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PRIORITIZING
UTAHOS
LIST

The Utah Division of Water Qual{tye Division} committed to engaging the
publicin establising priorities forwater quality restoration through Total
Maximum Daily Load determinatipaléernative strategiegnd protection of
existing high quality waters. The process for soliciting public input and how
was usedo definetheDivisiod priorities is provided herein.



Priroriti zing Ut a

BACKGROUND

In2013, EPA announced a new framework for implementing the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d)
Program. The new Program Visiminformed by the experience gained over the pagb decades in
assessing and reporting on water quality and in developing approximately 65,000 Tistioinsvide It
enhances overall efficiency of the CWA 303(d) Program, encourages focusing on priorityanaters
provides States flexibility in using vl addition toTMDLSs teestore and protect water quality

The prioritization process has been guided by the

dProtect, maintain and enhance the quality of Utah's surface and underground waters for appropriate
beneficial usg and protect the public health through eliminating and preventing water related health
hazards which can occur as a result of improper disposal of human, animal or industrial wastes while giving
reasonable consideration to the economic impact

Withtre r ecognition that there is not a oOoone size fi
resourced)tahhasdeveloped tailored strategies to implemeitd CWA 303(d) Program responsibilities in

the context oburwater quality goals. While the Vas provides a new framework for implementing the

CWA 303(d) Program, it does not altdrt arbspansibilities or authorities under the CWA 303(d)

regulations.

SOLICITING INPUT

The intent of soliciting input is toyade an open forum for dialog and invement among DEQ, other
agencies, public, stakeholdeasd theregulated community.

There are many factors to consider in prioritizing waters for restoration and protection itlcideting

and uses o$pecific waterbodies and/or watersheds, types of water quality impairnarshe severity of
impactto their designatedises. As a governmental agency responsible to the public for protecting and
improving water quality the Division must considerdangvine greatest service to the greatest number.

Given that time, staff, and funding are limited, the number who can be served is constrained by the
availability of these resources. These constraints can be overcome however through partnerskdps with oth
governmental agencies and rgovernmental organizations to share the work load and better protect and
restore water quality.

The Division must also consider the magnitude of risks to public health and the environment in establishing
priorities for protection and restoration. As specifically mentioned in the mission statement above, protecting
public health will continue to be@p priority for the Division. This priority translates into many different
aspects of Utahds water quality progr anigrdomestcl udi n
useand recreational usgand specific pollutants that cause impeint such ds. coland heavy metals. Not
coincidentally, many water quality problems that threaten public health also impact the ecological health of

Ut ahds waters. Priority for restorationfcnman or g
affects multiple uses to achieve the greatest benefit for the public and the environment.



Finally, priority should be given to water quality concerns that can be addressed with the resources,
technologies, and policies available. This can bael@fs thepotentialfor that issue to be corrected.

Ut ahds Watershed Management Program is focused on
streams, lakes and reservoirs and is guided by the direction and feedback receivecftdahthVater

Quality Taskforce, made g key stakeholder and partner agency representativ@sice the majority of

water quality improvement efforts are driven by the establishment of TiMiBlgsoup was selected as the
mostappropriate entityfor reviewing draft criteria and waterbodieggentified as high priority for TMDL
development.

Updates on the 303(d) Vision were provided to the Taskforce throughout the latter part of 2013 into 2014
and a presentation was givem October 7, 2015. Taskforce embersjncluding representatives from the
Utah Department of Agriculture and Food, US Forest Service, and Utah State Upieetisigéyg valuable
feedbackon how draft prioritiegre likely toaffect their respective progranasd were supportive of the
criteria used and waterbodies identified for TMDL development by 2022.

Other outreach opportunities included presentations on the 303(d) Vision and prioritization process at the
2014 and 2015 Salt Lake County Watershed Symposium and Utah Watershed Coogd@mincil

meetings.This documentasalsopost ed on DWQOs we bacceptedfoad®ddayspubl i ¢
during the month dfanuary 2016 Comments were received from Dan Potts with the Salt Lake County Fish
and Game Association and Robert Hougaaitth the Utah Department of Agriculture and Food. Their
comments and responses to them are included at the end of this document in Ap@mgixng.outreach

on Ut ahos willbet (hd)o uihsitohre i ncl usi on of 016 mtegsated o c u me
Report.

ltdéds i mportant to note that following the outreac
list of priority waterbodies for TMDL development and instead has been identified as a priority for
developmenbf a sitespecific standard for phosphorughis will provide wastewater treatment plants

discharging to Utah Lake certaintymirosphoruseatment requiremeniy 2020. Starvation Reservoir was

also originally identified as a priority for TMDL development faodied oxygen but has been removed

based on the draft 2016 Integrated Report assessment that shows it is now meeting the dissolved oxygen
standard and has been proposed for delisting and hence a TMDL is no longer required for that parameter.

DWQ conducted monlinesurvey impril2015 t hat was distri buted among D
regulated community, and other stakehol@&ppendix Ad Survey Resultsp series of questions were

posed to gauge respohbHethhedusabuebensetpotsataddwth
Feedback was received from 427 respondents with good representation from rural, suburban and urban
areas. Survey results however should not be interpreted to reflect the opinionsarfsdssdwhole.

Concerrabout prioritizing beneficial uses was expressed from some respondents who commented that all uses
are importantdomesticrecreational, wildlife and agricultural) and should receive equal consideration in
prioritization. Survey resuliswevelindicatedthat domestiaise received the highest ranking, followed by

wildlife, agricultural and recreational uses



Please rank the following uses in order of importance for protection and improvement.

Most Important Less Least Total Weighted

Important Importamt Important Average
Home uses J Drinking T1.47% 20.5T% 6.AT% 1.80%
water 278 a0 24 7 389 362
Wildlife [ fisheries uses 2TA48% M.91% 32.91% B.04%

108 127 131 32 398 278

Agricuttural uses 6.10% 33.95% 27.32% 32.63%
(irrigation and livestock 23 128 103 123 377 214
wiatering)
Recreational uses 2.42% 18.60% M.88% 47.10%
(swirnming, boating, 10 7 132 185 414 1.768
wading)

When asked what other issues shoulddmsidered regarding priorities, water conservatiod or de-
watering of streams and reservoivas mentioned more than any other issD#herconcernsaised include
endangered species, climate change, protection of headwaters, and grazing.

When asked about specific uses of water, drinking water sources were ranked as very important followed by
recreational areas, unique ecosystems, and scenic areas.

How important are the following to you?

Very Important Less Hot Ho Total Weighted
Important Important Important opinion Average
Sources of Drinking Water 88.03% 9.86% 1.88% 0.00% 0.23%
375 42 8 o] 1 426 3.86
Recreational Areas (State Parks, National 52.26% 39.43% 6.89% 1.43% 0.00%
Parks, Trails, etc.) 220 166 29 [ 1] 421 343
Unigue ecosystem (e.g. Great Salt Lake) 43.74% 35.93% 16.31% 3.78% 0.249%
185 152 69 16 1 423 3.20
Scenic quality 41.98% 43.63% 12.748% 1.42% 0.24%
178 185 54 5] 1 424 3.26
Important Bird Areas (defined by Mational 3ITA2% 35.46% 21.51% 5.67% 0.24%
Audobon Society) 157 150 91 24 1 423 3.04
Blue Ribbon Fisheries (see 27.86% IT.86% 22.62% T14% 4.52%
hittp: Mwilelife wtah . govhotspotsblueribbon php) 17 159 a5 30 14 420 291
Use of the water for industry andior agricutture 26.02% $.93% 24.34% 6.99% 0.72%
108 174 101 29 3 415 2.88



When asked about specific water quality cenms, toxics and heavy metals were ranked the highest followed
by invasive species, litter/debris, bacteria/pathogansi nutrients. Excess algae, salts, and sediment fell
within the second tier of somewhat concerned.

How concerned are you about the folang types of water quality issues?

Very Somewhat Hot Don't Total Weighted

concerned concerned concerned know Average
Toxice and heavy metals 69.25% 27.23% 3.05% 0.47%
(e.g. Mercury, Selenium) 295 116 13 2 426 267
Invasive species (e.g. 65.80% 29.48% 1.01% 0.71%
guagga mussel) 279 125 17 3 424 282
Bacteria ! Pathogens (E. 58.69% 34.98% 5.40% 0.94%
cali, Giardia) 250 145 23 4 426 254
Litter, cdebris, trash 58.7T3% 33.96% T.08% 0.24%

244 144 30 1 424 252

Mutrients [ low dissolved 55.16% 39.91% 3.52% 1.41%
oxygen (affects fish and 235 170 15 5] 426 252
other organisms)
Temperature of a stream or 46.59% 43.29% 8.T1% 1.41%
lake (affects aquatic life) 198 184 7 [ 425 238
Silt f muck (sediment / 38.97% 49.30% 10.33% 1.41%
stream bank erosion) 166 210 44 ] 428 229
Salt (affects growth of 35.78% 52.37% 10.90% 0.95%
irrigated plants such as 151 ey 46 4 422 225
grass, alfalfa, vegetables,
ete)
Pond scum / green slime 3.60% 52.83% 12.74% 2.83%
(Excessive Algae Growth) 134 224 o4 12 424 219



Roughly half of those who completed the survey also provided feedback on specific streams, lakes or
reservoirs thatheyhad concerns about &lt deserve special consideration. The following ghavidesthe
number of respondentghoindependentlydentifiedeach of the listeavaterbodiesbased on their unique
ecological, recreational, and/or economic importance

0

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Great Salt Lake |

[

[

[

[

[

[

Green River |

Jordan River|
Colorado River
Weber River |

Utah Lake |

Bear River |

Logan River,

Provo River
Pineview Reservoi
Bear Lake |

Lake Powell|

Deer Creek Reservoi
Ogden River |

East Canyon Creel
Willard Bay |
Farmington Bay
Cutler Reservoir
Price River|

Big Cottonwood Creek




Finally, respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreemdigagreement with a series of
statements designed to help infdha setting oprioritiesfor improvement and protection. Improvement
efforts that provide benefits to wildlife and watershedse stronglyfavored as well as protection of
existing higlguality waters.Also supported foransiderationn setting priorities was tlo@stassociated with
improwng water quality and the level of public support.

Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements

Strongly Agree Newutral Disagree Strongly Total Weighted
Agree Disagree Average

A water guality 51.89% 38.92% 7.08% 1.89% 0.24%

project that provides 220 165 30 g 1 424 440
aclditional benefits to

wildlife and

watersheds should

ke considered in

prioritizing

improvement efforts.

Pratecting high 48.82% 38.63% 6.64% 4.98% 0.95%

guality streams, 206 163 28 21 4 422 429
lakes, and reservoirs

should receive the

same priority as

improving those with

problems.

The cost of improving 19.29% 46.90% 15.00% 13.81% 5.00%

water quality should &1 197 63 sl 21 420 362
ke considered in

prioritizing

improvement efforts.

The popularity of a 17.37T% 39.44% 23.71% 16.20% 3.29%

strearm, lake, T4 168 101 2] 14 426 ix
reservoir, etc. should

be considered in

determining the

State's priority for

improvement and

protection.

A natural water 16.98% 40.09% 20.52% 16.51% 5.90%

guality issue should T2 170 87 70 25 424 346
be ranked lower in

priority than an issue

caused by humans.

The amount of public B.98% 43.03% 30.02% 15.13% 2.84%

support should be 38 182 127 64 12 423 340
considerec in

prioritizing

improvement efforts.

Survey results were representative of veellicated, citizen stakeholders who are concerned about water
guality with agood distribution from urban, suburban and rural arddswever, individuals who identified
themselves associated witagriculturalproductioncommerciatetail, constructidmeal estate or
manufacturingndustrywere not well represented in the survey. Water quality issues that directly affect
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these interests wegenerallyidentified by respondents assecondaryconcern such as the effect of salts on
irrigated cropsand use of water for industry.

Pollutants and uses that directly affect human health were strongly supported as a priority, pattiigdsrly
heavy metalsdrinking water sourceandimportant recreational areasAgricultural uses and
wildlife/fisheries uses were also identified as importaiher significant water quality concerns identified
by respondents includeviasive aquatic species (¢ Quagga musselliter/ trash bacteia/ pathogensand
nutrients

Respondents strongly supported the prioritization of projects that benefit multiple uses and broader
watershed areas as well as protecting existing high quality walérsse survey results are helpfguiding

the Division of Water Qualityds restoration effor
and quality of citizends |ives.

The Utah Water Quality Board guides the development of water quality @olityegulations within the
stateand played an important role in rewieng the 303(d) Vision approacfihe Utah Division of Water
Quality is the administrative arm of the board. Bbard'smakeup is defined by statute in the Utah Code,
Section 1%-103, and is designed to represent various interest groups efater quality community.

Presentations of the 303(d) Vision were provided to the Board on January 28, 2015 and September 23,
2015. The first presentation focused on providing background irtfomea what the 303(d) program is

and its historyn regard to TMDL development. The second presentation focused on the considerations and
criteria used to define Utahds priority impaired

The Board was supportive of the approacesanted, particularly with thiekage of priorities to the
Divisionds mission to 0é protect the public heal't
h a z ar dhsedrait list of priority waters was provided at the September meetiith o comments or

concerns raised by Board members.

SELECTINGND APPLYINGRITERIA

Priority was givefioremosto impaired waters on the 303(d) list that have the potential to negatively affect
human healthConsideration was also given to specially desgghafaters with impairments that directly
affect their use Drinking water sources ahijh useecreational areas such stateand federal parkswere
factored in evaluating the potential for an impaired waterbody to affect human he@dttic pollutants
metals(arsenic and cadmiynand the bacteriuri. colivere identified as a particular concern for human
health.

Excess nutrients and the attendant water quality problems they cause were also considered a priority for
TMDL study due to their long tearmd widespread impact to downstream waters, including ecological
degradation and human health risks associated with harmful algal bld@qgeatic life impairment occurs in

a waterbody designated as a BluBlbbonFshery by theJtah Blue Ribbdrisheries Advisory Courcil
Important Bird Aredé would alsaeceive priority status fatudy.

Finally,considering criticglermittingissues and ongoifigMIDL studgfforts several impaired waters were
identified as a priority for development and coletionby 2022.



Waterbody Characteristicg Pollutans Impaired Uss Pollutant Sources
Drinking Water Source Toxics Drinking Water Combination of Point and

i i Nonpoint sources
National Park ofState Park| Metals Recreation
High ReeationalUse Bacteria Aquatic Life
Blue Ribbon Fishery DO
Important Bird Areas Nutrientdinked

to harmful algal

Permit Administration blooms

Ongoing study

All remaining waterbodies that were not identified as a high priority for TMDL developererthen placed

in the low priority categorpy default Causes of impairments associated with this category are generally
associated with habitat degradation and hydrologic modifications, natural sources, or diffuse watatshed
issues These are pjically verydifficult to quantify and best addresséditially through locallted

watershed planning and restoration efforts.

Aquatic life usesncluding fisheries and waterfow! habitate affected bywater temperature, pH, and
sediment Elevated  levels are often associated with nutrient enrichment due to algal consumption of
carbon dioxide from the water column. If elevated pH levels are not associated with excess nutrients and
algal production it is considered a low priority for TMDL developnvéhile these issues are difficult to
addressthe Division of Water Quality and its many partner organizatenmdagencies are committed to
continually improving watershed health using adaptive management principles.

WaterbodyCharacteristics Pollutant Pollutant Sources
Habitat Degraded Temperature Nonpointand/or naturalsourcesnly
Hydrologically Modified pH

Best addressed initially through | Sediment
locally-led watershed restoration
efforts




Finally, alternatives to TMDL development were identified for those watertiadibave previously been

identified as candidates for Category 4C designa@sdefined underd0 CFRL31.10(g); where an

existing or related TMDL is already in plasdere natural sources of pollutants warrant devetpgite

specific critaa; where implementation is already taking place to address the pollutant of camuewhere

the source of pollutants is, or has the potential to be, addressed through oginemgreuch as the Salinity

Control Program within the Colorado River basin. The effectiveness of these large scale and long term efforts
has recently been observed in decreasing salt concentrations in the lower Duchesiibdriversion

expeckto see improvements in other areas that have more recently implemented Salinity Control projects and
are very supportive of continuing this important program for the benéfibbfandits downstream

neighbors.

Alternative Factors

Watebody Characteristic | Pdlutant Impaired Use Pollutant Sources
Source addressed by oth¢ TDS Agriculture Nonpointand/or natural
program (e.g.Salinity sourcesnly

Control ForunCERCLA, | Metals / CERCLA

etc)

A Recovery Potential tool was developed to evaluate several different social and environmental factors and
determine the potential for correcting or preventing a water quality probleni{seg

for details). The tool was useful in identifying the opportunities and challenges for restoring water quality on
a statewidescale but the results are too coarse to reliably factor into priority setting for specific impaired
waters.While this tool is helpfidr discerning broad scale attributes it is currently limited by the number and
type of ranking factors available to select from within the tool.

An initial application of this tool on Hydrologic Unit Code 8 watersheds (HYR@)ison the mdmelow

usng: the number of days with measurable precipitation; percent of watershed classified as unstable; percent
of impaired waters within the watershed; soil erosion potential; acre feet of diversions; population; drinking
water sources; recreational watersdanumber of Total Maximum Daily Load studies complétezldarker

color HUC8 watersheds the magare thosethat have a higher recovery potential score based on these

factors These scores were then transferred into the priority ranking spreadssedbeld below.


http://www.epa.gov/rps

RPI Rank For Utah HUC8 Watersheds

— Recovery Potential for HUC8 watersheds in Utah

This tool can be easily expanded in the future to include new sources of data and modified to evaluate
alternative scenarios. For more information please see

http:// www.epa.gov/rps

All of thecriteria for prioritizing impaired waters described above were combined into a spreadsheet using
the results of Gl&nalysis including land usspecial management designations, location of permitted
facilities the Recovery Potential tool, and other sources of publicly available information. A weight of
evidence approach was then used to identify impaired waterbodies as a priority for TMDLFstud

example,if a waterbodywas identified as having a human health impairment within a high recreational use
area, as is the case f&. colin the North Fork of the Virgin River, it would rank higher th&n ewli

impairment on a waterbody that does not fall within or above a high recreational use area such as the
Duchesne River below Myt®he following table includes the priority waterbodies along with a brief
rationale on why it was designated as such. his Bubject to change based on new informatithected

or provided to the Division of Water Quality.

HIGH PRIORITY IMEADRNVATERS FOR TMENVELOPMEMY 2022

WATERBODY NAME IMPAIRMENT RATIONALE FOR PRIORITY DESIGNATION
NineMile Creek Temperature TMDL in Progress

Jordan Rivef, 2,and 3 Diss. Oxygen TMDL in Progredsyportant Fishery

Jordan Rived, 2, 3,4 and 5 E. coli High recreational use

Mill Creekl and 2 (SLCity) E. coli Tributary to Jordan RiveE. colimpairment; High
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http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/recovery/overview.cfm

WATERBODY NAME IMPAIRMENT RATIONALE FOR PRIORITY DESIGNATION
recreationaluse

Big Cottonwood Creek E. coli Tributary to Jordan RiveE. colimpairment; High
recreational use

Little Cottonwood Creek E. coliTDS Tributary to Jordan RiveE. colimpairment; High
recreational use

Emigration Creek Lower E. coli Tributary to Jordan RiveE. colimpairment; High
recreational use

Parleys Canyon Creek E. coli Tributary to Jordan RiveE. colimpairment; High
recreational use

Butterfield Creek E. coli Tributary to Jordan RiveE. colimpairment

Rose Creek E. coli Tributary to Jordan RiveE. colimpairment

Fremont Rive3 E. coli Drinking water source; High recreational use (Ca
Reef NP)

North Fork Virgin Rivdrand 2 E. coli Drinking water source; High recreational use (Zic
NP)

Jordan RiveB Arsenic Drinking water source

Provo Rive# E. coli Drinking water source; High recreational use

Provo Rive6 Aluminum, Zinc  Drinking water source

Snake Creeld ArsenicE. coli Drinking water source

City Creek2 Cadmium Drinking water sourcetigh QualityCategory 1
Water

Lower Bowns Reservoir Diss. Oxygen, High Quality Category 1 Water

Phosphorus

Completion othe 31 waterbody/pollutant combination TMDL studies identified as a priority by 2022

require significant staff and contractual resour&¥sile several of these studies are anticipated to be
developed by Division staff only, contractual assistance will be needed to provide specialized technical
expertise and analyses not availabl@ough existing resources. These costs will be budgeted on an annual
basis based on need and the amount of funding assistance provided from local, state, and federal partners.
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ALTERNATIMPPROACHES FOR ACEHREG IMPAIRED WASER

The 303(d) Program Visipromotes the identification of alternative approaches to TMDL development for
impaired waters where these approaches would result in a more rapid attainment of water quality standards.
The alternatives ident i, i w&dodiésenipared by causds that eannothh&d C ¢ a
addressed by a TMDL such as hydrologic and habitat modifieetioefined underd0 CFRL31.10(g);

waterbodies impaired by Total Dissolved Solids that fall within the auspices of the Colorado River Basin
Salinity Catrol Program; impaired waters that have existing TMDLSs in place for related parameters and are
thus already being addressed; impairments that are the result of natural uncontrollable pollutant sources and
hence require development of site specific stadgjaand impaired waters that have taken a straight to
implementation approach through ongoing watershed implementation acliligseslternative approaches

are appropriate given thainique setting afach waterbodyrequiring individual timelines dapging on

factors outside the control of the Division and hence are not committed for completion by 2022.

HIGH PRIORITY WATHERER ALTERNATIVE ARRHES

WATERBODY NAME IMPAIRMENT ALTERNATIVE APPROACH

Big East Lake Oxygen, Dissolved Straight tolmplementation

Big East Lake Phosphorus (Total) Straight to Implementation

Huntington Creek Selenium Straight to implementation (Colorado Salin

Control Program)

Silver Creek Total Dissolved Solids  Site Specific Standard Development
Kanab Creekl and 2 Total Dissolved Solids  Site Specific Standard Development
Jordan Riveb,6, and 7 Temperature Site Specific Standard Development
Main Creekl Escherichia coli Straight to implementation (Wallsburg

Coordinated Resource Management Plan)

Utah Lake Phosphorus Site Specific Standard Development

ALTERNATIVE APPRG¥CHOR OTHER IMPRIREATERS
WATERBODY NAME IMPAIRMENT ALTERNATIVE APPROACH

Manning Meadow Reservoi Oxygen, Dissolved 4C candidate
Manning Meadow Reservoi Phosphorus (Total) 4C candidate
Tony Grove Lake Oxygen, Dissolved 4C candidate

Mill Hollow Reservoir Phosphorus (Total) 4C candidate
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WATERBODY NAME IMPAIRMENT
Lower Gooseberry Reserva Oxygen, Dissolved

Lower Gooseberry Reserva Phosphorus (Total)

Navajo Lake Oxygen,Dissolved
Bridger Lake Oxygen, Dissolved
China Lake Oxygen, Dissolved
Lyman Lake Oxygen, Dissolved

Yankee Meadow Reservoir Oxygen, Dissolved

Green RiveR Tribs Total Dissolved Solid
Price RiveB Total Dissolved Solid
Fremont Rive3 Total Dissolved Solid
Ashley Creek Lower Total Dissolved Solid
Middle Ashley Creek Total Dissolved Solid
Gordon Creek Total Dissolved Solid
Birch Spring Draw Total Dissolved Solid
Huntington Creek Total Dissolved Solid
Virgin Rives2 Total Dissolved Solid
Pack Creek Total Dissolved Solid
Professor Creek Total Dissolved Solid
Muddy Creek Upper Total Dissolved Solid
Ivie Creek Upper Total Dissolved Solid
JohnsofVash1 Total Dissolved Solid
Johnson Wash Total Dissolved Solid

Paria Riverl Total Dissolved Solid

ALTERNATIVE APPROACH

4C candidate

4C candidate

4C candidate

4C candidate

4C candidate

4C candidate

4C candidate

ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinityControl Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program

ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program

Virgin Riverl TotalDissolved Solids ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program

San Juan River Tributaries Total Dissolved Solid

ColoradoRiverSalinity Control Program
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WATERBODY NAME

Weber River8

Clay Slough

Clay Slough

Chalk Creek3oalville

Otter Creek2

East Canyon Creek

East Canyon Cregk

Otter Creek Reservoir

East Fork Seviex

Fort Pearce Wash
Indian Canyon Creek
Antelope Creek
Kane Spring Wash
Saleratus CreekEmery
Westwater Creek
Comb Wash

Paria River2

Paria Rivei3

Bitter Creek Lower
Bitter Creek Upper

Evacuation Creek

IMPAIRMENT

Oxygen, Dissolved
Oxygen, Dissolved
pH

Direct Habitat
Alterations

Oxygen, Dissolved

Bioassessments

Temperature, water

pH

Bioassessments

Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid

Total Dissolved Solid

ALTERNATIVE APPROACH

Existing or Related TMDL in pléReckport Reserva
TMDL)

Existing or Related TMDL in pléktddle Bear River
TMDL)

Existing or Related TMDL in pléekddle Bear River
TMDL)

Existing or Related TMDL in pléChalk Creek
TMDL)

Existing or Related TMDL in plé&¢ter Creek TMDL

Existing or Related TMDL in pléEast Canyon Cree
TMDL)

Existing or Related TMDL in pléEast Canyon Cree
TMDL)

Existing or Related TMDL in plé&¢ter Creek
Reservoir TMDL)

Existing or Related TMDL in pléEast Fork Sevier
River TMDL)

Existing or Related TMDL in plé¢egin River TMDL
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
SiteSpecific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development

Site Specific Standard Development

TotalDissolved Solids Site Specific Standard Development

Total Dissolved Solid

Site Specific Standard Development
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WATERBODY NAME
Wahweap Creek
Chance Creek
San Pitcti

Lost CreekBalina
Jordan Rived
JordanRiver5
Jordan Riveb
Butterfield Creek
Butterfield Creek
Utah Lake
Jordan RiveB
Chicken CreeR

IvieCreek Lower

Dolores River

Strawberry RiveB

Kimball Creek

Silver Creek

Silver Creek

Pelican Lake

Pelican Lake

IMPAIRMENT

Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Selenium

Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid
Total Dissolved Solid

Total Dissolved Solid

Total Dissolved Solid

Bioassessments

Bioassessments

Oxygen, Dissolved

Nitrate/Nitrite (Nitrite
+ Nitrate as N)

Phosphorus (Total)

pH

ALTERNATIVE APPROACH

Site Specific Standard Development
Site SpecifiStandard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
SiteSpecific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development
Site Specific Standard Development

Site Specific Standard Complete, new assessmer
required

Straight to implementation (Colorado Salinity Con
Programod Paradox Valley, CO)

Straight to implementatigBlue Ribbon Fishery)

Existing or Related TMDL in pléEast Canyon Cree
TMDL)

Straight to implementatid®ilver Creek Natural
Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration
Program)

Straight to implementatid®ilver Creek NRDA and
Restoration Program)

Straight toimplementation (Pelican Lake Fishery
Management Plan)

Straight to implementation (Pelican Lake Fishery
Management Plan)
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IMPLEMENTATION PRITES

Priority for implementation planning and fundingahere TMDLSs have been completed/andetailed
watershed plans have been developed that incorporate all nine eleaientgatershed plan The Division
hasalsoinstituted a targeted funding cycle approach to focus limited furdingatershed management units
that coincides with the six yaatensive monitoring cy¢teallow for pre and postproject data collectian

The combination of prioritization criteria and targeted funding has greatly improved the quality and
effectiveness of water quality improvement projects and has faciliteéadutolvement of partner agencies in
dedicating financial and technical resourcesatershed restoratiogfforts. The followindist of impaired
waterslisted in geographic order from north to scarth where implementation efforts are ongoing or
planred in the near future to reduce pollutant loading from nonpoint soltrsesuld be noted this is not a
definitive list of all impaired waters or the only areas where nonpoint source implementation efforts are
anticipated to occur. As additional watsed restoratioreffortsget underway and plans are completed the
list of ongoing and planned implementation efforts will grow as well.

IMPAIRED WATER WATERSHED UNIT
Upper Bear River and tributaries Bear River
Middle Bear River and tributariéscluding Cutler Reservoir Bear River

Lower Bear River and tributaries including Mantua Reservoir Bear River
Upper Ogden River and tributaries including Pineview Reservc Weber River

Upper Weber River and tributaries including Rockport, Echo, ¢ Weber River
East Canyon Reservoirs

Jordan River and tributaries Jordan River/Utah Lake
Upper Provo River and tributaries including Deer Creek Reser Jordan River/Utah Lake
Utah Lake and tributaries Jordan River/Utah Lake

Duchesne River atributaries including Strawberry Reservoir  Uinta Basin

Matt Warner Reservoir and tributaries Uinta Basin
Nine Mile Creek and tributaries Uinta Basin
Price River and tributaries including Scofield Reservoir West Colorado
San Rafael River and tributarieeluding Huntington Creek West Colorado

Middle Sevier River and tributaries including San Pitch River Sevier
Mill Creek, Pack Creek, and Montezuma Creek Southeast Colorado

Upper Sevier River and tributaries including Otter Cré&dder Sevier
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IMPAIRED WATER WATERSHED UNIT
CreekReservoirand KoosharenReservoir

Fremont River and tributaries including Johnson Valley Resen West Colorado
Mill Meadow Reservoir, and Forsyth Reservoir

Beaver River and tributaries including Minersville Reservoir  Cedar/Beaver

Pinto Creelincluding Newcastle Reservoir Cedar/Beaver

Virgin River and tributaries Lower Colorado

PROTECTION

Protection of existing high quality waterbodies from future impairments is a priority folDuato
physiography of the statehé majorityopp er enni al streams and natural | a

National lerestghe Uinta/Wasatch/Cache, Ashley, Mab&Sal, Fishlake, and Dixie. All waters within the
outer boundaries of National Forests are designated asdagtiadation Category wherepoint source
discharges of wastewatare prohibited(UAC R3172-3). Protections fromgthogensassociated with septic
systems are addressedriries forOnsiteWastewater Disposal Systems (R3)and other nnpoint sources
shall be controlled to the eexit feasible through implementation of best management practices.

The Division works closely lithU.S. Forest Servit@ensure management practices align with water
quality protection goals through a cooperative monitoring program and annual copseste@wsonducted
in the field In addition, Divisiastaff regularly providesechnical reviewf projects through 401
certifications and resource concémronsultation witbrest hydrologistand other federal staff.

Source water protection zondentified by the Division of Drinking Water are also a high priority for

protection. Given therotected statusf theirlocation anctritical importance to the local communities they

serve, protection efforts are conducted primarily at the local tex@lgh watershed planning efforts in
coordination with drinking water providensd other local, state, and federal partner§he Divisioleads

one of these efforts that serves a | arge pradporti
actively participates in severatherwatershed committees focused on protecting source water protection
zoneswithin the Weber and Jordan River watersheds.

The Great Salt Lake is also identified as a priority for protectionmpartto its critichecological

i mportance to the millions of birds who depend on
contributing over $1billion to Ut ahTheDivisionaevelopgd e a c
A Great Salt Lake Water Qg Strategt hat refl ects the | akeds unique
to Utah
(http://lwww.deq.utah.gov/locations/G/greatsaltlake/gslstrategy/docs/2014/09Sep/Overview_GSL_WQ _
Strategy.pdj. The strategyor protectiorfor the lakeincludesievelopingnumeric water quality criteria for

the protection of the aquatic life and recreatibdasignated uses, impiog water quality monitoring and
prioritizingresearch, implemenga pl an t o moni tor and assess the La
implemenng a plan to assess nutrients.
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NEXT STEPS

Puttingt ah & s
of efforts

among

many

3 0 3 ( d) willVeiquere tleercontinned leadership of thherDivision and coordination
ocal i nterests

and partner

improvement and protection efforts has worked well in fostering local leaderstppramer participation

for water quality and will continue guide how the Division administers its Nonpoint Source and TMDL
programs Financial and technical resource limitations will periodically require temporary shifts in assignments
among staff wittm the Division but it will be important to maintain existing relationships with local committees
and partner agencies to the extent possible.

Engaging key stakeholders, the Utah Water Quality Board, and other water quality partners on 303(d)
priorities hadeen fruitful in communicating the challenges andrboppties Utah has for improving and
protecting water quality. There are water quality issarethe 303(d) list that we cannot address through
existing regulatory and voluntary programs due to unaltkee natural conditions. Identifying and

communicating which issues can be addressed and those that cannot has been very beettiingal in
realisticexpectationgnd in ensuring resources are invested where benefits are most likely to be achieved.
Asmore information is gathered through monitoring, implementation, and site specific studies the alternative
approaches identified above are subject to change and will be updated during each Integrated Report cycle.

The priority waters identified for TMDB&velopment will be groupetgetherbased on location and
impairment and scheduled based on the need for additional data and analysis as follows:

WATERSHED TMDL

Nine Mile Creek

IMPAIRMENS

Temperature

North Fork Virgin River E.coli

Silver Creek

Provo River

Fremont River

Jordan River

Jordan River

Lower Bowns Reservo

Jordan River

Total Dissolved Solids

Aluminum, Zinc
Arsenic
Dissolved Oxygen

E. coli
E. coli

Arsenic

Cadmium

Dissolved Oxygen

Dissolved Oxygen, pH

E. coli

WATERBODIES

Nine Mile Creek
North Fk Virgin Rivr, 2
Silver Creek

Provo Rive6
Snake Creell
Provo RiveB

Provo Rived
Fremont Rives

Jordan RiveB
City Creek2

Jordan Rived, 2, 3

Lower Bowns Reservoir

JordanRiverl, 2, 3,4, 5

YEAR OF TMDI
COMPLETION

2017
2017
2018

2018

2019

2019

2020

2021
2022
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Mill Creek 1, 2

Big Cottonwood Creek
Little Cottonwood Creek
Emigration Creek Lower
Parleys Canyon Creek
Butterfield Creek

Rose Creek

APPENDIX ASURVEY RESULTS
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Utah's Surface Water

Quality Priorities

Mooy, Febnuary 29, 2016

427

Total Responses

Date Created: Wednesday, April22, 2015

Complete Responses: 427

Q1: How important are the following toyou?

Sources of Drinking Water
Recreational Areas (State Parks, National

Parks, Trails, etc.)

Unigue ecosystem (e.g. Great Salt Lake)

Seenic guality

Important Bird Areas (defined by Mational
Audobon Society)

Elug Ribbon Fisheries (see
hittp: Mwvilelife wtah . govhotspotsbiueribbon phe)

Use of the water for industry andfor agriculture

Very
Important

88.03%
375

52.26%
220

43.74%
185

H.98%
178
ITA2%
157
27.86%
117

26.02%
108

Important

9.86%
42

39.43%

166

35.93%
152

43.63%
185

35.46%
150

3IT.86%
138

H1.93%
174

Less
Important

1.88%
g

6.89%
29

16.31%
i)
12.74%
54

21.51%
Ell

22.62%
a3

24.38%
1m

Hot
Important

0.00%
0

1.43%

o

3.78%

16

1.42%

5.67%
24

T14%
30

6.99%
29

Ho
opinion

0.23%
1

0.00%

0.24%

0.24%

0.24%

4.52%
19

0.72%

Total

421

423

424

423

420

M5

Weighted
Average

386

20



Q2: How concerned are you about the following types of water quality issues?

Very Somewhat Hot Don't Total Weighted

concerned concerned concerned know Average
Toxics and heavy metals 69.25% 21.23% 3.05% 0.47%
(e.g. Mercury , Seleniun) 2895 116 13 2 426 267
Invasive species (e.q. 65.80% 29.48% 1.01% 0.TM%
guagga mussel) 279 123 17 3 424 282
Bacteria / Pathogens (E. 58.69% 34.98% 5.40% 0.94%
coli, Giardia) 250 149 23 4 426 254
Litter, debris, trash 58.73% 33.96% T.08% 0.248%

249 144 30 1 424 252

Mutrients /low dissolved 55.16% 39.9M1% 3.52% 1.H%
oxygen (affects fish and 235 170 15 [+ 426 252
other organisms)
Temperature of a stream or 46.59% 43.29% B.T1% 1.4M%
lake (affects aguatic life) 198 184 3 & 425 238
Silt § muck (sediment / 38.97% 49.30% 10.33% 1.4H%
stream bank erosion) 166 210 44 [ 426 229
Salt (affects growth of 35.78% 52.3T% 10.90% 0.95%
irrigated plants such as 151 22 46 4 422 225
grasg, alfalfa, vegetables,
ete.)
Pond scum / green slime 3.60% 52.83% 12.74% 2.83%
(Excessive Algae Growth) 134 224 54 12 424 219

Q3: Which of the following have you visited and/or used within the last 5 years? Please check all that
apply.

Answer Choices Responses
Lakes and Reservoirs 96.94% 412
Rivers and Streams 97.41% 414
Canals / Ditches 62.59% 266
Marshes [ Springs [/ Wet Meadows T6.47% 325
Great Salt Lake 65.18% 277
0.71% 3

MNone

Total Respondents: 425

Q4: Are there specific streams, lakes, oeservoirs that deserve special consideration? Please be as

specific as possible including nearby landmarks, road crossings, etc.
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Q5: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements:

Strongly  Agree Heutral Disagree Strongly Total Weighted
Agree Dizagree Average

A water guality 51.89% 38.92% T.08% 1.89% 0.24%

project that provides 220 165 30 g 1 424 440
additional benefits to

wilcllife and

watersheds should

ke congidered in

pricritizing

improvement efforts.

Pratecting high 48.82% 38.63% 6.64% 4.98% 0.95%

guality streams, 208 163 28 21 4 422 429
lakes, and reservoirs

should receive the

same priority as

improving those with

problems.

The cost of improving 19.29% 46.90% 15.00% 13.81% 5.00%

water guality should a1 187 63 58 21 420 362
be considerad in

pricritizing

improvement efforts.

The popularity of a 17.37% 39.49% 23.1M% 16.20% 3.29%

stream, lake, T4 168 101 [22] 14 426 351
reservoir, etc. should

ke considered in

determining the

State's priority for

improvemeant and

protection.

A natural water 16.98% 40.09% 20.52% 16.51% 5.90%

guality issue should 72 170 7 70 25 424 346
e ranked lower in

pricrity than an issue

caused by humans.

The amourt of public B.98% 43.03% 30.02% 15.13% 2.84%

support should be 38 182 127 64 12 423 340
considerad in

pricritizing

improvement efforts.

Q6: Please rank the followinguses in order of importance for protection and improvement.



Most Important Less Least Total Weighted

Important Important Important Average

Home uses J Drinking T1.47% 20.5T% 6.17% 1.80%
wiater 278 80 24 7 389 362
Wildlife / fisheries uses 2T14% M.9M1% 32.91% 8.04%

108 127 131 2 398 278
Agricultural uses 6.10% 33.95% 27.32% 32.63%
(irrigation and livestock 23 128 103 123 vy 214
watering)
Recreational uses 2.42% 18.60% 3.88% 47.10%
(=wimming, boating, 10 77 132 185 414 1.76
wading)

Q7: Are there other issues that the State should consider regarding prio#ties

Q8: Which group(s) do you associate yourself with?

Answer Choices Responses
Advocacy group 11.2T% 47
Concerned Citizen 58.7T5% 245
Education 21.58% an
Federal agency 10.55% 44
Municipality or other local government 22.78% a5
Private sector business interest 11.51% 45
Research 17.75% 74
State agency 24.22% 101

Total Respondents: 417

Q9: What's your role with that group?



Answer Choices Responses

Agricuttural producer 4.28% 16
Acvocacy 12.73% 48
Caommercial | Retail 2.92% 11
Construction / Real Estate 2.92% 11
Consulting 10.34% 39
Engaged community member 34.48% 130
Manufacturing / Industry 1.59% G
Matural Resource Managemenit 32.36% 22
Permitting / Regulatory 14.85% 56
Planning 15.38% 58
Recreational Water User 28.38% 107
Scientific Research 26.26% 1)

13.53% 51

Teacher

Total Respondents: 377

Q10: If your group has a water quality permit please indicate which. Mark "Not Applicable" if this
doesn't apply to you.



Answer Choices Responses

Mat Applicakble T7.78% 294
CAFD (general permit) 0.00% i}
Construction UPDES permit 4.50% 17
Groundwater 4.23% 16
Inclividual Municipal UPDES permit 8.47% 3z
Inclividual Incustrial UPDES permit 2.38% g
Operating Permit 4.23% 16
Other general permit J44% 13
Pesticide (general permit) 1.32% 5
Stormwater (MS4) UPDES permit 10.85% 41
Underground Injection Control 1.85% 7
401 Water Quality Certification 1.59% [

Total Respondents: 378

Q11: Which of the following best describes the area you live in?

Answer Choices Responses
Fural 26.24% 111
Suburban 39.95% 169
Urban 32.15% 136
Would rather not say 1.65% 7

Total 423

Ql2: What is your 5 di gi tpleaseeavetoedigdblankl f youdd r at
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Q13: What is the highest level of school you've completed?
Answer Choices
Some high school, no diploma
High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (for example: GED)
Tradeftechnicalivocational training
Asgszociate degree
Bachelor's degree
Post-graduate degree

Would rather not say

Total

Responses

0.24%

1.89%

3.78%

4.73%

39.2%%

47.52%

2.60%

16

20

166

2m

1

423
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APPENDIX®BRESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment received from Mr. Dan Potts, Salt Lake County Fish and Game Association

Mr. Adams,

In short the SLCF&A, again, thinks that water quality has missed the boat on the whole relationship of
beneficial use versus t he eydurduivdy did NOT allbw fdW tomnimeits f r e s h
relating to the relationship between (mostly) phosphorusesudting offflavor in our fish. Most people get the
whole drinking water thing, but few understand why the taste and texture of the fish they catch is as good as is
should be.They are often confused because sometimes the fish they catch out a spéeifometimes taste
great, and other times not.

We were unable to locate any real reference to what we think is a VERY important issue, the relationship
between phosphorus and-fiivor in fish. Anglers can easily detect dtfivors (usually geosmynjvhich not
only give fish a mustynuddy flavor, but can also make the flesh mushy; not something anyone wantsltaseat!
notable that by | ate summer/ fall that -flavorsitisaed t he f
notable that mosinglers in the state harvest fish for food, especially those fishing in lakes whtaeamfiis
most likely to be a problemJust because we might be able to keep fish alive through appropriate temperatures,
oxygen, pH, eoli, etc., those parameteoah e ONLY become val uaabdre | fears emand a
fisheries, otherwise, high levels of phosphorus can generate algal blooms that clageraffsues from year to
year in the vast maVpthinkithis Jack offpropénfaslorittss isuie sah result ireas .
SIGNIFICANT reduction in the beneficial (angling) use of many valuable fisheries.

We think that TMDL successes (reductions in fishftefors) for the likes of Deer Creek and Strawberry
reservoirs clearly demonstrate justheffective reductions in phosphorus can Beth water bodies experienced
higher rates of offlavor previous to efforts to reduce phosphorusinpis a contrast, even t
tot al (and st or ed) -thedhloas npehaye notsseen that refiedted in-&flvor fgr A o f f
decadesWe suspect that the phosphorus, regardless of its concentrations in this EXTREMELY large, shallow,

windsweptlakear e not being realized as al gal bnktanbo ms due t
turbidity Because the phosphorus fAsinkod in Utah Lake i s s
of resources (=money) to attempt to reduce Aunreduc
beneficial uses, whichisho r ef |l ect ed i n the Wat er Wethinkthe reaypboblemc ur r e

is more of a perception than a reality, and that other waters that have greater compromised beneficial uses should
be higher on the list.

Bottom line:We do not agree with the characterization of beneficial uses relative to off
flavor/phosphorus issues, and that the public really does not understand that relationship well enough to
adequately respond to your previous survey, upon which the draft ddacigriagely based.

Division of Water QualityResponse

Dear Mr. Potts, thank you for your comments and insight into a water quality related problem that the Division
of Water Quality recognizeand relies on the public to identify and bring to atiention While there are

several analytical methods for evaluating the effects of nutrient enrichment on water quality, palatability is a
gualitative measurtoras sessing its effect on an i mportant be
Methodobgy, complaints and comments from the public are one of the types of information used for making
assessment decisions. Salt Lake County Fish and Game Association and others engaged in angling are
encouraged to formally submit concerns associated withlo v or on speci fic waterb
ennial call for data and information from the public.
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Comment received from Mr. Robert L. Hougaard, Utah Department of Agriculture and Food

Department of Agriculture and Food

LUANN ADAMS
Commissioner
SCOTT ERICSON
Deputy Commissioner
State of Utah
GARY R. HERBERT
Governor

SPENCER J. COX
Lieutenant Governor

February 5, 2016

Division of Water Quality

Attn: Erica Gaddis

Multi Agency State Office Building
195 North 1950

Salt Lake City, Utah

Subject- Prioritizing Utah’s 303(D) List
Dear Ms. Gaddis:

The Utah Department of Agriculture and Food (UDAF) has reviewed the Prioritizing
Utah’s 303(d) List. We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the process. UDAF is a
partner with DWQ in helping to protect the state’s water. UDAF is uniquely qualified to assist in
this effort. UDAF has members serving on the Water Quality Taskforce. We also direct the
efforts of the 38 conservation districts and the Utah Conservation Commission. Furthermore,
UDAF has responsibility for the management of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Program which is vital to helping certain waterbodies. UDAF recognizes the limited resources
the division has available and the need to prioritize those resources. After careful review of
DWQ Prioritizing Utah’s 303(D) List we have the following suggestions and comments.

UDAF question the validity of the survey used to prioritize the water bodies. The
purpose of the survey was to take an unbiased cross section of stakeholders in the state.! The
results were then used to create this list of priorities. The document states that there was a good
representation from rural Utah; however, there are no numbers showing the breakdown of
participants.”> UDAF believes that the survey was targeted towards people who supported
environmental issues with very limited representation by rural Utah and the agriculture
community. This bias is shown in the list of priority waterbodies selected and how DWQ
prioritized beneficial uses. It would be beneficial to show the demographics of those who took
the survey and then weight the information accordingly.

UDAF understands the need to address waterbodies which are impaired. We further
understand that DWQ is required to do a TMDL within 12 years after a waterbody is listed.

! prioritizing Utah's 303(d) List, Soliciting Input, pg. 1.
E: Prioritizing Utah’s 303(d) List, Summary of Stakeholder Opinion Survey, pg. 6.

350 North Redwood Road, PO Box 146500, Salt Lake City, UT 84116-6500
Telephone 801-538-7100 e Facsimile 801-538-7126 o http://ag.utah.gov
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