
Utah Water Quality Task Force Meeting
Minutes

June 17, 201 5 9:00am-12:00am
Utah Division of Water Quality

195 N. 1950 V/.
Salt Lake City, Utah

Attendance

LuAnn Adams (UDAFI-'Welcome and Introductions

LuAnn Adams (UDAFI- Water Quality Task Force Charter (See attached Final
Document)

In the past UDAF and DWQ would co-chair the Water Quality Task Force, and
the person taking charge of the meetings would change every other year. It is
proposed UDAF now chair the AFO committee full time, and that DEQ chair the
Water Quality Task Force full time.

o

It was confirmed that an annual report be given to the Water Quality Board and
the Utah Conservation Commission every year. The UPCD can be reported to if
that organi zalion requests it.

Name Representing
Jim Bowcutt DEQ/DwQ
Gertrudys Adkins Utah Division of Water Rights
Walt Baker DEQ/DV/Q
Sonia Wallace SITLA
Kate Johnson DEQ/DDW
Carl Adams DEQ/DWQ
Rhonda Miller USU Extension
Marian Rice Salt Lake County
LuAnn Adams UDAF
Nancy Mesner USU
Norm Evenstad NRCS
Bronson Smart NRCS
Jeff Ostermiller DEQ/DwQ
Bill Zanotti UDFFSL
Jay Olsen UDAF
Jeremy Jamecke BLM
Mark Quilter UDAF
Robert Hougaard UDAF
Kristy Davis UACD

o



o The Nonpoint Source conference will be held "as needed". The next one may be
held as soon as next year, and will need to be put together by the I&E
subcommittee of the Task Force.

It was determined that in the section identifying the agency participants of the
Task Force charter that only the departments will be listed. It will not be broken
out into the various divisions.

Need to invite the following agencies to participate: Army Corps. Of Engineers,
Division of Oil Gas and Mining, USGS, Farmers Union, League of Cities and
Towns, Association of Counties, Utah Geological Survey.

The NRCS is the entity that designs the projects, and it usually takes around220
days to complete a project. Once a project is complete it is up to the sponsor to
maintain that project.

Eligible applicants can include: local governments, state subdivisions, and tribes
Grant recipients need to provide 25Yo cost share for the project. Conservation
Districts cannot sponsor a project since they are not technically a government
entity.

This funding can be used to do canal repairs if they are required to stabilize a
canal and avoid canal failures.

The Logan River was an EWP project that was a little rough at first, but a large
amount of vegetation has been replanted now, and it looks much better.

It would benefit everyone if more communication took place between the relevant
agencies before, during, and after project implementation.

o

o Walt Baker made a motion to approve the Charter as written, Rhonda Miller
seconded the motion, and all approved it.

Bronson Smart (NRCS)- Emergency Watershed Protection Program (See attached
presentation)

The EWP program focuses on disasters, and can be used to fund projects within
60 days after a disaster occurs. Once an application for assistance is submitted to
the NRCS it is either funded or put on a waiting list.

It has been several years since the NRCS has received funding for this program,
but it has still been able to function with funding that had been awarded
previously.

o

a

a

o

o

a

a

a Since 2006 over $200 million has been spent on projects around the state



Carl Adams (DEOI-'Water Quality Task Force Monitoring Subcommittee Meeting
Update

o The Monitoring subcommittee met on April 22nd.

It was determined that the responsibility of this subcommittee is to: evaluate the
monitoring of BMPs, evaluate the development of watershed management plans,
and evaluate the effectiveness of the volunteer monitoring ptogram.

a

o Sampling Analysis Plans (SAPs) were discussed, and it was indicated that the
guidance for SAPs is found in the strategic monitoring plan. However, the
expectations of what a SAP should include needs to be better communicated, and
a more user friendly guidance document needs to be developed. Right now there
are 10 elements with 8to 10 sub-elements that need to be addressed in each SAP.

No point source discharges will be approved on category I waters.

There needs to be biological confirmation of the nutrient standards.

There will be an increased monitoring effort in the headwaters of the state to
better understand the impacts that nutrients are having biologically in those
waters. The Department of Agriculture and Food have agreed to work with DWQ
to provide the technical assistance required for this monitoring, and staff has been
hired to do the assessments.

Robert Houeaard (UDAF)- New UDAF Staff Changes

About ayeff ago a legislative audit was conducted looking at the Local
Conservation Districts, and their Employees, and if the delivery method for the
funding being used by these entities were being effectively used. This Audit
determined that it was best if funding was run through the Conservation
Commission to the Districts, and that specific UACD and District staff became
UDAF employees.

UACD's main roll should be to lobby on behalf of the Conservation Districts.

On the 29th of June all UACD and District employees will become UDAF
employees. Even with these changes, their job descriptions will not be much
different than they were before the transition. This will include 4 local watershed
coordinator positions.

The NRCS will be giving $500,000 to help supplement the salaries of some of
these employees.

Overall the transition seems to be going smoothly, and good communications
between partners will be key as this transition moves forward.

O

o

o

o

a



a RJ Spencer will be the individual that oversees this transition,

Walt Baker (DEOI- Changes to the Vy'aters of the State (See attached handout)

How the waters of the State are identified has been a big issue and has potential
impacts on Section 404 and 402 of the Clean Water Act. It will also impact how
assessments, standards, and TMDL priorities will be established.

Over I million comments were received on the new guidance.

Not much will change in the Eastern States, but may have big impacts on the
Western States where there is less water.

According to the new regulations a waterbody will be considered'Waters of the
U.S. if it fits the following criterion:

All waters that are used in used in interstate and foreign commerce
Interstate waters, including wetlands
Territorial Seas

Impounded waters
All tributaries to territorial seas

All waters adjacent to the waters mentioned above
Specific waterbodies identified in the document (none in Utah).

o

a

o

l.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Most Waterbodies in the state of Utah will be considered waters of the state. Rills
and erosional features are not considered waters of the state.

Everything below Yuba Reservoir on the Sevier River will not be considered
waters of the U.S. This is due to the lack of recreational use, and commerce
below Yuba Reservoir.

The State may come up with a permit for non-jurisdictional waters. It is difficult
to regulate anything if it is not a federal mandate.

Jim Bowcutt (DEOI- FY-2016 Grant Awards (see presentation and handouts)

Jefferv Ostermiller (DEO)- Update on the Development of Utah's Nutrient Criteria
(See Presentation)

o Headwaters make up 50o/o of the perennial waters in the state.

Just because high nutrients are observed in a headwater stream, it doesn't
necessarily mean that it is impaired. That is why it is necessary to do site specific
studies on some of these waterbodies.

o

o

o



What is considered a headwater will be determined by following the criteria of a
Class I water as identified in state code.

Jim Bowcutt (DEO) -Utah NPS MOU

a All of the changes that have been recommended by all the agencies \ilere
reviewed.

o A bullet was added under UDAF's section which stated that they would consider
the environmental impacts of each project funded by their various programs prior
to implementing them.

A few name changes need to be made to the contact section.

A Final draft will be distributed to the participating agencies for approval of their
legal advisors in the next couple months.

o Hopefully a final signed document will be completed by the end of the calendar
year.

Items of Interest

BLM and USGS are working on an assessment on intermittent and ephemeral
streams and have found that not much data exists on these drainages, so they have
begun collecting more data on this.

a

o

a

a

o

Salt Lake County is currently updating their Environmental Stewardship Plan.
They are also in the process of implementing various projects along the Jordan
River. The Jordan River Symposium will be held on November 18-19 at the Utah
Cultural Celebration Center.

Both of the source analysis people in the Division of Drinking'Water are retiring.
The Bothwell ground water study has stalled out, mainly due to lack of interest
from the local community.

USU put on I AFO/CAFO workshops in January and February

UDFFSL continues to work with private landowners to implement forest
management plans. Timber harvest has actually increased recently.

Next Meeting will be held October 7th.

Topics for the next meeting include

a

o

a

o the Salt Lake County Survey



o The Division of Water Quality's public perception survey

o 2014Integrated Report with changes

a Meeting adjourned



CHARTER

for the

UTAH WATER QUALITY TASK FORCE

The Mission of the Utah Water Quatity Task Force is to facilitate coordinated and holistic
management of Utah's watersheds for the protection and restoration of Utah's surface and ground
waters.

The Utah Nonpoint Source (NPS) Program is administered by the Division of Water Quality
(DWQ) of the Utah Department of Environmental Qualþ (DEQ) through the coordination and
assistance of the Utah Water Quality Task Force, and its established ad hoc committees. The
responsibilþ of the Utah Water Quality Task Force is to advise the DF,Q and Utah Department of
Agriculture and Food (UDAF) in the holistic management of Utah's watersheds, with a focus on
reduction of nonpoint source pollution.

The Utah Department of Agriculture and Food has been delegated management and
implementation responsibility for agriculture NPS pollution mitigation via a memorandum of
understanding with DEQ. The chairmanship of the Water Qualþ Task Force is shared by the
Executive Directors of the DEQ and IIDAF or their designated representatives. DEQ is responsible for
chairmanship.

The functions of the Utah Water Quality Task F'orce arise from its core values:

water quality is best protected and maintained through locally led coordinated resource
management planning and implementation;

all citizens of Utah have responsibilities and some level of accountability as stewards of our land
and water;

the most effective and proven approach to protecting and improving our water is through
voluntary actions; and

incentives in the form of financial and technical support are a critical component of effective
water quality protection and watershed management.

Specific functions of the Utah Water Quality Task Force include:

Serve as a coordinating body for the review and direction of federal, state and local NPS
management programs to assure that these programs are implemented consistent with the Utah
Nonpoint Source Management Plan (approved by EPA in 2013 and as amended or revised);

Promote and foster better alignment of relevant programs to assure efficient and effective
watershed management efforts that improve water quality, in addition to other benefits'

a

o

a

a

a

a
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a Provide a forum for the exchange of information on activities which reduce nonpoint source
pollution;

Provide a forum for discussing and implementing project monitoring (before and after)

Provide a common storage area for all data collected

Provide a forum for discussion and recommended resolutions to program conflicts;

Work with partner agencies to coordinate the prioritization of watersheds for nonpoint source
activities. Prioritization criteria should include local involvement (e.g. locally led watershed
committees), effective use of partnerships, and evidence of leveraged sources of funding;

Establish and implement a process for field inspections of nonpoint source mitigation activities
on public and private lands to ensure that best management practices are installed and functioning
as designed to protect water quality; and

Serve as a coordinating body for outreach and education to increase public awareness regarding
nonpoint source pollution management.

Specific Products of the Utah Water Quality Task tr'orce include:

The Annual Utah Nonpoint Source Program Report. This report is required by EPA, but is not
restricted to 319 funded efforts. The report is prepared by DEQ in coordination with UDAF. The
task force will assist in providing content, advice and review. The report will highlight the
planning efforts, projects, and successes statewide that are possible with the broad coalition of
partners encompassed in the Vy'ater Quality Task Force;

Presentation of the Annual Utah Nonpoint Sourcs Program Report each year to the Utah Water
Quality Board and the Utah Conservation Commission.

Organize a NPS Conference periodically to share information, highlight successes, and improve
networking throughout the state and region.

Provide annual water quality awards to individuals and organizations whose actions or products
have protected water quality and exemplified good stewardship of our waters.

An institutional repository (e.g. a web site)that includes originals or links to documents, reports,
minutes, etc.

Membership:

The Task Force includes representation of those entities with programs that could potentially cause or
mitigate nonpoint source water pollution. As new NPS program components are developed and
implemented, additional entities will be invited to participate. Current membership includes
representatives of:

a

o

a

a

a

a

a

a

o
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a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

Local Governments

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Planning Division

U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management

U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Reclamation

U.S. Department of InteriorNational Park Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey

Utah Association of Conservation Districts

Utah Department of Agriculture and Food

Utah Department of Environmental Quality

Utah Department of Natural Resources

Utah Department of Transportation

Utah Farm Bureau,

Utah St¿te University Cooperative Extension

School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration

League of Cities and Towns

Farmers Union

Utah Association of Counties

The Task Force will meet quarterly, but may meet more frequently if deemed necessary. A call for agenda
items will be circulated to the membership prior to each meéting. To the extent possibie, meetings will
focus on sharing successes, improving communication between partners so that coordinated management
within Utah's watersheds can be accomplished and providing information of interest to the partner
organizations represented at the Task Force meetings.

Subcommittees of the Water Quatity Task X'orce

The Task Force shall have two standing subcommittees and assure that these will remain active and
effective. Other ad hoc subcommittees shall be formed as needed.

The Monitoring Subcommittee will work closely with the Ut¿h Water Qualþ Monitoring Council to
address monitoring needs associated with nonpoint source water quality implementation projects. The
subcommittee will evaluate monitoring practices and programs conducted by different partner agencies
within priority watersheds, with the goal that monitoring programs are designed and implemented to
effectively evaluate the environmental benefits of BMP implementation. The subcommittee shall also
assess behavior change and adoption of management plans by cooperators. The subcommittee will assure

a
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that each funding program monitors operation and maintenance of BMPs for the life of a project. This
subcommittee will also foster and facilitate citizen monitoring efforts for the collection of credible data.
The subcommittee shall report back to the Task Force annually and more frequently if necessary.

The Outreach Subcommittee will coordinate and assist in statewide water quality outreach efforts and will
provide support for outreach efforts in priority watersheds. The subcommittee shall meet regularly to
assure that outreach efforts are efficient, targeted and effective. This subcommittee will identiff and
highlight local efforts across the state and assure that these stories are told to the public and to agency and
other partners. This subcommittee will also assist local watershed groups, by helping them define
messages that are meaningful for their specific NPS issues and helping them develop and implement
outreach plans.

Adoption and Revision of the Charter

The Charter was adopted by the NPS Task Force on April 2010. The Charter Will be reviewed every 5

years to assure that the Task Force's activities remain focused on current and emerging water quality
needs in the state. Modification of the Charter may occur by majority consent of NPS Task Force
Members. The Charter was last revised in June 2015 these revisions were approved on June l7 ,2015.

Utah V/ater Quality Task Force Charter. Revised June 2015 Page 4



Bronson Smart
June 17, 2015

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service gä ONRCS

EWP responds to Watershed
lmpairments from Natural Disasters
. Floods

. Fires

. Landslides

. Droughts

. Volcanic Activities

*4.

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural ResourcesConservationService !iä oNRCs

1



Declaring a disaster

agencies as needed.

s/812075

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Colrservation Service gå O\iìtS

How to get EWP ass¡stance

1. Disaster occurs and sponsor sends NRCS a

request letter within 60 days of the end of the
disaster.

2. NRCS makes an initial damage assessment
together with project sponsor, and requests
funding.

3. lf funds are available they are allocated to the
project and NRCS develops a project agreement
with the Sponsoring Organization.

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservation Service g O\RC\
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How to get EWP assistance cont'd

4. lf funds are not available the project is put on a
wait list for funding.

5. NRCS completes the damage survey report
covering Environmental Ana lysis, Cultural
Resources, preliminary engineering, etc.

6. Sponsor or NRCS designs the project depending
on the agreement and they have 220 days to
complete the project.

United States Departrnent of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservation Service 2ä O\RCS

How to get EWP assistance cont'd

7. Sponsor gets the land rights and any necessary
permits to construct the project.

8. Sponsor contracts out the construction work or
does in kind work with their own equipment or
materials.

9. Sponsor and NRCS inspect the construction of
the protection measures.

United States DeJlartmerìt of AgricLrlttrre
Natural Resources Co¡rservation Service gå O\RCS

J



How to get EWP assistance cont'd

L0. Sponsor requests reimbursement from NRCS

monthly.

11. lf not done in 22O days the project timeline can be
extended if progress is shown.

L2. Sponsor or designee maintains the project for the
life of the protection.

U¡rited States Departmerrt of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service 2ä g\;ìcs

EWP Eligible Sponsors
. Local Units of

Government
o State or Subdivisions of

State Government
. Other Government

Entities

. lndian Tribes and Tribal
Organizations

. Generally the smallest
unit of Government
jurisdiction over the
entire project area.

United States Departrnerìt of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservation Service 2å O\rìtS
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. Ability to provide up to
25% of the local share of
construction costs

. Responsible for Operation
and Maintenance of
watershed i m provements

. Ability to obtain land rights

. Abilityto acquire necessary
permits

#'ff;fr

¡r

b.
,{

Requirements of
Sponsors

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service

l. st )Â

-
O\RCS

. Reduce Threat to Life
and Property

. Economically,
Environmentally and
Socially Defensible

. Technically Sound

. Alleviate a Sudden
Watershed lmpairment

EWP Eligibility Criteria

tl
ilt

Urrited States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service gå o\Rts
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. Debris Removal

. Sediment Removal
o Stream bank Stabilization and Protection
. Seeding
. Road Crossing Protection
. Revegetation or Bioengineering
. Floodplain Easements
. Replacement of Structural Conservation Practices

EWP Measures lnclude

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural ResourcesConservation Service g O\IRCS

EWP pro¡ect progress & future

o 2009-Present SfOOVI in Financial Assistance and

S20M in TechnicalAssistance to Utah Cities and
Counties.

o $8M in active projects. Most projects in this
category will wrap up this fall.

. $53M in additional funding for new projects on a
nationa I fu nding wa itlist.

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation 5ervice !Ë ONRCS
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Active EWP Projects around the state:
.Weber County
.Green River

Waitlist of Projects around the state:
.See handout

9/8/2o1s

United States Departnlent of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation 5ervice

t sl )A

-
o\RtS

Washington County EWP - Shem Dam site

9lAl207s

Unitecl States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservation Service

I St)A

-
O\-l( \

7



Washington County - Shem Dam site

9/al207s

United States Departnrent of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservation Service gå O\RCS

Emery County - 20t2 Seely Fire

9/a/20ts

United States Depðrtment of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservatio¡r Service

t st ),\

-
O\RCS
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United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Co¡tservatio¡r Service :lë o\tRt\

Emery County EWP - HuntÍngton Canyon Debris
orth Basin site

United States Departme¡lt of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservatio¡r Service :¡ë O\i'ìra)

9



Huntington Can Debris Basin Video

9/a/207s

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural ResourcesConservation Service gå ONRCS

Emery County EWP summary:

r $330K in TechnicalAssistance (IOO% NRCS)

r $3.3M in FinancialAssistance (75% NRCS)

. Sl.lM Emery County (25%)

- Funding from State Legislature

- Debris and Sediment Removal done by EWCD crews

- Huntington City

- Emery County

- Rock Riprap material donated from Pacificorp

o Emery County hired Johansen and Tuttle Engineering to help with
contract administration and engineering.

. Emery County hired Nielson Construction as the contractor to
build the debris basins.

s/8/2o1s

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service :åä ONRCS

10



Rockport Fire EWP

Unite¡l States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service :lë o\dts

Rockport Fire EWP

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service 2ä O\'ì(S
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matesre ow

9/Al20rs

tJ n ited States f)el)ð rtrÌìerìt ol Agric tr ltu re
Natural Resources Co¡rservatiorr 5ervice

I \t ),\

-
Q't1i<,i ',
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Post Fire Fence Staking

Unitetl States De¡rartrnerrt of Agriculture
Natural Resorrrces C otrserv¿tior¡ Service g O\1,ì(),

United States Department of Agriculture
Natu ral Resot¡rces Corrservatiort Service -¡å O\'ì(:

1 J



Rockport Fire EWP

United States Departnterrt of Agriculture
Natural Resources Co¡rservation Service

I St )A

-
O\.l;ìCi

Rockport Fire EWP

b,

Unitecl States Departnìent of Agrictrlture
Natural Resources Co¡rservation Service

I SI)Aa- o \Ri\
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s/8/2o7s

United States Departntent of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation 5ervice

tsl )^

-
o\l'ìt5

Weber County EWP

Unitecl States Departme¡ìt of Agrictrltrrre
Natural Resources Corrservation Service

I ]SI )A

-
o\R(:

I 5



Weber County EWP

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service

=å 
o\Rts

Alpine Çity - Quail Fire Summer 20t2

tndt
Alpln Ffut, UEâ Courtf
Phoþ-9

9/8/2015

Urrited States Departnìent of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservation Service

I \I)A'- O\RCS

1 6



Ll

United States Department of Agriculture
N¿tural Resources Conservation Service

=å 
ONRCS

Alpine City EWP

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service !iå o\lRts
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ne EWPAI

fl;¿,..

Unitecl States Departmerrt of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservation 5ervice

l str\

-
o\Rt5

Alpine City EWP

United States Departnrent of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service

I,SI)A

-
O\RTS
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Alpine City EWP

United States Departrnent of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service gå o\RCs

Alpine City - Project Summary

o $105K in Technical Assistance (I00o/o NRCS)

. $1.3M in FinancialAssistance (75% NRCS)

. $450k Alpine CitV Qs%l
- City Crews doing work on some sites

- Rock Riprap donated to project

- Project reseeding

. NRCS performed environmental and cultural resource work as

well as assisted with project coordination.
. Alpine City hired Bowen and Collins Engineering and used their

City Engi neeri ng staff.
. Alpine City hired several contractors to build the debris basins

9/8/20Ls

United States De¡)artnìent of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservation Service gä ONRCS

1 9



United States Departnrerrt of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service

lrSl ),\

-
o\iis

¡

United States Depðrtment of Agrictrlture
Natural Resources Conservation Service

tst )A

-
O\'ì':\
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Saratoga Springs City EWP

Unitecl States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation 5ervice

=ë 
O\.rtS

United States De¡rartrnent of Agriculttrre
Natural Resources Co¡rservation Service gä o\'_t(\
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Saratoga Springs Cíty EWP

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service gå o\Rts

Saratoga Springs City EWP

United States Departnrent of Agriculture
Natural Resources Corrservation Service gå o\dcs
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Bronson Smart

State Conservation Engineer
Bronson.Sm q rt@ ut. u sd q. gov

Q'r1',
I irnle¡ì \it.,tle.. I iel¡art trre¡rl, rl ÀHr¡r r¡lt¡¡rc.
\ai rlrai Hr'\rìllr( e\ ( ()lt\t,tv.ìtroil \PrVt( r

I \l ).1

-
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Lower Sevier River Basin
UPDES Permits

Eureka N

S

E

I
I
?

UPDES Permit Type

A Biosolids

@ Pesticide

A Municipal \ A/VTP

F Construction Stormwater

q Industrial Stormwater

Other Features

'---- County Boundary

Cities and Towns

t Lakes and Reservoirs

a^æ Major Streams

lower_sevier UPDES.mxd

01020406080
Miles

Scv icr
I.ltl.c

Beaver
I

Delta

#

,l,t,l



e/8/201s

FY-201ó Nonpoint Source Pollution Gront Schedule

o Applicotion Periodc April l'f through Moy l5lh

n Projects ronked internolly: Moy 18tr through June 3rd

o Meeting \Mith portner ogencies: June 4tr

o Finql Gront opprovol: June 9ff

o Officiol onnouncemenl of gront recipients3 June I 'l th

L



e/8120Ls

tY-201 ó Nonpoint Source Applicotions
Received

llï'ur}.,".i¡ia:i.ì:',;i:.i: rii,',iê;t;t-Ë.t{::¡.i;r*,.1+,,--;llf'cr.*:l¡'f,+¡¡,¡¿;';¡ if¡l*:iiÌ:*l¡.1,9¡ç,L¡5

n 77 Gront Applicotions were received totoling $4,058,230.

n 51o/o of these proposols come from the torgeted bosin

Proposol Iocalions
(77 Tolal Proposo

Greor Solt Ulnro Eoln

Srorewlde, 
3

s\ Sevìer

Sourh Eor

6

Proiect Applicotion Amounts

Proiect Applicotion Amounl
$4,058,230

Technlcolk¡loîce- Sl
$395,000.00 \10% 

\

$
$r r r,834.00

3% t&E

$ ì53,347.45
4o/o

Ìrigot¡o¡
$370,9ó3.00

90/o

$5,ór0.00
00/o

10%

$73,400.00
2o/o

$2,356,699,60
s8%

$ r 4,r 32.ì0
0%

2



s/8/zOLs

Proiects Funded

a 45 Proiects \Mere selected for funding

n $ 1,000,000 Ín Stqte NPS funding

¡ $888,ó21 in Section 319 funding

Proiects Selected for NPS funding
Stote NPS Fundin

J 72% of the funding wos oworded io the torgeted bosin

E 33 Proiects were funded wift Stote NPS Gronts

E Proiects thol we hove given porriol funding in the posi olso hod priority in the
selection process

FY-201ó NPS Gronts Aworded
($t,000,000)

Ubh Lokê Eeor Rlvêr
$5,000.00

Ulm eosln

80/o

Sdewldê
Rlver

Son Plrdr
$ r 9.784.00

2o/o 27'/o

3



e/8/zols

BMP Types Funded with Stqte NPS

Funds

BMPg Funded wilh Srate NPS funds
($r,000,000)

$5,ooo.oo

;.'.,,L:åå-

Educoilon

$r
lrrlgoilon

Rood

673y'00.00
70/" $ó,380.00

1o/o lVo

Proiects Funded with Section 31 9
Gronts

E The Son Pitch TMDL lmplementotion gronl ocruolly consisrs of ó different proiecis
which were combíned due to proximity.

E The Upper Sevier Reitorotion gront consists of 4 proiects thot were combined into
one gront oword 1o the DWR.

Proiects Funded With Section 319 Grqnts
Sôn Pkh TMDL

($888,ó2r)

22./" Woteßhed Coordlnolors
$320.000.00

42o/.

Upp6r Sevler

$249,700.00
28o/o

$72,595.00
8%

4



e/8/2ots

Discussion

Mud Creek
Restorotion Proiect,

Corbon County
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Utah's Nutrient Strategl: Update and
Path Forward
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Heqdwoter Numeric Nutrient CriterÍo

Summeç,2014 . '

For detoils see, Numeric Nilrogen ond Phospfrorus Crilerio: Uloh Heodwoler Slreqms.

Heqdwqter Criterio

r Wotersheds ore defined by
Utoh's Antidegrodotion
Closses
. Cotegory l: No new

dischorge of treoted
woslewoter

I Colegory 2: New dischorge
permitted ot bockground
concentrolion

I Primorily within USDAFS

boundories
. -SOYo of Perenniol Woters

t-
D

t

\

f,

2
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Heodwqter Criterio: Clossificotion

Í

I K-meons clustering
to define groups

bosed on

environmentol
grodient

'oøpt

"oqpz

45 0.0
PCÁ I

q5 t¡ € 0
FCA 

'

r0

r No difference in

nutrients teÊ'

t
!
I

.F
È;
ã:

E

Ê

E

E

g

ffi

Multiple Lines of Evidence

DO
Aquatlc

Plant/Algal
Growth

tlfc

n**{
Lioht
Flow

pH

lilcroblal
Growth

Habltat Recreatlon

TcmpGr.turc
Sub¡trate

Food

Water Chcmirtry
Hcrbivory

Compctition

Pathogens
Drlnking

ModìfyíngFactors Sources TerroTech

I ldentify key pothwoys
I Find indicotor thot ollows it to be blocked (USEPA 2000)

3
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Pilot Study

.PS+NPS
I Reference Sites

3l Streoms
l5 Reference sites

Sites represent stote-wide grodienis
Response voriobles
. Nutrient soturotion
. Orgonic motter stonding stocks
. Whole streom metobolism
. Mocroinverlebrqtes

0

)

/

Whqt is protective?

r.3ó

:Ir-1: Ccr
1.ó

Benchmarks

' : lP*¡sfù
Reference

Sites
r¡rã*an¡

Structurol

Responses

r.95

1,28
Functionol

Responses

IlïAt: -

'*'

0.r 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0 r.r
Totol Nitrogen (mg/l)
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The Groy Areo: Whot is on
Acceptqble Risk?

Risk = Probobility* Outcome

Outeonne

' Whot conditions ore we
trying to ovoid?

' Use lmpoirment
r Science meets volues

Frobobility

.¡ ' How likely is the outcome?

Combined Criteriq

Reduce both folse positive ond negotive ossessments

E Focus limited resources

Directly occount for intrinsicolly confounded
responses

Ü Avoid the follocy of isolotion
Ü Assessments could potenfiolly

provide more informotion on

remed iotion stroteg ies

5
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Toble l. Numeric nulrient ciller¡o ond ossocioled ecolog¡col responses (b¡oconf¡rñollon criterio) proposed to protêd oquotic llfe uses in
Anl¡degrodot¡on Cotêgory 1 ond 2 (UAC R3lZ-2-l 2) heodwoter pêrenniol streomsr.

Uþf* fl¡ta.hold Nutrtül Conðntretloil Nc Prepo.ad l@loltdl natÞo¡ü.

¡uhnatlna Av.r¡t lùtrlanla Aa.a.rñ.ñf NÒ&l

ÎN > O.8tþ IP > O.O8Oþ Shdnr overrh* rùrqhoidr wrll lnldolly b. p,cod on Urohl 303(dl tH ô¡ thr..roh.d,

flrr.dil.d tÉdñr vtll bc ¡cdo**l¡d e tnpotrid rùâ.îqllw]ry d¡smd dydê 4lÊs.dddhtgtql ddd rudr cl nurl.rr rrponþr,
blôlodlcgl orffianr dnd Mt.ntsrelotad wdd quü¡hy dllrrto (0,g,¡ pH qnd DgÌ d.m9úroþ thot dquolo lÍ. Bê¡ ar. fulll. iu¡þortlng, h vhfd¡ çq.t¡ rlþ{Frdll. nqndcrC! wlll b. d.wlcpod wiqr domdoqn ¡dæl@ qb ltt otr¡.d.

l. Apúd,odã.tnrcrctn¡rñ.r.tstAúhvñDóUIúdÍÁD¡J.dp.,n¡ÀoÈksb6,i'[dbpok,d.ø¡h¿ñMhE,
2. Sá'.ñIems.oÍ>4'cñph'6I&¿tu¡âstuMnili'.s.",b;'*-"0æt-SêpMk3O),N.,6..,.ædd.IPn&ár¡ôb¡PÀ.#ru!odINDãn'foblNb.súhñs/t.
3 &/td.&¡tuññ.bbolinohtùduhsopí&¡¡dñ.tu¿râPrndßGt6sPt¡ñcryPródldbr,!RnærrÉ.oryh'n.+iatbn.Ddlyyd@tdt6totrob..te&¿onqrch.tio.dat,
A. Fìbn2ilou'.lso.6vÈ ñ@ßFhñ.¡.tfüondbú, olso. >l ø Ãhashü noh >l nù thi.r, Dory volu.r oæ ¡ot b & ôrdd ot ¿q ññE&¡ns k st.w¡¡s td.o, (!uÊ-Sqbn*).
5. Rorpoû. ddro,ú.norûilobto,will h.4drô 6ñfi¡{ ¡mpo¡m€hßor$ppod6å*êd f6ril.{p.G¡ftc.ij.rìo,
ó. Oærilbhè.r¡'dbe¡do¡rod.[{o,ôûds.r*¡ff.t¡Èil3nevâttuonúhs.^thobihtn¡hl¡,.,,tflt.,tu¡)naút¡úqúd¿ribriv.v¡ær.thd,þ,r.6di

Conênlrdt¡o¡r w¡lh

Sumn.dlñ. AY.ra!. Nrtl.ñlr

fN o.4r,o.80? fP o.o3ó-o-079,

A.r..¡m.¡l Not .
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lmpolrod It q rêlpôn¡ê.rcsd! dêflnêd thrssholds.

Stêam3 wlthôd rètðoñ¡. dord wlll bê llitod d! hóvlng l$UlflllsLlsþ ond
prlorlùzêd for odd¡tlonol nonltorlng lf êlthêr TN or TP foll3 wfihln the speclllêd
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Combined Criterio: WQ Assessments

Elevqted N or B bul responses qre supporting = Not
impoired
. The moior odvontoge of the opprooch
I Porticulorly importont for high grodient ond shoded

streqms

High N or P qnd no response dqtq qre qvoilqble =
Insufficient doto (3A)?
I Develop o delisting policy fo ovoid unnecessory

TMD[s
High N or P ond ony response indicqles problems =

lmpoired
r Argues for porsimony
I Mirrors more troditionol criterio

I

Col lq borotive Monitoring

E Moior doto collection effort currently underwoy
. -50-ó0 sites

E Colloborotive portners: UDWQ, UDAE USDAFS

E Study Obiectives:
. Further empiricol evqluotion of proposed thresholds & responses

Refine response collection procedures

' Fill dqtq gops: responses generolly ore locking ot historic somple
locotions

7
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Collo borqtive Monitoring

E Monlhly (June-August):
. Wqler Chemistry
. Dischcrge
. Filqmenlous Algoe Cover¡ Visuol ond

Photog ro phic Quontif icotion

E One Evenl per Summer:
. Whole Streom Metobolism (GPP, ER)

lor - 7 doys; repeot ot stort qnd end
for -20 sites.

. Benlhic Biomqss: chl-o ond AFDM

. lmporlonl Covcricles¡ slope, chonnel
shoding, & subsfrote size.

Other Ongoing Efforts

fl EPA Peer Review (this summer)

E Drqft of formql rule longuoge
E Expond on DWQ implementotion strotegy

r Some informotion olreody exists in the
proposol, but

r Exponded policy could:
. Directly oddress stokeholder concerns
. ldentify oreos for colloborotion
. More cleorly define the rule's intent

8
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lÅ<tltrial:

Tr:chnicüi Rcrlionolt
He¡cdwcrle¡ Crilcrio Proposs I

Techniro! icc¡ln flt¡viow 5urnrtrury

WQS Rulemoking

Sfokeholder Engogemenl

FollfWinter

t

Questions?

Contqct: Jeff Osrermiller
iostermiller@uloh.oov

80r -53ó-4370
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