvement goals. a VO I a a to et e r
should continue to be test what if scenarios best management
protected. may be used practices

* For unhealthy waters, + Prepare a report for * Work with other
the causesand comment, then submit agencies and the
sources of pollution to U.S. EPA for public to encourage
should be identified approval pollution reduction.
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* Opportunity for PS to avoid restrictive wasteload
allocation and associated capital expenses

STUDY PLAN .OO
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000

LOADING ANALYSIS PLAN

PRELIMINARY MODELING ...
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Applicability Guardrails

Who should e Exclude watersheds with an approved TMDL

JEVI IRl -  Point sources with >0.5 MGD design flow

this rules?
e 5:1 ratio of stream : effluent nutrient load
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Proposed Implementation Requirements

Monthly Avg TP Limit = 1.0 mg/L

or
Watershed Control Project(s)




Next Steps

Write the rule language!

}

“Interested Party Review”

Other Guardrails?

Year-round vs. Growing Season
Concentration vs. Load

All tributary PS vs. Single largest PS
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