
























































































































































































































































THE REGULATORY STRATEGY

State and federal authorities regulate certain agricultural products and activities which have ‘high
potential : for impacting ground water. (Number 9 of 9 implementation steps in GWQ Plan.) The -
regulatory strategy can require mandatory implementation of BMPs, regulatory enforcement can
require mandatory implementation of BMPs, prohibit or restrict the use of certain agricultural
chemicals or activities, and require preventive procedures for the control of potential sources of
contamination. :

The followmg list of existing state regulatory authorities govern agricultural activities that can
impact ground water:

Title 39, Chapter 1, Idaho Code (Environmental Health and Protection Act).

Title 22, Chapter 34, Idaho Code (Idaho Pesticide Law).

Title 22, Chapter 6, Idaho Code (Idaho Fertilizer Law).

Title 22, Chapter 14, Idaho Code (Idaho Chemigation Law). ;
Title 42, Chapter 2 and 39, Idaho Code (Underground Injection Control Program and Well
Construction Standards).

Title 39, Chapter 1, Idaho Code (Idaho Water Quahty Standards and Wastewater Treatment
Requirements).

Title 22, Chapter 34 and Chapter 6, Idaho Code (Secondary Containment Law). :
Ground Water Quality Regulations are under development pursuant to Title 39, Chapter 1.
State Management Plan (SMP) for pesticides is under development pursuant to FIFRA.
Title 67, Chapter 52, Idaho Code (Idaho Public Drinking Water Regulations).
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The EPA retains oversight responsibilities for these Congressional Acts while state agencies have
the task of implementing these acts through state programs.

Recommendations concerning the use of regulations to manage potential agricultural sources of
ground water contamination are shown in the Agricultural Chemical Source Matrix (Appendix A)
Regulatory Actions may be needed instead of BMPs as determined by a committee of appropriate
agencies, including but not limited to IDA, NRCS, SCC, SCD, CES, and IDHW-DEQ. In the event
that new regulatory programs become necessary to augment existing programs, it is recommended
that the Regulatory Action Group facilitate interagency coordination and assure consistency with
existing programs. “This approach is intended to enhance not replace, the' regulatory development
process initiated by the agency with. spe01ﬁc authority, Recommendations from the. Regulatory
Action Group will be submltted through the Ground Water Quality Coordmatlon Commiittee to the
appropriate agency for action. (Number 8 of 9 1mplementat10n steps in the GWQ Plan.)
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MECHANISMS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

To accommodate implementation of the many agricultural programs, several mechanisms have been
and are being developed to clearly define roles and responsibilities. The following is a compilation
of mechanisms for implementation of the Prevention and Response Management Approaches.

COORDINATION COMMITTEE

An Agricultural Ground Water Quality Coordination Committee will be established. The objectives
of the committee will be to facilitate, coordinate, and ensure consistency of all components of the
state's Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection Program. These components include the
Ground Water Quality Plan, the Nonpoint Source Management Program, Agricultural Pollution
Abatement Plan, State Management Plan (SMP) for pesticides, and Coordinated Nonpoint Source
Water Quality Monitoring Program. This committee is intended to enhance, not replace, the
regulatory process initiated by an agency with specific program authority.

The Coordination Committee will be responsible for assuring that the appropriateness of
implementing a BMP vs. regulatory strategy will be handled by the appropriate agency, and will
solicit input from the Technical, Monitoring, Effectiveness, and Regulatory Groups in making such
determinations. (Recommended criteria to be utilized in this process are discussed on page 66 and
67.) This committee will also ensure that ground water quality management is coordinated with
surface water quality management for the protection of both resources, and will act to facilitate the
overall program evaluation process. The State Management Plan (SMP) for pesticides and the
Coordinated Nonpoint Source Water Quality Monitoring Program-ensure a consistent overall
program. This committee will ensure that ground water quality managements are coordinated with
surface water quality management for the protection of both resources. The Agricultural Ground
Water Quality Coordination Committee will perform in an advisory capacity and will report to the
Ground Water Quality Council or its successor, or in their absence will be advisory to the agency
with specific program authority.

The Coordination Committee will accomplish these objectives through participation in appropriate
groups and committees including but not limited to the following:

Existing Committee(s)

- @ BMP Technical Committee
- Existing under the APAP; to develop and improve component practices approved for
designing agricultural BMPs; SCC chaired.

e BMP Effectiveness Subcommittee
- Existing under the APAP; as part of BMP Technical Committee; to close the gap in
the BMP Feedback Loop through quantifiable methods; identify sources for BMP
cost sharing and incentives; SCC chaired. '
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® Monitoring Technical Committee .

- To be restructured under the Coordinated NPS Water Quality Monitoring Program;
to establish and maintain a coordinated regional and local ground water quality
monitoring effort consistent with the Ground Water Quality Plan; encourage ground
water monitoring data be submitted to the state's EDMS; DEQ chaired.

Future Committees and Work Groups to be Established

® [nformation & Education Coordination Group
- To be established; to oversee consistent delivery in agricultural I&E programs to all
audiences on a statewide basis.

e Regulatory Action Group |
- To be established; to review status of Ag Chem Matrix recommendations and
recommend new regulatory programs that become necessary.

The Idaho Department of Agriculture will be responsible for the administration and coordination of
the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Committee. The committee will be composed of one
representative from the Idaho Association of Soil Conservation Districts IASCD) and appropriate
state and federal agencies including, IDHW-DEQ, IDA, IDWR, SCC, CES, EPA, and NRCS.
Additionally, this group will include a representative from each of the following: an environmental
group, agricultural chemical industry, agricultural producers, and an education and research group.
The membership of the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Coordination Committee may be
adjusted to include additional federal and state agencies, water user groups, local government
representatives, or other stakeholders approved by a majority vote of either the Ground Water
Quality Council, or its successor.

This committee will solicit comments from the general public and will provide opportunities for
local participation and review. This committee will also coordinate the activities of the various work
groups and commiittees relative to agricultural ground water programs.

BMP FEEDBACK LOOP
The BMP Feedback Loop is a process to reduce nonpoint source water pollution through the
development, installation, evaluation and refinement of BMPs. (Number 2 of 9 implementation

steps in GWQ Plan.)

This process originated in the Idaho Water Quality Standards and Wastewater Treatment
Requirements. Using established standards, the BMP Feedback Loop proceeds through the
following steps: :

Step 1. - Water Quality Criteria
Water quality criteria to protect the identified beneficial use(s) must be established

along with a water quality monitoring plan.
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Step 2.

Step 3.

BMP Development/Improvement

Factors for BMP development and improvement are technical feasibility, economic
feasibility and social acceptability. The following will be considered during the
BMP development/improvement step:

Existing water quality characteristics.

Predetermined water quality criteria.

Characteristics of the site including soils, slope, chmate vadose zone
properties, ground water vulnerablhty, direction and gradient of ground water
flow.

Characteristics of the crop including related rotational sequences and
production practices.

Characteristics of chemicals used including leaching potential, persistence,
solubility, absorption properties, and application practices.

Current technology based on research and demonstration of the practice.
Wellhead protection areas, areas of drilling concern, special ground water
management areas, sole source aquifers, special resource waters or an aquifer
categorization.

Implementation and Maintenance

The BMP is implemented on-site by land owners and managers through local, state,
or federal projects and programs. BMP implementation and maintenance is typically
supported with state and federal cost-share monies and are coordinated through area-
wide and site-specific water quality management plans.

Water quality management plans include:

Provisions for baseline and trend water quality monitoring.

Specific time frames for implementation and evaluation based on potential
for'a contamination and the suspected cause. (Numberff' 3 ‘of"f;‘9
implementation steps in GWQ Plan.)

Water quality protection objectives.

Level of participation to meet objectives.

Provisions to determine technical and economic feasibility and social
acceptability.

A description of the farm operations, including crops, livestock and
equipment.

A description of farm resources, including soil and hydrogeologic
characteristics.

The specific agricultural BMPs to be implemented, maintained and improved
as needed.

Provisions for an effectiveness evaluation including water quality, and BMP
adequacy.
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Step 4.

° Recommendations for application rates and disposal methods for nutrients,
pesticides, and animal waste materials.

Effectiveness Evaluation

The BMP effectlveness in achieving the predetermmed water quality criteria is
evaluated by comparing monitoring data ‘and identified trends. The BMP
Effectiveness Subcommittee is ‘responsible for ﬂns determmatlon and for Venfymg
water quahty goals and monitoring procedures (Number 4 of 9 implementation
steps in the GWQ Plan))

Effectiveness evaluations occur on a predetermined time schedule as established in
the water quality management plan and includes a review and report on the following

criteria:

L Verification that the BMP is installed and functioning as designed.

° The predetermined water quality objectives and crop production needs are
met. ) ;

° Comparison of the water quality monitoring data to pre-established water
quality criteria.

° Confirmation of the level of participation through on-site evaluations.

° Water quality monitoring to detect contaminants and track trends.

o Confirmation that ground water directed BMPs do not adversely impact

surface water or other natural resources.

If the criteria are achieved and the BMP is adequate as designed, implemented and
maintained, then the FBL will continue. If the criteria are not achieved due to lack
of participation, then necessary participation in applymg the BMPs must be secured.
If participation is adequate and criteria are still not achieved, then the BMP will be
improved, the process of the feedbackloop will continue, and rules/regulations will
be applied if appropriate. (Number 5, 6, and 7 of 9 1mplementat10n steps inthe GWQ
Plan.)
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The following depicts the "BMP Feedback Loop" which is used to complete the BMP process
(Figure 4). ' :

BMP Feedback Loop

1. Water Quality Criteria

established to protect identified
beneficial uses: monitoring plan
developed

|

2."BMP Devlopment/Improvement

based on technical feasibility

economic feasibility and social
acceptability

-4, FEffectiveness Evaluation

water quality criteria compared -

to monitoring data and identified
trends.

3. Implementation and Maintenance
through area-wide and site-specific
water quality management plans

Figure 4. The BMP Feedback Loop is a process to reduce nonpoint source water pollution
through the development, installation, evaluation, and refinement of BMPs.
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WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANS .

The intended purpose of a water quality management plan is to provide agricultural producers with
guidance and information needed to comply with state and federal water quality laws and to maintain
or enhance water quality to support designated beneficial uses. Owners and operators of lands where
the potential for ground water contamination exists should request assistance to develop and
implement water quality management plans. In most instances, this can be accomplished by
establishing a cooperative agreement with the appropriate land management agency which includes
water quality goals as part of an overall farm management plan. :

Water quality management plans may be area-wide (i.e., conservation districts) or site-specific (i.e.,

farm). The provisions to address water quality management may already exist through some state
or federal programs such as the State Agricultural Water Quality Program (SAWQP) or the USDA
Water Quality Incentive Program (WQIP). In such cases, a separate plan does not need to be
developed; rather, the provisions of the existing water quality management plan will be included in
the overall farm management plan or an on-farm cooperative agreement.

Since the main goal is to protect ground water, the intent of an operative water quality management
plan is that it should apply to all farmers irrespective of their involvement in a state or federal
program or project. It is by applying the prevention and protection policies of the Ground Water
Quality Plan to land use activities, including agricultural activities, that this goal can be achieved. -
Therefore, in all cases, an operative plan should be comprehensive with appropnate state and federal
coordination.

The major component of a plan is typically the implementation and maintenance of BMPs. Step 3

of the BMP Feedback Loop, describes how this mechanism can be utilized in support of a water

quality management plan. Other provisions may address information and education actlvmes and
pertinent regulatory controls.

EVALUATIONS
Implementation Strategy Evaluations

An important part of the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection Program is the evaluation
of its Implementation Strategies. This evaluation will determine whether the selected
implementation strategy(s) are working effectwely This process will identify future needs for I&E,
BMPs or regulatory controls. :

Evaluation of the applicability, use and acceptance of I&E and Application Management Guidelines
will need to be conducted by the I&E Coordination Group. To implement the BMP Feedback Loop,
the BMP review process was initiated to determine the adequacy of component practices,
participation level for each specific BMP, and protection of surface and ground water. -
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The BMP Effectiveness Subcommittee is responsible for coordinating closely with the BMP
Technical Committee and overseeing BMP effectiveness, closure of the BMP Feedback Loop
process and the workability of each water quality management plan. The results of water quality
monitoring will be used in the evaluation process to determine the need for new or improved BMPs,
or for a regulatory response. The results of effectiveness reviews should be incorporated into water
quality monitoring plans as they are developed or revised.

Agricultural chemical use will be monitored to determine regulatory compliance and whether the
rules/regulations are effectively protecting ground water quality. The Regulatory Action Group will
assess the performance of current regulatory programs and make recommendations to the
Agricultural Coordination Committee for additional regulatory activities that may be needed to
protect ground water.

Overall Program Evaluations

The Agricultural Chemical Ground Water Coordination Committee is responsible for ensuring that
overall program evaluations are accomplished. Evaluations of the Agricultural Ground Water
Quality Protection Program must use a combination of water quality management plan effectiveness
reviews and data from ground water monitoring. The findings of effectiveness reviews are compiled
and assessed to determine the success of implementing the Agricultural Ground Water Quality
Protection Program. Review criteria for water quality management plans include:

- Attainment of goals for installation of BMPs.

- Attainment of a minimum level of participation.

- Attainment of goals for reduction of contaminant loadings.
- - Contribution toward meeting state water quality goals.

- Prudent use and management of public funds.

GROUND WATER MONITORING

Water quality monitoring is the primary means of determining success of the Agricultural Ground
Water Quality Protection Program. Agricultural ground water monitoring components, including
monitoring protocol, will be consistent with the Coordinated Nonpoint Source Water Quality
Monitoring Program for Idaho (Clark, 1990), the Ground Water and Soils Quality Assurance Project
Plan (QAPP) Development Manual, (G. Winter, 1993) and the Idaho Ground Water Quality Plan
(GWQC, 1992). The scale of monitoring will be assessed on a project-by-project basis to coordinate
and utilize existing monitoring efforts and the project goals. '

Monitoring Objectives
Monitoring objectives are based on existing or potential ground water contamination issues and the

‘data needs of the water quality management plan. As a general rule, initial monitoring objectives
include:
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- Establishing the current status of the beneficial uses.
- Identifying and qualifying the contaminants and their sources.

The purpose, scale, and duration of monitoring efforts will be conducted at one of the following
three levels: ‘

° Statewide ambient monitoring incorporates a random baseline monitoring network
~ throughout the state which may identify areas of water quality concerns. When water quality
problems aré identified through the statewide monitoring network, they are referred for
follow-up to the regional and local monitoring programs as defined in the Ground Water
Quality Plan.

° Regional mOnitoring identifies and assesses nonpoint source contamination, particularly in
~ areas of high vulnerability. Additionally, this level of monitoring determines needs to be
addressed through the application of BMPs and subsequent effectiveness evaluation.

° Local monitoring applies to specific sites to be investigated in order to delineate the source

and extent of contamination. Secondly, this level of momtOI ing may be used to evaluate the
effectiveness of BMPs. :

Monitoring Plans

To fully implement the BMP Feedback Loop process in accordance with the Idaho Water Quality
Standards, a project monitoring plan is required for each new water quality management plan.
Project monitoring plans are to be jointly developed by IDA, IDHW-DEQ and other agencies as
. appropriate. The purpose of this plan is to address the specific objectives of the management plan,
- as well as those of this program. Upon completion of the monitoring effort, a Water Quality Status

Report will be issued through IDHW-DEQ for all contracts. When a project monitoring plan is
~developed, a number of steps may be taken to ensure water quality protection. The following actions
~ will be considered in the development of project monitoring plans:

= Identification of any potential sources of contamination within a localized area.
- Categorization of appropriate local concerns into monitoring objectives.

- Selection of parameters that can be used to address each objectwe

- Design of an appropriate monitoring strategy.

- - Identify procedures for conducting follow-up investigations.

‘The development and use of ground water monitoring protocol will provide a more detailed

framework for the formulation of project monitoring plans. Through established protocol the
monitoring plan activities will enhance the success of water quality management plans.
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GIS MAPPING/SUSCEPTIBILITY/VULNERABILITY

A useful mechanism for visualizing the potential impact of land use activities on ground water is the
Geographical Information System (GIS) for computer mapping.  Two types of ground water
mapping that are being developed and used in Idaho are:

o Ground Water Susceptibility Mapping - entails the compilation and evaluation of relevant
data on the physical system which includes depth to ground water, availability of recharge
and soil types. The data is combined using GIS technology to indicate the potential for
movement of any contaminant to ground water. :

° Ground Water Vulnerability Mapping - adds data layers to the layers used in susceptibility
mapping. The additional data layers describe potential contaminant sources and/or
contaminant loading that can impact ground water quality.

Susceptibility/vulnerability mapping is commonly used in conjunction with other implementation
mechanisms. Areas of high susceptibility/vulnerability can be given priority for implementing
ground water activities. Ground water monitoring and evaluation can be directed to ensure that
protective actions are effectively used in areas of concern.

Susceptibility/vulnerability maps are designed to predict the degree of vulnerability assigned to a

given area. The degree of vulnerability directly influences the type of land use practice required to .
keep contaminants from entering ground water. The maps can be used in the management of point

and nonpoint sources of contamination that can impact ground water quality, including agricultural

activities and agricultural chemicals.

Overall, grouhd water susceptibility/vulnerability mapping is still in the applied research stage in
Idaho. At this time the mapping approaches are site-specific and no statewide methodology or rating
system has been adopted.

MEMORANDA OF UNDERSTANDING

Two MOUs. address roles and responsibilities for agriculturally related ground water quality
programs. The first MOU entitled Memorandum of Understanding Implementing the Nonpoint
Source Water Quality Program in the State of Idaho addresses the implementation of nonpoint
source water quality provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act. This MOU was signed by the EPA,
IDL, SCC, USDA-NRCS, IDHW-DEQ, IDA, IDWR, USDA-CES, USDA-ASCS, BLM, and the
USFS. Through an appendix to this MOU, signatories further agreed to implement the Agricultural
Pollution Abatement Plan (1991) by the directives included in the Ground Water Quality Plan, 1992,
and to provide assistance in the development of a State Management Plan (SMP) for pesticides.
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The second MOU is a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between IDHW-DEQ, IDWR and
IDA related to the implementation of the Ground Water Quality Plan for the State of Idaho. The
document is entitled Idaho Ground Water Protection Interagency Cooperative Agreement and was
signed by the Director of the Idaho Department of Water Resources, Karl J. Dreher, on May 30,
1996, the Administrator of Division of Environmental Quality, Wallace N. Cory, P.E., on May 31,
1996, and by the Director of the Idaho Department of Agriculture, Patrick A. Takasugi, on June 28,
1996. The Ground Water Quality Plan directs the MOU to specifically address the roles of IDA,
IDWR, and IDHW-DEQ in the implementation of the Ground Water Quality Plan which includes
agricultural activities and agricultural chemicals as they relate to ground water.

85



AGENCY ROLES

The Ground Water Quality Protection Act of 1989 (Idaho Code 39-120) recognizes responsibilities
for the three management agencies responsible for protection of ground water quality.

° IDHW-DEQ is designated as the primary agency to coordinate and administer ground water
quality protection programs for the state and has the responsibility for collecting and
monitoring data for water quality management purposes.

° IDWR has the responsibility to maintain the natural resource geographic information system
for the state and is the collector of baseline data for the state's water resources.

o IDA is responsible for regulating the use of pesticides and fertilizers and for licensing
applicators.

The roles and authority for IDHW-DEQ, IDA, and IDWR relative to agricultural ground water
protection are summarized below. These activities will be conducted in order to effectively -
implement the Ground Water Quality Plan, and in particular, Pohcy II-B, the Agricultural Chemical
and Nutrient Management Pohcy :

IDHW-DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (IDHW-DEQ)

This agency is authorized to protect ground water quality from agricultural activities and chemicals
pursuant to Idaho Code Title 39, Chapter 1, Idaho Environmental Protection and Health Act. This
statute prov1des the director with authonty to adopt rules and regulatlons and to take enforcement
actions to protect public health and the environment. '

DEQ’s role in the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection Program is identiﬁed as follows:
MEET GROUND WATER QUALITY GOALS |

° Set attainable goals for water quality improvement and protection of beneficial uses.

° - As a water quality enforcement agency, periodically review progress of the Agricultural
Ground Water Quality Protection Program in meeting water quality standards, drinking water
standards, ground water standards, and other specific water quality goals as well as make
recommendations for corrective strategy.

. Periodically evaluate applied Best Management Practices (BMPs) via the APAP BMP

Technical Committee and the BMP Effectiveness Subcommittee for effectiveness in meeting
water quality goals.
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Provide continuity with EPA to assure the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection
Program meets the goals and procedural requirements of the Federal Clean Water Act.

Develop and promulgate ground water quality protection rules, in cooperation with other
appropriate agencies, as directed in the Ground Water Quality Plan to establish ground water
quality standards, and to delineate aquifer categories for the protection of existing and future
beneficial uses of ground water.

GROUND WATER MONITORING/DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Conduct regional and local ground water monitoring in accordance with the parameters
outlined in the monitoring program section of the Ground Water Quality Plan.

Develop monitoring programs according to the Ground Water Quality Plan's monitoring ‘
program and the Coordinated Nonpoint Source Water Quality Monitoring Program for Idaho,
in order to evaluate the effectlveness of the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection
PIO gram.

Develop the nonpoint source data management system as described in the Coordinated
Nonpoint Source Water Quality Monitoring Program and coordinate with the state's
Environmental Data Management System (EDMS).

Submit ground water quality data related to agricultural activities to the Environmental Data
Management System (EDMS).

Jointly develop, with IDA and other appropriate agencies, project monitoring plans as
requlred for each Water quality management plan.

Issue a Water Quality Status Report for all contracts as reqnired under the Idaho Water
Quality Management Plan.

Coordinate with the production and distribution of an annual Idaho Ground Water Quality
Contamination Report jointly with IDA and IDWR.

IMPLEMENTATION OF IDAHO‘S GROUND WATER QUALITY PLAN

Coordinate integratien of the APAP including the SAWQP, the Agricultural Ground Water
Quality Protection Program, and the State Management Plan (SMP) for pest1c1des to be
consistent with the Gr ound Water Quality Plan. :

- Participate w1th IDA and other agencies in the development of the State Management Plan

(SMP) for pesticides.
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° Jointly develop a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with IDA and IDWR to implement
the Ground Water Quality Plan.

. Act on recommendations of the Evaluations of the Ground Water Related Programs to ensure
programs are consistent with the Ground Water Quality Plan.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE AGRICULTURAL GROUND WATER PROGRAM

® - Jointly with the IDA, NRCS, SCDs, EPA, IDWR, CES, and SCC, periodically review and
‘ update the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection Program, as needed.

° Participate jointly with IDA, IDWR, SCC, NRCS and other appropriate agencies in the
Agricultural Ground Water Quality Coordination Committee as detailed in this document.

° Work with state and federal agencies, user and interest groups to implement the Agricultural
Ground Water Quality Protection Program.

" DEVELOPMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE STATE GROUND WATER PROTECTION
PROGRAM

° Work cooperatively with EPA and other appropriate ag’enciesr to develop Idaho's
Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program (CSGWPP).

IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES (IDWR)‘

The Department of Water Resources has statutory responsibility for administering the appropriation
and allotment of surface and ground water resources of the state and to protect the resources against
waste and contamination. IDWRs role in protecting ground water quality from agricultural activities
and agricultural chemicals is statutorily defined and includes the following responsibilities:

WASTE DISPOSAL & UNDERGROUND INJECTION WELLS

® - Administers the Underground Injection Control (UIC) program in accordance with the
Federal UIC Regulations.

® ‘Ensures that all deep injection wells are permitted and that such permit COlldltIOllS protect
the ground water quality of the state.

® Ensures that all deep injection wells are under beunit and that a permit condition requires

protection of the ground waters of the state from all point and nonpomt sources of
contamma‘uon
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Ensures that all active deep injection wells are in compliance with permit conditions through
an inspection and monitoring program. Ground water quality data acquired through
monitoring will be maintained in a UIC data base which is accessible in the EDMS.

Ensures that noncompliant deep injection wells are brought 1nto compliance or ploperly
decommissioned in a timely manner. :

Supervise the construction and abandonment (decommissioning) of injection wells to prevent
contamination of ground waters by injection well activities resulting from agricultural and

~ nonagricultural activities.

Inventory Shallow injection wells for compliance with IDWR rules, which is administered
through agreements with district health and local government offices. ’

Provide public I&E on water quality issues related to underground injection wells.

WELL CONSTRUCTION AND WELL DRILLERS LICENSURE PROGRAM

Administer the training and licensure of well drillers operating in the state of Idaho.

| Collect, review, and maintain an inventory which is accesmble to the pubhc of Duller s
‘ Repo1ts on each well drilled in Idaho.

 Permit and regulate the proper construction and abandonment of water wells, monitoring

wells, injection wells, low temperature geothermal wells or other artificial openings and-
excavations in the ground which are more than 18 feet deep below land surfaces and are
described as a well in the Idaho Well Construction Standards, Rules and Regulations which
may provide a source of waste or contamination to ground water. '

Assist the public and well drillers with geological and technical information that will result
in the proper constmctlon of wells and the efficient development of the state's ground water
resource.

Supervises the construction or abandonment of wells Wthh are comphcated and/or is located
in controversml areas. ‘ '

Designates and administers Areas of Drilling Concern to protect gfound water quality and
public health; Administers the Geothermal Resource Management Program.

INJECTION WELLS/IRRIGATION DISPOSAL WELLS

Irrigation disposal wells are used in Idaho to dispose of irrigation tailwater and
nonagricultural runoff water. An injection well may be utilized on an individual farm, in a
hydrologic basin or by an irrigation district. There are a large number of injection wells in
some areas of Idaho. In the Snake River Plain, which is designated a soul source aquifer,
there is concern over ground water impacts due to the complexity of the irrigation induced
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excess runoff water located in a variety of existing soil and ground water systems. There are
documented problems and concerns with some hydrological areas, certain wells, and ground
water zones that have been impacted.

Injection wells drain excess irrigation water and runoff waters due to an area's topography
(rolling terrain with depressions having internal drainage), soil (loess soils of relatively low
permeability) and geology (successive flows of basalt, dense but fractured near the upper
surface and frequently separated by sedimentary deposits and pyroclastic materials).

- MONITORING AND GIS SYSTEMS

* Conduct the Statewide Ambient Ground Water Monitoring Program in accordance with the

parameters outlined in the monitoring program section of the Ground Water Quality Plan.

_ Provide information, training and technical assistance on the EDMS for entities wishing to
“submit or receive ground water quality data.

Produce reports, bulletins, information brochures, and other producté resulting from analyses
of Statewide Ground Water Quality Monitoring Programs.

Submit ground water quality data related to agricultural activities to the Environmental Data
Management System (EDMS). '

Assist in the production and distribution of an annual Idaho Ground Water Quality
Contamination Report jointly with IDHW-DEQ and IDA.

Maintain the natural Geographic Information System (GIS) for the state, as well as a
comprehensive ground water data system, currently called EDMS, which is accessible to-
government agencies and the public.

GROUND WATER CHARACTERIZATION AND PLANNING

Conduct ground water characterization in cooperation with other appropriate agencies to
generate information concerning site-specific and regional characteristics of the ground water -
system, including elements such as ground water recharge estimates, flow directions and
gradients, and identification of lack of confining conditions.

- WATER APPROPRIATION AND REGULATORY MANAGEMENT

Determine the availability of ground water and surface water for allocation to beneficial uses
in the state prior to approval of a new appropriation or a proposed change of an existing
water right; determine public values, including water quality issues; establish and administer
ground water and Critical Ground Water Management Areas; promulgate rules for
conjunctive management of surface and ground water to include consideration of ground
water issues by the Water Resource Board within the Comprehensive Basin Planning
process; adjudicate existing rights to use ground water.
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Conduct ground water quality characterization in cooperation with other appropriate agencies
to generate information on'site-specific and regional characteristics of the ground water
system. The characterization should include elements such as ground water recharge
estimates; ground water flow directions and gradients; and identification of the presence or
lack of confining conditions. L

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE AGRICULTURAL GROUND WATER PROGRAM

Participate with IDA and other agencies in the development of a State Management Plan
(SMP) for pesticides.

Participate jointly with IDHW-DEQ, IDA, SCC, NRCS, and other appropriate agencies in-
the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Coordination Committee as detailed in this
document. ‘

Participate in BMP effectiveness reviews.

Jointly with the SCC, IDA, NRCS, SCDs, EPA, IDHW-DEQ), and CES, periodically review
and update the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection Program, as needed.

IMPLEMENTATION OF IDAHO'S GROUND WATER QUALITY PLAN

Jointly develop an MOU to 1mp1ement the Ground Water Quality Plan with IDHW- DEQ and
IDA.

Act on recommendatlons of the Evaluations of Ground Water Related Programs to ensure
programs are consistent with the Ground Water Quahty Plan.

Assist in the integration of the APAP including the SAWQP, the Agricultural Ground Water
Quality Protection Program, and the State Management Plan (SMP) for pesticides to be

~ consistent with the Ground Water Quality Plan.

Participate with IDA and other agen01es in the development of the State Management Plan
(SMP) for pestlcldes

" DEVELOPMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE STATE GROUND WATER PROTECTION
PROGRAM

Work cooperatively with IDHW—DEQ and other appropriate agencies to develop a
Comprehenswe State Ground Water Protection Program (CSGWPP).

IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICU‘LTURE (IDA)

IDA has obligations to prevent contamination of ground water from agricultural chemicals and
agricultural activities statutorily through the Idaho Pesticide Law, the Idaho Fertilizer Law, the Idaho
Chemigation Law, and the Idaho State Management Plan for pesticides. :
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Additional authority for IDA’s role in ground water protection comes through their cooperative
enforcement agreement with the EPA to enforce the provisions of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) in Idaho through joint implementation of the Idaho Ground Water
Quality Plan.

Authority for IDA's role to manage dairy wastes comes from Idaho Dairy Rules (Title 37, Chapters
3,4, 5, and 7, Idaho Code), and the Federal Pasteurized Milk Ordinance, as amended.

IDA's role in the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection Program is defined by the followmg

tasks:

PESTICIDES AND F ERTILIZER APPLICATION

° Régulates licensing of pesticide applicators.

° Regulates the sale of pesticides and fertilizers in the state as well as monitoring use.

e Collects pesticide sales repﬁorts from dealers within the state.

° Cooperates with other agencies in the development and evaluation of Best Management
Practices (BMPs) for pesticide and fertilizer use.

° Promulgates rules for pesticide and fertilizer use, establishes minimum training requirements
and develops training programs jointly with CES for pesticide applicators.

° Inventory use and distribution points of detected or suspected agrlcultm al chenncals within

' a delineated area. Compile, catalog, and characterize this information.

® Identify potential sources and known sources of agricultural chemical contamination in
cooperation with appropriate agencies.

CHEMIGATION PROGRAM

° Regulates the licensing of chemigators to apply fertilizers and pesticides.

® Estabhshes minimum backflow prevention standards for 1111gat10n equipment which is used
for chemigation.

e Monitors and inspects chemigation systems for comphance with the Idaho Chemigation
Rules.

® Develops training programs in cooperation with the CES for chemigators.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF FEDERAL INSECTICIDE, FUNGICIDE, AND RODENTICIDE
ACT : ‘ o

® Acts as the lead agency in the development of a State Management Plan (SMP) for pesticides
- to address the EPA Pesticides in Ground Water Strategy.

NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT
®  Cooperates with industry, state and federal agencies to develop plans to address nutrient
- runoff and water quality impacts from confined animal feeding operatlons and livestock
grazing. :

GROUND WATER MONITORING/DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

® Conduct reg10na1 and local ground water monitoring in accordance w1th the parameters
outlined in the monitoring program section of the Ground Water Quality Plan.

e Submit ground water quality data related to agricultural activities to the Environmental Data
Management System (EDMS).

L Jointly develop project management monitoring plans as required for each water quahty
management plan with IDHW-DEQ and other appropriate agenc1es

® “Assist in the production and distribution of an annual Idaho Ground Water Contamination
Report jointly with IDHW-DEQ and IDWR.

IMPLEMENTATION OF IDAHO'S GROUND WATER QUALITY PLAN

° Assist in the integratien of the APAP including SAWQP, with the Agricultural Ground
Water Quality Protection Program, the State Management Plan (SMP) for pesticides, to be
consistent with the Ground Water Quality Plan

. Act as the lead in the development of the State Management Plan (SMP) for pestieides.

e Jointly develop an MOU to 1mp1ement the Ground Water Quality Plan w1th IDHW-DEQ and

IDWR.

o Act on the recommendations of the Evaluations of Ground Water Related Programs to ensure
programs are consistent with the Ground Water Quality Plan.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE AGRICULTURAL GROUND WATER PROGRAM

° Jointly with the IDHW-DEQ, NRCS, SCDs, EPA, IDWR, CES, and SCC, periodically
- review and update the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection Program, as needed.
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L Participate jointly with IDHW-DEQ, IDWR, SCC, NRCS, and other appropriate agencies -
in the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Coordination Committee as detailed in this
document. '

. Work with state and federal agencies, user and interest groups to implement the Agricultural
Ground Water Quality Protection Program.

. Participate in BMP effectiveness reviews.

DEVELOPMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE STATE GROUND WATER PROTECTION
PROGRAM ' ‘ ‘

o Works cooperatively with IDHW-DEQ and other appropriate agencies to develop a
Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program (CSGWPP). o

In addition to the roles listed above, other state and federal agencies participate in agricultural

ground water program responsibilities. These roles are discussed in Appendix B, Agricultural
Ground Water Quality Programs. :
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PROGRAM INTERACTIONS

The Idaho Nonpoint Source Management Program, Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan (APAP),
and State Management Plan (SMP) for pesticides are the major programs that support this
Agricultural Ground Water Quality Protection Program. While each of these programs vary in scope
and responsibility, collectively they produce a unified effort to prevent ground water contamination
from the impacts of agricultural activities and chemicals. The relationship of these programs to the
Idaho Ground Water Quality Plan is depicted schematically in Figure 5.

Agricultural ground water protection strategies are best achieved through interagency involvement

and expansion of existing programs. Specifically, the coordination of agricultural I&E delivery -
programs is through the Cooperative Extension System. The SAWQP and the USDA resource

management programs provide technical and financial resources for I&E and implementation of

BMPs through development of area-wide and site-specific water quality management plans. The

APAP is the source for approved BMPs, and provides mechanisms for their development and
improvement. The SMP provides mechanisms for restricting use and application of certain leachable
pesticides and may also require implementation of BMPs in response to contamination.

Detailed discussions of the above programs along with other agricultural related state and federal

programs involved in the protection of Idaho’s ground water are found in Appendix B, Agucultural ‘
Ground Water Quahty Pro grams
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SCHEMATIC OF MAJOR RELATED DOCUMENTS,
PROGRAMS, AND ACTIVITIES

{

| FEDERAL a FEDERAL

| CLEAN WATER | GROUND WATER QUALITY]|| II;%%%TIICC;{)%E

| ACT (CWA) PLAN RODENTICIDE
' 1991 ACT (FIFRA)

AGRICULTURAL
GROUND WATER QUALITY
G PROTECTION PROGRAM
IDAHO NON-POINT FOR IDAHO
SOURCE PROGRAM
l (NPS)

| AGRICULTURAL INFORMATION SUTE
POLLUTION EDUCATION MANAGEMENT
ABATEMENT - @&R PLAN (SMP
PLAN (APAP) BEST MANAGEMENT F();l )
: ‘ PRACTICES (BMPs)
| PESTICIDES
REGULATIONS/RULES ‘

AGENCY, INSTITUTIONAL AND
PRIVATE SECTOR COORDINATION
AND IMPLEMENTATION

Figure 5. The Idaho Ground Water Quality Protection Plan and the Agricultural Ground Water
Quality Protection Program for Idaho are to be utilized in conjunction with other
regulatory, planning, and implementation processes in the state of Idaho.Information
and education, best management practices, and regulations are to be used in a
coordinated manner for achieving the greatest effectiveness and benefit.
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APPENDICES

A.  Agricultural Chemical Source Matrix
B. Agricultural Ground Water Programs

C.  Ground Water Quality Council Responses to Public Comments
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 1

POTENTIAL EXISTING PROGRAMS RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM
AGRICULTURAL PERTINENT TO DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER
CHEMICAL SOURCE SOURCE ’ .
INFORMATION BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/RULES
AND EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs)
AGRICULTURAL FIFRA; label - Develop 1. Development of a State Evaluate existing
CHEMICAL STORAGE requirements. EPA, Information and Management Plan information and develop
AND HANDLING IDA. Education (SMP) for pesticides. standardized guidelines.

(any site or facility upon
which ag chemicals are

being stored which may
include commercial, on-
farm, residential locales)

Idaho state pesticide use
regulations/rules.
(Section 15) IDA.
Local fire codes and
building ordinances,
state and local Fire
Marshall.
Recommended

- guidelines presented in

federal and state
documents, agricultural
Jjournals and from the
agrichemical industry.
UST regulations. EPA,
DEQ.

Drinking Water
Standards for
community and non-
community water
supply wells. EPA,

' DEQ, IDWR.

RCRA; contaminated
soils from commercial
applicator storage
related spills. EPA,
IDA, DEQ.

dissemination
programs at all
levels. NRCS,
University of
Idaho, CES,
DEQ, IDA,
Industry, IDWR.
Policy II-B.
Expand welthead
protection. IDA,
DEQ, Local
EPA, IDWR.
Policy II-B.
Development of a
State
Management
Plan (SMP) for
pesticides. IDA
lead. Policy II-B.

IDA lead. Policy II-B.

IDA, Ground Water
Review Team (GWR).
Policy I1-B.

Broaden scope of
applicability Section 15
rules.. IDA. Policy 1I-B.
Develop state rules for -
containment measures
including SPCC plans at
larger facilities. IERC.
Develop standardized
guidelines for containment
design. IDA. Policy II-B.
EPA to finalize storage
regulations (CFR Part
165). EPA. Policy II-B.
Expand wellhead .
protection. IDA, DEQ,
local EPA, IDWR. Policy
1I-B.

Development of a State
Management Plan (SMP)
for pesticides. 1DA lead.
Policy 1I-B.

Coordinate siting of
agricultural chemical
storage facilities with local
planning and zoning
entities. IDA, DEQ, EPA.
Policy I1-B.2.
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 2

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS POLICY

occasionally used sites where
ag chemicals are prepared for
application; includes
commercial and on-farm
locales)

" all levels. DEQ, IDA, local

EPA, IDWR. Policy II-A.7.
Development of SMP. IDA
lead. Policy II-B.

POTENTIAL NUMBER

AGRICULTURAL

CHEMICAL SOURCE INFORMATION AND BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/RULES
EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs)

. AGRICULTURAL 1. Develop educational and Evaluate existing information and
CHEMICAL MIXING AND informational programs at all develop standardized guidelines. IDA,
LOADING FOR levels. NRCS, University of ground water team. Policy 11-B.
APPLICATION Idaho, CES, DEQ, IDA, Develop state rules/guidelines for

industry. Policy 1I-B. proper mixing and loading procedures.
(includes both permanent and 2. Expand well head protection at . IDA, EPA, industry, University of

Idaho. . Policy II-B.

Develop design standards for mixing
and loading areas (i.e., containment,
impervious pads, closed mixing). IDA,
industry, EPA, DEQ. Policy 1I-B.
EPA to finalize mixing and loading
regulations. (CFR Part 165) EPA.
Policy 1I-B.

~ Expand well head protection at all

levels. DEQ, IDA, local EPA, IDWR.
Policy II-A.7 Development of SMP.
IDA lead. Policy 1I-B.
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 3

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL

POTENTIAL EXISTING CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS

CHEMICAL SOURCE PERTINENT TO INFORMATION BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/
SOURCE AND EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs) RULES

AGRICULTURAL BMPs, NRCS: Develop and implement Develop a cooperative 1. Develop and

CHEMICAL Pesticide, Nutrient and an SMP. IDA, DEQ, EPA. agreement between local implement a SMP.

APPLICATION/ Irrigation Water Policy II-B. Soil Conservation IDA, DEQ, EPA.

AGRICULTURAL Management Plans, Develop informational, Districts and an operator. Policy II-B.

PRACTICES Conservation Cropping educational and research This will provide for

(application methods,
rates and timing of
agricultural chemicals
and associated cultural
practices such as crop
rotation, tillage, and
irrigation which
influence concentrations
and mobility of applied
agricultural chemicals)

Practice. SCC lead and
Technical Committee.
NRCS, University of
Idaho, CES, and
Bureau of Reclamation
Irrigation Management
Guidelines.
Recommended
guidelines presented in
federal and state
documents, agricultural
journals, and from the
agrichemical industry.
FIFRA; labeling
requirements, cultural
practices restrictions
(i.e, tillage). EPA,
IDA, University of
Idaho.

IDA; Chapter 34,

Pesticide Law, Chapter

"6, Fertilizer Law. IDA.

1990 Farm Bill Water
Quality Plan
Provisions. USDA,
University of Idaho,
DEQ, IDA, EPA, SCD.
IDWR - Well
Construction Standards,
well driller licensing.
IDWR - Water Rights
Season of Diversion.

programs (especially
promote development and
distribution of ground
water protection
handbooks: Pesticide,
Nutrient and Irrigation
Management) which
address ground water
protection from
agricultural chemical
spills. All entities, Policy
II-B.

Encourage land user
participation in SCD and
other local programs that
may provide BMP

planning, implementation

and technical assistance.
All entities. Policy II-B.
Encourage expansion and
continuation of privately
(i.e., Farm Bureau) and
publicly sponsored ground
water quality programs
including pesticide use
information, vulnerability
mapping and others. All
entities. Policy II-B.

developing a water quality
management plan that
addresses surface water
and ground water
pollution sources, and
satisfies all applicable
state and federal
requirements for water
quality protection. This
includes the

implementation of BMPs.

Local SCDs. Policy II-B.
Develop and update
groundwater quality
protection BMPs for
agricultural chemical
application/cultural
practices. SCD lead and
technical committee.
Policy 1I-B.

Coordinate irrigation
programs and other BMPs
within CES, NRCS,
Bureau of Reclamation,
IDWR. Policy II-B.
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 4

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM

POTENTIAL EXISTING - DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS ’
CHEMICAL SOURCE PERTINENT TO. INFORMATION BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/RULES
SOURCE AND EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs)
CAFOs EPA; NPDES SCDs should Establish'a monitoring and Provide additional

(NPDES permitted and
nonpermitted confined
animal feeding operations
of all sizes and all
animals excluding
aquaculturefi.e., dairies,
feedlots, hog operations,
etc.])

Permit, inspection.
EPA, DEQ. Dairies
-IDA.

Idaho Waste
Management

" Guidelines for

Confined Animal

Feeding Operations.

DEQ, technical
advisory .
committee.

Rules; compliance
checks and”
complaint response
relating to Idaho
Water Quality
Standards. DEQ.
Technical
assistance for waste
management system
evaluation and
design. FSA,
NRCS, SCD.
Financial/cost share
assistance for
implementation.
FSA, NRCS-RCD,
SAWQP.

include an
inventory. of
statewide CAFO
operations in their
five year program.
SCD. Poticy 1I-B.
Develop
informational and
educational
programs for

-groundwater

protection from
CAFOs at all levels.
Policy 1I-B.

U of I Extension.

Idaho Department
of Agriculture.

research program to )
determine the degree of
CAFO impacts on.

.groundwater quality.

CES/DEQ, IWRRL
Policy 1I-B.

Research to identify
alternative methods of
waste treatment and
management. University
of Idaho, NRCS, DEQ,
industry. Policy 1i-B.
Provide additional
personnel for technical
assistance to design and

“implement CAFO waste

management systems.
NRCS, DEQ, IDA. Policy
1I-B. .

"Provide financial/cost

share assistance for
implementation of CAFO
waste management.
systems. FSA, NRCS-
RCD, SAWQP.

Policy 1I-B.

personnel for technical
assistance to design and
implement CAFO waste
management systems.
NRCS, DEQ, IDA.
Policy 1I-B.

Provide financial/cost
share assistance for
implementation of CAFO
waste management
systems. FSA, NRCS-
RCD, SAWQP.

Policy HI-B.

Address the ground water
quality protection
shortcomings of the
NPDES permit. DEQ,
EPA. Policy [I-B.
Expand and promote
Idaho Waste
Management Guidelines
for CAFOs to address
ground water quality
protection. DEQ lead.
Policy II-B.

101




AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 4 -

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM

POTENTIAL EXISTING PROGRAMS DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER

AGRICULTURAL PERTINENT TO SOURCE

CHEMICAL SOURCE . INFORMATION BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/RULES
AND EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs)

4, CAFOs 6. IDA rules governing 5. Coordinate requirements 5. Expand and promote

(NPDES permitted
and nonpermitted
confined animal
feeding operations of
all sizes and all
animals excluding
aquacuiture [i.e.,
dairies, feedlots, hog
‘operations, etc.])

Grade A Pasteurized
Milk Program, IDA -
Dairy Bureau.

7. IDA dairy laws for
Grade B Operations -
IDA Dairy Bureau,
NRCS, CES, private

. consultants, DEQ.

8. IDWR water right

permitting.

9. - MOU with EPA, DEQ,

IDA and Idaho
Dairymans
Association.

10." IDA Dairy Waste
Management
Inspections Program.

of all agencies into
CAFO management
systems. SCC. Policy II-
B.

6. -Expand and promote
Idaho waste management
guidelines for CAFOs to
address ground and
surface water quality
_protection. IDA lead.
Policy II-B.

Idaho Waste
Management
Guidelines for CAFOs
to address ground water
quality protection.
DEQ. Policy II-B.

6.  Surfaceand ground
water protection
through adoption of
Idaho Waste
Management
Guidelines as rules for
Idaho Diary Farms -
IDA. 1IDAPA 02.04.14
and Idaho Code 37,
Chapter 4, March 6,
1992.
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 5

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM

POTENTIAL EXISTING DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS
CHEMICAL SOURCE PERTINENT TO INFORMATION BEST . - REGULATIONS/RULES
SOURCE AND EDUCATION MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES (BMPs)
5. AGRICULTURAL Containers: 1. Promote 1. Development of an 1. Evaluate effectiveness

‘CHEMICAL WASTE
DISPOSAL

(Containers and unused
product)

(all commercial, on-site
farm, residential entities
using agricultural
chemicals)

1. FIFRA label

requirements. IDA,
EPA.

2. CES, EPA

recommended
practices. CES, IDA,
DEQ. .

3. DEQ rules, small

generator/hazardous

materials rules. District
. health; local

governments.

4. Household hazardous

materials collection
programs. DEQ, HMB,
local government,
industry.

Unused ’Product:

1. RCRA,; disposal of

hazardous wastes which
apply to agricultural
chemicals and unrinsed
containers. DEQ/HMB,
EPA.

2. FIFRA label

requirements. IDA,
EPA.

3. State authority for IDA

to develop rules
(Chapter 34). IDA.

4. Idaho's rules and

regulations,

. construction and use of
injection-wells. IDWR,
EPA.

informational and
educational programs
to address proper
disposal of
agricultural chemical

" containers and unused
product. At all levels.
Policy II-B.

2. Development of an

SMP. IDA lead.
Policy II-B.

SMP. IDA lead. Policy
II-B.

2. Waste Pesticide
Disposal
Program, IDA lead.

of existing
programs/rules for
ground water quality
protection by
appropriate
agencies/industry.
Ground water review
team. Policy 1I-B.

2. EPA to finalize disposal
regulations (CFR Part
165). EPA. Policy II-B.

3. Development of an
SMP. IDA lead. Policy
1I-B.
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AG, CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 6

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM

POTENTIAL EXISTING DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS

CHEMICAL SOURCE PERTINENT TO INFORMATION AND BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/
SOURCE EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs) RULES

AQUACULTURE WASTE EPA; NPDES permit, Develop 1. Development design Development

MANAGEMENT inspection. EPA, DEQ. educational and standards for waste design standards

PRACTICES Technical assistance informational storage ponds/lagoons. for waste

(storage and handling of
waste generated from the
controlled cultivation of
aquatic plants and animals)

with facility design and
operations from ldaho
Aquaculture
Association, trade
representative, and
publications. Industry.
Idaho Wastewater -
Treatment
Requirements. DEQ.
BMPs; system
management.

Public interest criteria
of water rights. IDWR.

programs for
aquaculture waste
management
practices at all

levels. Policy I1-B.

Develop
informational and
educational
programs for
ground water
protection from
aquaculture
practices. All

levels. Policy I1-B.

DEQ, NRCS, IDA.
Policy lI-B.

2. Promote research to
identify alternative
methods of waste
treatment and
management.
University of Idaho,
DEQ, SCS, industry.
Policy II-B

storage
ponds/lagoons.
DEQ, NRCS,
IDA. Policy II-
B.

Address the
ground water
quality
protection
shortcomings of
the NPDES
permit: DEQ,
EPA.

Policy 11-B.
Evaluate
appropriateness
of modifying the
Idaho water
quality storage
and wastewater
treatment
requirements.
DEQ lead.
Policy 1I-B.

104




AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 7

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM

POTENTIAL EXISTING PROGRAMS DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER
AGRICULTURAL PERTINENT TO SOURCE . :

CHEMICAL INFORMATION BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/RULES
SOURCE AND EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs) -

INJECTION Underground Injection Continue to improve 1. Promote, develop and 1. Identify contributors
WELLS AND Control (UIC) Program; educational and revise BMPs in regard responsibie for low water
OTHER UNDER- exercises primacy that EPA informational efforts. to increasing water quality injectate and
GROUND granted Idaho in 1984 IDWR, EPA. Policy quality and decreasing require that they share
DISPOSAL under'the SDWA to 11-B. water quantity of responsibility with
METHODS regulate underground Develop guidelines irrigation tail water and owner/ operator when

(wells or other
methods used to
dispose of
irrigation tail
water and other
runoff water in
which discharge is
directly into the
ground water or
will likely migrate
to the ground
water)

injection. IDWR, EPA.
Idaho's rules and .
regulations, construction
and use of injection wells.
IDWR, EPA.

Idaho's well abandonment
and well construction
standards. IDWR, EPA;
Operation Outreach; a
program to educate

. injection well users,

government officials and
the public of alternatives to
injection wells, as well as
mitigation measures and
proper abandonment
procedures. IDWR, EPA. ..

and/or regulations
for disposal systems
that are not regulated
under existing Policy
1I-B. -

Encourage landuser -

participation in SCD
and other local
programs that may
provide BMP
planning,
implementation, and
technical assistance.
SCD. Policy II-B.

other runoff water
entering injection wells
and other disposal
systems. SCC technical
commtittee. Policy II-B.
2. Ascertain the effect of
“* injection well use on
ground water quality
by obtaining support
for research to
determine the fate of
contaminants entering
the subsurface
environment through
injection wells, IDWR,
University of Idaho,
IFBF. Policy 1I-B.

3. Encourage land user
participation in SCD
and other local
programs that may
provide BMP planning,
implementation, and
technical assistance.
SCD. Policy 11-B.

more than one person,
party, or entity utilizes
an injection well. IDWR.
Policy II-B.

2. . Develop guidelines for
disposal systems that are
not regulated under
existing Policy 1I-B.

3. Evaluate and revise rules
as necessary to provide
increased protection
from injection wells and
other disposal methods;
strengthen compliance
monitoring and
enforcement efforts by
obtaining support for
increased well
inspections, more
detailed injectate
characterization,
emergency response
capability, and penalties
or well closure, IDWR,
EPA.
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 8

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM

POTENTIAL EXISTING PROGRAMS DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER

AGRICULTURAL PERTINENT TO SOURCE , ]

CHEMICAL SOURCE INFORMATION AND BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/
EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs) RULES

8. AGRICULTURAL | 1. _ Idaho hazardous 1. - Develop Encourage beneficial | 1.  Develop

CHEMICAL
SPILLS

(uncontained
releases that occur
during storage,
handling, mixing, -
loading and
transportation of
agricultural
chemicals)

materials incident
command and
response support plan.

IERC.

2. SARA, Title IIL.
IERC.

3.  FIFRA; packaging.
EPA.

4.  DOT; transportation
requirements. DOT,
IT.

5. RCRA; contaminated
media from
commercial
spills/leaks. DEQ,
HMB, EPA.

6.  Recently passed
legislation addressing
agricultural chemical
spills.

7.  Recommended
guidelines presented
in federal and state
documents,
agricultural journals
and from the
agrichemical industry.

8. IDWR well
construction and
injection well program
(UIC).

guidelines for
those agricultural
chemicals and
quantities that are
not regulated
under existing
programs. IDA,
IT. Policy II-B.

2. Encourage
beneficial uses of
spilled material.
IDA, DEQ/HMB.
Policy II-B.

3. Develop
informational,
educational and
research programs
which address
ground water
protection from
agricultural
chemical spills.
All levels. Policy
II-B.

uses of spilled
material. IDA,
DEQ/HMB. Policy
1I-B.

Develop
informational,
educational, and”
research programs
which address
groundwater
protection from

agricultural chemical -

spills. All levels.
Policy 1I-B.
Encourage the
utilization of
pertinent research
results. All levels.
Policy II-B.
Upgrade IDWR
programs,

guidelines for
those agricultural
chemicals and
quantities that are
not regulated
under existing
programs. IDA,
IT. Policy 1I-B.

2. Upgrade IDWR
programs,
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 9

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL

POTENTIAL EXISTING CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS i ]

CHEMICAL SOURCE PERTINENT TO INFORMATION AND BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/RULES
SOURCE EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs) .

URBAN/NON- FIFRA; labeling. Research studies to 1. Research studies to

AGRICULTURAL IDA, EPA. determine degree of identify alternative

USES IDA; Chapter 34, ground water methods of urban and

(roadside weed control,
right-of-ways, golf
courses, residential,
commercial, etc.)

pesticide law
(professional
applicators). -
Recommended |
guidelines
presented in
federal and state
documents,
agricultural
journals, and from
the agrichemical
industry.
Community
awareness
programs. IDA,

CES, industry.

contamination in urban
areas. DEQ, IDA. Policy
1I-B.

Develop informational,
educational, and training
programs for
commercial and
residential users. All
entities. Policy 1I-B.
Conduct urban pesticide
sales study. IDA. Policy
1I-B.

Increased development
of outreach programs for
information and
education. CES, IDA,
EPA. Policy II-B.

nonagricultural uses of
agricultural chemicals.
CES, industry, EPA.
Policy II-B.
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 10

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL

POTENTIAL - EXISTING CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER
AGRICULTURAL - PROGRAMS i
CHEMICAL SOURCE ‘PERTINENT TO INFORMATION BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS
 SOURCE AND EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs) .
10. LAND APPLIED EPA; NPDES Expand guidance, Refine BMPs. SCC Expand guidance,
WASTE AND permit. rules for land technical committee. rules for fand
WASTEWATER EPA, DEQ. application of waste Policy II-B. application of waste

(all waste management
operations which
employ land application
for the benefit of crop
production.[i.e.,
aquaculture waste,
sludge and septage,
animal waste, plant
byproducts, etc.])

Idaho Water Quality
Standards and
Wastewater
Treatment
Requirements. DEQ,
Technical Advisory
Committee. )
Idaho Wastewater
Land Application
Permit Rules. DEQ.
USDA NRCS,
Agricultural Waste
Mgt. FOTG. USDA,
NRCS.

IDWR water right
permit requirements.

and wastewater
management from
processing plants,
CAFOs and
aquaculture
operations and other
nonregulated land
application activities
to protect

groundwater quality. -

DEQ, EPA, IDA.
Policy II-B.
Develop
informational and
educational programs
for ground water
quality protection
from land applied
waste and
wastewater. All
levels. Policy II-B.

Research to identify
alternative methods of
land application.

CES, DEQ, IDA.
Policy I1-B.

and wastewater
management from
processing plants,

" CAFOs and

aquaculture operations
and other
nonregulated land
application activities
to protect groundwater
quality. DEQ, EPA,
IDA. Policy 1I-B.
Develop an MOU
between appropriate
federal/state/local
agencies regarding
agency roles and
responsibilities for
land applied waste and
wastewater. Policy II-
B.

Address the
groundwater quality
protection
shortcomings of the
NPDES Permit. DEQ,
EPA. Policy 1I-B.
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 11

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL

POTENTIAL EXISTING CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS
CHEMICAL SOURCE PERTINENT TO | INFORMATION BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/RULES
: SOURCE AND EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs)
11.  AGRICULTURAL IDHW Idaho Develop 1. Evaluate - 1. Expand- and develop
WASTES DISPOSAL State Solid Waste educational and effectiveness of guidelines for
) Rules. - informational existing programs for groundwater quality

(agricultural

wastes not

addressed in the
Agricultural Chemical
Waste Disposal,
Injection Welis and
Other Disposal
Methods, and Land
Applied Waste and
Wastewater categories;
for example, treated
seed, animal ‘carcasses
and crop residue)

DEQ/HMB, local
government.

RCRA, Subtitle

D. DEQ/HMB,
EPA.

Guidelines/BMPs.

IDA.
UIC permits and
rules, IDWR.

programs which
address proper
disposal of

agricultural wastes.

CES, IDA. Policy
1I-B.

Expand and
develop guidelines
for groundwater
quality protection
from agricuitural
wastes. DEQ, IDA,
CES. Policy II-B.

groundwater quality
protection by
appropriate
agencies/industry.
IDA, DEQ, CES,
EPA. Policy II-B.

protection from

“agricultural wastes.

DEQ, IDA, CES. Policy
11-B. :
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AG. CHEM. SOURCE MATRIX TABLE 12

. RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM

POTENTIAL EXISTING DEFICIENCIES/AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS POLICY NUMBER

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS .

CHEMICAL SOURCE PERTINENT TO INFORMATION AND BEST MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS/RULES
SOURCE EDUCATION PRACTICES (BMPs)

12. - WELL Idaho Code and 1. Increase support 1. Update IDWR Rules
CONSTRUCTION IDWR rules for education of to better address
AND governing well IDWR regulatory water mixing
ABANDONMENT construction personnel. between aquifers

standards. IDWR. IDWR. Policy and siting of wells
Idaho Code and 1-B. near potential
IDWR Rules 2. Expand public contamination
governing water and driller sources. IDWR.
well driller's. awareness and . Policy 1I-B.
licenses. IDWR. cooperation 2. Increase support for

IDHW rules for
individual
subsurface sewage
disposal systems.
IDHW.

IDHW Drinking
Water Rules for
public systems.
DEQ. '

- through

increased
communication
with IDWR
ground water
personnel.
IDWR. Policy
1I-B.

field inspections for
well construction
and locating
improperly
abandoned wells.
IDWR. Policy II-B.
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APPENDIX B

EXISTING AGRICULTURAL GROUND WATER PROGRAMS
. March 1993 ?

Many specific and commonly related programs exist for the management of agricultural chemical
sources or activities. An important implementation mechanism is to fully utilize and coordinate the
various existing programs.

The Agricultural Chemical Matrix (Appendix A, Table 1) presents a preliminary assessment of the
existing programs for each of the matrix items. Each assessment contains information related to the
various regulatory authorities and the various agencies, institutions, and private sector groups that
are involved with each program.

The existing agricultural ground water programs are as follows:
1. EPA Pesticides In Ground Water

Five different statutes administered by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) include some
provisions for the protection of ground water, including the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). However,
the primary legislation which deals with the regulation of pesticides is the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). EPA focuses on the use of FIFRA authorities to address
concerns on pesticide contamination of underground aquifers.

The goal of the FIFRA pesticide strategy is to prevent contamination of ground water resources that
would cause unreasonable risk to human health and the environment resulting from the normal,

registered use of pesticides by taking appropriate actions where such risks may occur.

Under FIFRA, EPA's main role is determining the appropriate regulatory approach for individual
chemicals that may threaten ground water. This entails: ‘

® Determine the chemical's potential for leaching into ground waters.
® Determining whether national label restrictions will adequately address leaching concerns.

e In setting national restrictions for chemicals found leaching into ground water, the EPA will
- take into account appropriate state and local measures to limit leaching.

® Determining whether additional training required by restricted use classification for the
pesticide will provide adequate protection, and if not;
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® Determining whether providing states with the opportunity to develop a State Management Plan
(SMP) for pesticides for the chemical will effectively address the contamination risk. '

There may be some pesticides which pose such significant risks to health or the environment due to
ground water leaching that a SMP will not be adequate to prevent risks. In these cases, EPA would
resort to national cancellation. All of the regulatory decisions cited above, including SMPs, entail
a risk-benefit determination, pursuant to the FIFRA definition of “unreasonable risk to man and the
environment.” ‘ '

“EPA recognizes that ground water contamination by pesticides can also result from leaks or spills
associated with storage, mixing and loading or disposal of these chemicals. To address such "point
source” causes of contamination, EPA is developing new regulations under FIFRA to deal with
practices associated with storage, mixing and loading, and disposal of pesticide products, as well as
with the design of pesticide product containers.

2. State Management Plan (SMP) for Pesticides

EPA's Pesticides and Ground Water Strategy was developed to describe the policy framework in
which the EPA intends to address risks of ground water contamination by pesticide chemicals. The
need for such a policy initiative emanated from the detection of various pesticides in a number of
ground water systems within the United States and the potential risks to human health and the
environment. ' '

The general goal of the Ground Water Strategy is to manage the use of pesticides in order to prevent
such adverse effects and to protect the environmental integrity of the nation's ground water
resources. The Pesticides and Ground Water Strategy emphasizes prevention of ground water risks
by managing pesticide use in a way that reduces or eliminates the leaching of pesticides to ground
water, particularly in vulnerable areas.

The focus of the CSGWPP guidance is the development and implementation of State Management
Plan (SMP) for pesticides. The Idaho Department of Agriculture is designated as the lead agency
to develop the State Management Plan (SMP) for pesticides. The development and implementation
of the SMP will be consistent with the goals and policies established under the Idaho Ground Water
Quality Plan and will include the cooperation of other state and federal agencies.

The SMP may be developed by states as a generic SMP or as a chemical specific SMP which will
be required for certain EPA identified pesticides which may pose a threat to ground water.

Under the strategy, the use of pesticides which are determined by EPA to "generally pose
unreasonable effects to the environment" due to ground water leaching will be restricted to those
states which develop chemical specific SMPs. If the EPA determines that a SMP is necessary for
a particular pesticide, its legal sale and use would be restricted to states with an approved SMP.
Chemical specific SMPs would apply as a label requirement during the pesticide registration process.
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There may be some pesticides which pose such significant risks to health or the environment due to
ground water leaching that SMPs will not be adequate to prevent risks. In these cases, EPA would
resort to national cancellation of the pesticide.

The generic SMPs will address the following twelve components:

Statement of philosophy.

Agency roles and responsibilities.

Legal authority.

Enforcement mechanisms.

Resources.

Basis for assessment and planning.

Ground water contamination preventative measures.
Information dissemination.

Monitoring.

Actions in response to ground water contamination.
Public awareness and participation.
Records/reporting progress.

The generic SMP includes a wide variety of preventative and response measures including user
education, additional monitoring requirements, use restrictions or prohibitions, and agricultural
BMPs which may include changes in pesticide application rates or timing.

The generic and chemical specific SMP will focus on areas of the state that are vulnerable to ground
water contamination. For the chemical specific SMP, the state will consider the vulnerability of the
area in which a specific pesticide is used. The state must develop one of three types of chemical
specific SMPs: baseline, moderate, or full scale SMP. ‘

A baseline SMP reflects a determination that the pesticide's use poses a minimal risk of
contamination throughout the state because of lack of use or low aquifer sensitivity. For example,
the baseline SMP would be appropriate for states which show outdoor uses of chemical only in areas
of low sensitivity (or no outdoor use). Six of the twelve components must be addressed for the
baseline level type SMP. However, the state would commit to move to a higher level SMP if the
situation changes or new evidence warrants such action.

A moderate level SMP represents a state's acknowledgment of the potential for ground water
contamination by the pesticide in question. A moderate level SMP would be initiated in those states
where the chemical's use is confined to areas of low and moderate aquifer sensitivity. Eight of the
twelve components must be addressed in this level of SMP. :

The full scale SMP will entail addressing all twelve of the required program components in
sufficient detail so as to attain the ultimate objective of preventing ground water contamination. The
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level of a SMP will be appropriate for a state with a significant level of risk, as indicated by all
relevant factors, including site-specific hydrologic characteristics and patterns of chemical use within
a state.

While EPA can only require SMPs through a chemical-specific regulatory action, they are
encouraging states to take the initiative to voluntarily develop "generic" SMPs which would then
form the basis of the state's chemical-specific SMPs. A generic SMP addresses all of the twelve
elements of a pesticide specific full SMP, but in less detail. The EPA is encouraging states to
include in their generic SMP non-regulatory approaches to ground water protection such as: the
development of safer chemical and nonchemical pest control alternatives, the adoption of integrated
pest management strategies, and other practices that reduce the potential for pesticide residues to be
introduced into ground water.

3. Clean Water Act (CWA) and Idaho's Nonpoint Source Management Plan

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (Clean Water Act) and its subsequent
amendments constitute the national water quality policy for the United States of America. This
federal mandate is based on the concept that water pollution is controlled by managing effluent
quality rather than receiving water quality. The Clean Water Act (CWA) provisions emphasize
funding and implementation of preventive pollution control mechanisms through point source
effluent treatment and nonpoint source management and planning programs.

Section 319 of the CWA directs states to inventory waters within their jurisdiction that fail to meet
water quality standards because of nonpoint source pollution. States then develop a nonpoint source
management plan and schedule for controlling nonpoint source pollution. The plan describes the
process for identifying BMPs and implementation programs including research, planning,
assessments, enforcement, technical assistance, education, and training to protect ground water
quality from nonpoint sources of pollution.

Idaho's Nonpoint Source Management Plan was approved by EPA in December 1989. The process
for identifying BMPs for agricultural nonpoint source pollution was developed through the
establishment of the Idaho Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan (APAP), last revised in 1991.
The primary implementation mechanism for BMPs approved by the APAP occurs through the Idaho
State Agricultural Water Quality Cost Share Program (SAWQP).

4. Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan (APAP)
The initial stage of the Idaho Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan (APAP) was in 1979, with
Governor Evans' certification of the "Ag Plan" or agricultural portion of the Statewide Water

Quality Management Plan.

The APAP identified areas where water quality impacts could result from agricultural activities,
described the agencies responsible for addressing those water quality impacts, identified BMPs
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needed to reduce water quality impacts, and presented recommendations related to changes needed
to reduce agricultural nonpoint source pollution. These recommendations focused on a voluntary
program recognizing the need for adequate technical assistance to farmers and ranchers to identify
" problems and solutions, the need for adequate Information and Education activities to raise
awareness of agricultural pollution problems and make solutions available, and the need for adequate
incentives for BMP installation to offset costs of pollution control which benefits the public as well
as the agricultural operator.

The 1991 revision of the Agricultural Plan is consistent with and meets the goals of the Idaho
Nonpoint Source Management Program (1989) and meets the requirements of Section 319 of the
Federal Clean Water Act. The NPS Management Program identified a number of impacts resulting
from agricultural uses which were not adequately addressed in the Agricultural Plan. Those impacts
included a need for increased emphasis on livestock grazing/riparian management, non-permitted
livestock confinement areas, agricultural chemical management, ground water protection, and
wetlands. The state also adopted an Anti-Degradation Policy and passed the Idaho Ground Water
Quality Protection Act which the Agricultural Plan needed to address and be compatible.

The objectives for the 1991 Agricultural Plan focus on the requirements of the Federal Clean Water
Act “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation's waters.”
The goal in Idaho is to restore and maintain the State's waters impacted by agricultural nonpoint
sources to fully protect identified beneficial uses of the state's waters.

Individual agriculture landowners and operators are working in cooperation with numerous
governmental entities and organizations to achieve that goal. There are 29 governmental entities (16
federal, 9 state and 4 local) involved in agricultural pollution control in Idaho. The state's 51 Soil
Conservation Districts (SCDs) are the localized lead groups, each with locally elected supervisors
who serve voluntarily. The SCDs work with the Idaho Soil Conservation Commission (SCC) to
carry out their water quality activities.

The Idaho Department of Health and Welfare, Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is the lead
state water quality management agency. Federal agencies intensively involved in the program
include the United States Forest Service (USFS) and United States Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) which are the designated management agencies for federal lands within the state under
Section 208 of the Federal Clean Water Act. Coordinated Resource Management Plans (CRMPs)
provide an effective way of reducing pollution on lands with mixed ownership.

In order to determine where to direct efforts to reduce agricultural nonpoint source pollution,

priorities are set. The local SCDs set priorities in each district by incorporating stream segments,
lakes, aquifers and wetlands impacted by agricultural activities into their five year programs.
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To reduce and prevent pollution, agricultural operators install and maintain BMPs. In order to be
acceptable in Idaho, BMPs have to be feasible, both technically and economically, and also socially
acceptable. :

A BMP Technical Committee composed of representatives from technical agencies review, evaluate
and recommend component practices to be used to develop agricultural BMPs. Monitoring and
evaluation are critical to determining the effectiveness of agricultural pollution control. The BMP
Feedback Loop is an integral part of the process (Figure 4, page 80).

5. State Agriculture Water Quality Program (SAWQP)

The Idaho State Agricultural Water Quality Program (SAWQP) is the state planning and
implementation program of choice for assisting agricultural operators installing BMPs on private
lands. The 1980 Legislature authorized SAWQP with funding from the Water Pollution Control
Account. The legal authority was granted to the Idaho State Board of Health and Welfare, Division
of Environmental Quality (DEQ) under Sections 39-105 (2) and 39-601 of Idaho Code to adopt the
rules for the administration of the program.

SAWQP assists the SCDs in the control and abatement of contamination resulting from agricultural
activities. The program provides technical assistance and funding for water quality planning and
BMP implementation projects. The BMPs and component practices used in SAWQP cost share
contracts are listed in the APAP.

Planning projects begin by a SCD applying for a planning grant to characterize the water resources
within its boundaries. Planning projects are initiated by SCDs based on listing and priority of water
quality conditions according to the APAP. If funding is awarded, the district coordinates an
interagency, interdisciplinary effort to investigate the resource concerns.

The projects generally entail two to three years of investigation. A report detailing the documented
water quality impacts related to agricultural nonpoint source pollution is prepared. The report -
contains recommendations for selected treatment alternatives.

If a planning report indicates that significant water quality problems exist and viable treatment
alternatives are available, the district can request funding from SAWQP to implement a treatment
plan. Funding is available for project administration and monitoring, information and education
activities, technical assistance, and cost sharing with agricultural operators who apply agricultural
water quality BMPs. Through SAWQP planning projects, watershed assessments have been
developed on more than four million acres of agriculture, forest and other land since the program’s
inception in 1981.

If selected for an implementation project, the SCD signs a grant agreement for funds to implement
the project plan and becomes the sponsor of the project. Owners and operators of critical agricultural

lands within the project boundaries contract with the sponsoring district to apply agricultural BMPs.
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Through those contracts, a participant can receive cost sharing for up to seventy-five percent of the
cost of practice installation, but not to exceed $50,000. These participants sign BMP installation
contracts which extend for periods of five or ten years.

BMP effectiveness reviews are performed annually on selected projects to determine their
effectiveness in protecting water quality. The BMPs and component practices are evaluated as to
adequacy of installation and maintenance, and any water quality protection benefits obtained.
Program evaluations are conducted annually to determine BMP implementation progress and to
assess the effectiveness of each project in reducing agricultural pollution.

Where appropriate, SAWQP and USDA programs are integrated at the state level to maximize
nonpoint source water quality protection from agricultural activities. Nonpoint source water quality
protection is coordinated with USDA at the national level through the integration of state Nonpoint
Source Management Programs in the Water Quality Incentive Program of the 1990 Farm Bill.

6. USDA Water Quality Initiatives

The USDA is made up of a number of agencies with specific roles and responsibilities. Three
primary agencies interrelated and responsible for agriculture management on private lands include
the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service (ASCS), and University of Idaho Cooperative Extension Service (CES). The NRCS
provides technical assistance and administers various NRCS programs, ASCS administers cost-share
and agricultural commodity programs, and CES is designated as the educational arm of the USDA.

6.1 Ongoing Water Quality Programs
6.1.1 Conservation Operations Program

The Conservation Operations Program provides technical assistance to individuals and groups of
landowners, establishing one of the most important links the NRCS has to water quality and the
implementation of conservation practices. The one-on-one technical assistance provides farmers and
ranchers with information and detailed plans necessary to conserve their natural resources and
improve water quality.

6.1.2 Public Law 83-566 Small Watersheds

Public Law 83-566 authorizes the NRCS to cooperate with state and local entities in planning and
carrying out efforts for improving soil conservation and other purposes. The program provides for
technical and financial assistance. Current program priorities for planning authorizations include
water quality improvement projects, upstream flood control projects and water conservation projects.
Projects which provide benefits to the disadvantaged and/or multipurpose projects will receive
additional priority.
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6.1.3 Cooperative River Basin Studies (CRBS) Program

The Cooperative River Basin Studies (CRBS) program allows for cooperative investigations and
surveys with other federal, state and local agencies for appraising water and related land resources,
and formulating alternative plans for conservation, use and development. CRBS products should
be instrumental to resource managers and decision makers in understanding and solving their
resource problems. Current program priorities include improving water quality, protecting or
restoring wetlands, reducing upstream flood losses, and drought management.

6.1.4 Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) Program

Through locally sponsored areas, the RC&D program assists communities to expand economic
opportunities through wise use and development of natural resources by providing technical and
financial assistance. Program assistance is available to address problems including water
management for conservation, utilization and quality, as well as water quality through control of
nonpoint sources of pollution:

6.2 USDA Farm Bills
6.2.1 1985 Food Security Act (FSA)

The Food Security Act of 1985 eliminated eligibility for USDA program benefits for persons who
produce agricultural commodity crops on highly erodible lands unless a conservation plan, approved
by the local Soil Conservation District, is being applied.

The 1985 Farm Bill also supported wetland conservation and prohibited planting an agricultural
commodity on a converted wetland. Converted wetlands or swampbusters were considered to be
those lands on which drainage or other modification commenced after December 23, 1985. Another
conservation provision of the 1985 FSA was the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). This
program allowed owners of eligible land, primarily Highly Erodible Land (HEL), to remove that
land from agricultural production by converting it to permanent vegetation for a period of 10 years.
In return, the USDA would pay the landowner an annual rental payment based on a bid price
submitted by the landowner.

6.2.2 1990 Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act (FACTA)

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 strengthened some of the provision of
the 1985 bill and added good faith provision for persons who accidentally or inadvertently violated
the conservation compliance provision of the act. Under the 1990 FACTA, much more emphasis
was placed on all resource concerns, especially water quality. Existing programs were expanded
and new programs were created to better target water quality and other environmental concerns.
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The principle conservation program under the 1990 FACTA included the Agricultural Resource
Conservation Program which was made up of the Environmental Conservation Acreage Reduction
Program (ECARP) and Water Quality Incentive Program (WQIP).

The ECARP was established to assist owners and operators of HEL, as well as other fragile lands
(including land with associated ground and surface water that may be vulnerable to contamination),
and wetlands, in conserving and improving the soil and water resource. ECARP included CRP and
the Wetland Reserve Program (WRP).

The WQIP was specifically created to provide water quality protection, including the source
reduction of agricultural pollutants. The program was established to assist owners and operators of
lands in eligible areas implement three to five year agricultural water quality protection plans.
Protection plans protect ground and/or surface water from potential contamination by agricultural
nonpoint sources of pollution through the use of incentive payments to secure changes in
management systems.

6.2.3 1996 Federal Agricultural Improvement and Reform Act (FAIRA)

The conservation provisions in the 1996 Farm Bill will affect farmers well into the next century.
The new provisions build on the conservation gains made by landowners over the past decade. They
simplify existing programs and create new programs to address high priority environmental
protection goals. Here is a quick summary of some of the key provisions:

® The new Environmental Quality Incentives Program consolidates the functions of four existing
conservation programs into one and focuses assistance to locally-identified conservation priority
areas or areas where agricultural improvements will help meet water quality goals. In fiscal
year 1996, $130 million will be available. After that, the program will be funded at $200
million annually. Funds will pay for technical assistance and cost-sharing on conservation
practices. Fifty percent of the funds are dedicated to conservation associated with livestock
operations.

® The popular Wetlands Reserve Program and Conservation Reserve Program are extended
through 2002. Changes provide landowners more options for protecting wetlands and highly
erodible lands. In the Wetlands Reserve Program, landowners will now be able to choose either
permanent or 30-year easements, or restoration only cost-share agreements.

® A new Farmland Protection Program will provide up to $35 million to help farmers preserve

their land in agriculture. The program provides assistance to states with existing farmland
protection programs to purchase conservation easements.
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Current swampbuster and wetlands provisions from the 1985 and 1990 Farm Bills were
modified to provide farmers with more flexibility to meet wetland conservation compliance
requirements. Changes include expanding areas where mitigation can be used, allowing
mitigation by restoration, enhancement or creation and changing the abandonment clause.

The new Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program provides $50 million over the next seven years
to help landowners improve wildlife habitat on private lands.

Conservation Compliance was changed to direct USDA employees who are providing on-site
technical assistance to notify landowners if they observe potential compliance problems.
Landowners will have up to one year to take corrective action. County committees are
authorized to provide relief in cases of economic hardship.

A Flood Risk Reduction Program was established that allows farmers who voluntarily enter into
contract to receive payments on lands with high flood potential. In return, participants agree
to forego certain USDA program benefits. These contract payments provide incentives to move
farming operations from frequently flooded land. '

The Emergency Watershed Protection Program was amended to allow the purchase of
Floodplain Easements. '

The new Conservation of Private Grazing Land initiative offers landowners technical,
educational and related assistance on the Nation’s 542 million acres of private grazing lands.

The National Natural Resources Conservation Foundation is created as a nonprofit corporation
to fund research, education and demonstration projects related to conservation.

Membership in the State Technical Committees, the group which provides guidance on
technical standards for conservation programs, was broadened to include agricultural producers
and others knowledgeable about conservation.

A new Conservation Farm Option was created for producers of wheat, feed grains, upland
cotton and rice who are eligible for Agriculture Market Transition contracts. Under this pilot
program, landowners may consolidate their CRP, WRP and EQIP payments into one annual
payment. The participants enter into a 10-year contract and agree to adopt a conservation farm
plan.

Under the interagency Wetlands Memorandum of Agreements, the definition of agricultural

land was expanded to include not only cropland and pastureland, but also rangeland, native
pastureland, other land used to support livestock and tree farms.

120



APPENDIX C

Ground Water Quality Council Responses to Public Comments

This section lists the comments received during the public comment period. The comments are
listed individually by exhibitor. Each comment is followed by the Ground Water Quality Council's
response, including how that comment has been incorporated into the text of the plan. There are two
sections, one listing the written comments received, and another detailing the verbal comments
received at the five public hearings held throughout the state.

WRITTEN COMMENTS
Exhibit 1

This comment expressed this group's concern with the emphasis AGWQPP is placing on voluntary
Best Management Practices (BMPs), a better clarification of the role and responsibilities of the
Agricultural Ground Water Quality Coordination Committee (AGWQCC), and their desire for
broader representation on the AGWQCC. This comment also provided three recommendations:

1. Replace voluntary BMPs with mandatory BMPs backed by a site-specific enforceable
regulatory framework.

2. In the absence of any legislative or administrative authorization, the AGWQCC shall be
advisory to the Director of the Division of Environmental Quality.

3. The AGWQCC membership should be expanded to include representatives from the United
States Forest Service, Idaho Fish and Game, Idaho Rural Water Systems, Idaho Association of
Counties and the Association of Idaho Cities.

Response:

1. Voluntary BMPs are being evaluated in terms of their ability to identify potential problems and
protect ground water quality. The AGWQPP methodology provides (please refer to the
Prevention Flowchart, Figure 2, page 71):

a. An Information and Education Strategy based on the concept that "an informed public is
more likely to prevent contamination voluntarily without the need for regulatory programs."

(GWP Plan, Policy III-A.)

b. A BMP Strategy that identifies the BMP, which is then monitored and evaluated.
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c. A Regulatory Strategy that is a site-specific, enforceable regulatory framework which is
implemented when the BMP Strategy is not meeting water quality objectives.

2. As indicated on page 76 in the AGWQPP, it is not the responsibility of the AGWQCC to
establish rules. "This committee is intended to enhance, not replace, the regulatory process
initiated by an agency with specific program authority." The following verbiage will be added
to the AGWQPP, third paragraph on page 76 to better clarify the AGWQCC's role: "The
Agricultural Ground Water Quality Coordination Committee will perform in an advisory
capacity and will report to the Ground Water Quality Council or its successor, or in their
absence shall be advisory to the agency with specific program authority."

The Agricultural Chemical Subcommittee will review the AGWQCC statement of purpose, role
and responsibilities and will make recommendations to clarify as appropriate.

3. The AGWQCC is intended to be inclusive and membership beyond what is specified on page
77, will require review and approval by the Ground Water Quality Council. The following
verbiage will be added to the AGWQPP, fifth paragraph on page 77, to provide some flexibility
and inclusiveness to AGWQCC membership: "The membership of the Agricultural Ground
Water Quality Coordination Committee may be adjusted to include additional federal and state
agencies, water user groups, local government representatives, or other stakeholders approved
by a majority vote of either the Ground Water Quality Council or its successor."

Exhibit 2

This group expressed general approval and is supportive of the voluntary nature of the BMP
strategy. They stressed two points of particular support: 1. Regulatory action is reserved for
situations where water quality objectives are not being met, and 2. BMPs are being developed
to address potential impacts for both surface and ground water quality, and that they are being
developed and implemented before contamination occurs. This group made one
recommendation that the AGWQCC activities under the Mechanisms for Implementation
section (pp 76-77) be expanded to include the development of meaningful incentives for
growers to adopt voluntary BMPs.

Response:

Federal and state agencies and private sector organizations presently utilize various forms of
incentives to promote the adoption of voluntary BMPs. The Natural Resource Conservation
Service, Idaho Department of Health and Welfare- DEQ, Idaho Department of Water Resources
and Idaho Power, to name a few, work with their constituents to identify sources for cost
sharing activities and other incentives. The following verbiage will be added to the role of the
BMP Effectiveness Subcommiittee (paragraph 1, page 77) to stress the importance of incentives
to voluntary BMP adoption: Identify sources for BMP cost sharing and incentives.
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Exhibit 3:

The commentor indicated general support of the AGWQPP and its methodology of going from
education and implementation through Best Management Practices, and then enforcement. The
commentor also approved of the AGWQPP's philosophy of not placing an unnecessary bonus
of blame, or responsibility on either the regulated community or the regulators. The
commentor went on to stress that even though the impetus is through education, there will have
to be more staff provided to make the technical transfer from the draft AGWQPP as it now
exists to actual implementation in the agricultural community. This will require that
recommendations be made to the state legislature to add more staff to facilitate the
implementation of the AGWQPP.

Response:
The Ground Water Quality Council will pass this recommendation to the Idaho Water Resource
Research Institute (IWRRI) and the Cooperative Extension System (CES) for review. IWRRI
and CES are represented on the Agricultural Ground Water Quality Coordination Committee,
and have cognizance over ground water and agricultural education activities.
VERBAL COMMENTS
Coeur d'Alene Public Hearing
The commentor was generally supportive of the program's emphasis on Information and Education,
BMPs and enforcement as the last resort. Therefore, the commentor felt that more Extension staff
is needed to make the technical transfer of this program to the agricultural community and assure
that its implementation is accomplished.

Response:

The comment has been taken under consideration.
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ACP
APAP
ASCS
BLM
BMPs
CERCLA
CES
CRBS
CRMPs
CRP
CSGWPP
CWA
DEMOs
ECARP
EDMS
EPA
FBL
FIFRA
FSA

GIS

ACRONYMS

Agricultural Conservation Program

Agriculture Pollution Abatement Plan

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
Bureau of Land Management

Best Management Practices

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act

Cooperative Extension Service

- Cooperative River Basin Studies

Coordinated Resource Management Plans
Conservation Reserve Program

Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program
Clean Water Act

Water Quality Demonstration Projects

Environmental Conservation Acreage Reserve Program
Environmental Data Management System
Environmental Protection Agency

Feed Back Loop

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act
Food Security Act

Geographical Information System
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GWQ Ground Water Quality

GWQC Ground Water Quality Council

GWQP Ground Water Quality Plan

HEL Highly Erodible Land

HUAs Hydrologic Unit Area Projects

I&E Information and Education

IASCD Idaho Association of Soil Cdnservation Districts
IDA Idaho Department of Agriculture

IDHW-DEQ Idaho Department of Health and Welfare - Division of Environmental Quality

IDL Idaho Department of Lands

IDWR Idaho Department of Water Resources
NPS Nonpoint Source

NRCS Natural Resource Conservatipn Service
QAPP Quality Assurance Project Plan

RC&D Resource Conservation and Development
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

SAWQP State Agricultural Water Quality Program

SCC . Soil Conservation Commission

SCD Soil Conservation District

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act

SMP State Management Plan for Pesticides
TSCA Toxic Substance Control Act
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UOFI
UIC
USDA
USFS
WRP
WQIP
WQS

WQSP

University of Idaho

Underground Injection Control

United States Department of Agriculture
United States Forest Service

Wetland Reserve Program

Water Quality Incentive Program

Water Quality Standards

Water Quality Special Project
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GLOSSARY

Agricultural activity/Agriculture — Any activity conducted on land or water for the
purpose of producing an agricultural commodity, including crops, livestock, trees, and
fish.

Agricultural chemical — Any pesticide, nutrient and fertilizer used for the benefit of
agricultural production or pest management.

Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan — Also known as the Ag Plan, is authorized
under Section 319 of the Clean Water Act. The Ag Plan addresses agricultural nonpoint
source pollution concerns in the state. It describes the nonpoint source concerns
associated with irrigated cropland, nonirrigated cropland, grazing/riparian and concen-
trated animal feeding operations. The plan identifies component practices that have
been demonstrated to be effective when used to develop best management practices to
address agricultural nonpoint source pollution. ‘

Agricultural waste — Any waste product or by-product produced as a result of an
agricultural activity.

Ambient — The water quality at a specific location at the time sampled.

Aquaculture — The cultivation of the natural produce of water such as fish, shellfish or
plants.

Aquifer —A geological formation of permeable saturated material, such as rock, sand,
gravel, etc., capable of yielding economically significant quantities of water to wells and
springs.

Artificial recharge — Recharge of water to an aquifer at arate greater than natural resulting
from the deliberate actions of man.

Background concentration — is defined in two different ways:
e Natural background ground water quality — The ground water quality unaffected
by man.
e Site background ground water quality — The water quality directly upgradient of
a site.

Baseline — Ground water quality at a point in time and place that is used as a point of
reference.

Beneficial uses — Various uses of ground water in Idaho including, but not limited to,
domestic water supplies, industrial water supplies, agricultural water supplies,
aquacultural water supplies and mining. A beneficial use is defined by actual current
uses or future uses of the ground water.
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Best available method — Any system, process, or method which is available to the public
- for commercial or private use to minimize the impact of point and nonpomt source
contammants on ground water quality.

Best management practice — A practice or combmatmn of pract1ces determined tobe the
most effective and practical means of preventing or reducing contamination to ground
water and/or surface water from nonpoint and point sources to achieve water quality
goals and protect the beneficial uses of the water. '

Best management practice feedback loop — A process to develop, implement monitor
and evaluate the effectiveness of best management practices which are adopted for the
protection of ground water quality. This process provides for the continued improve-
ment or refinement of practlces to achieve ground water quality goals.

Best practical method — Any system, process, or method thatis established and in routine
use which could be used to minimize the impact of point or nonpoint sources of
contamination on ground water quality.

Cleanup — The removal, treatment or isolation of a contaminant from ground water
through the directed efforts of humans or the removal or treatment of a contaminant
in ground water through management practices or the construction of barriers, trenches
and other similar facilities for prevention of contamination, as well as the use of natural
processes such as ground water recharge, natural decay and chemical or biological
decomposition.

Confined aquifer — A geological formation in which water isisolated from the atmosphere
by an overlying less permeable geologic formation. Confined ground water is generally
subject to pressure greater than atmosphenc thus, the water level rises above the top
of the aquifer.

Contaminant — Any chemical, ion, radionuclide, synthetic organic compound, microor-
ganism, waste or other substance which does not occur naturally in ground water or
which naturally occurs at a lower concentration.

Contamination — The direct or indirect introduction into ground water of any contami-
nant caused in whole or in part by human activities.

Cropr root zone — The zone that extends from the surface of the soil to the depth of the
deepest crop root and is specific to a species of plant, group of plants or crop.

Degradation — The lowering of ground water quality as measured in a statistically
significant and reproducible manner.

‘Feedback loop — See definition under best management practice feedback loop.

Fertilizer — Any substance containing one or more plant nutrients which is used for its
plant nutrient content and/or for promoting plant growth, including limes, gypsum
and manipulated animal and vegetable manures.
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Ground water — Any water of the state which occurs beneath the surface of the earth in
a saturated geological formation of rock or soil.

Ground water quality standard — Values, either numeric or narrative, assigned to any
contaminant for the purpose of establishing minimum levels of protection.

Indian tribe — Any Indian tribe having a federally recognized governing body carrying
out substantial governmental duties and powers over any area.

Injection well — An excavation or artificial opening into the ground which meets the
following three criteria;

¢ A bored, drilled or dug hole, or a driven mine shaft or a driven well point; and
e Deeper than it is wide; and
¢ Used for or intended to be used for injection.

Level of confidence — Reflects the confidence level that is appropriate for data. It in turn
reflects the quality assurance level achieved during data collection and the analytical
level achieved during sample analysis. ,

Local government — Cities, counties and other political subdivisions of the state.

Local monitoring — Any investigation of areas of known or suspected contamination on
a scale from a single site to less than ten square miles.

Nonpoint source — A potential source of contamination having diffuse or multiple
discharges of contaminants that are spread over a large area.

Nonregulated releases — Contaminants knowingly or unknowingly dlscharged from one
or more sources which are currently not regulated.

Nutrient — Any substance applied to the land surface or plants which is intended to
improve germination, growth, yield, product quahty, reproduction, or other desirable
characteristics of plants.

Perched aquifer — Unconfined ground water separated from an underlying main body
of ground water by an unsaturated zone.

Person — Any human being, any municipality or other governmental or political
subdivision or other public agency, any public or private corporation, any partnership,
firm, association, or other organization, any receiver, trustee, assignee, agent or other
legal representative of any of the foregoing, or any other legal entity.

Pesticide — (1) Any substance or mixture of substances intended for preventing,
destroying, repelling, or mitigating any pest, or (2) any substance or mixture of
substances intended for use as a plant growth regulator, defoliant, or desiccant.
Insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, rodenticides, fumigants, disinfectants and plant
growth regulators are all identified as pesticides.
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Point source — A potential source of ground water contamination which is individually
identifiable in terms of point of release and zone of impact in the aquifer.

Political subdivision — The state of Idaho, or any corporation, instrumentality or other
agency thereof, or any incorporated city, or any county, school district, water and/or
sewer district, drainage district, special purpose district or other corporate district
constituting a political subdivision of the state, any quasi-municipal corporation,
housing authority, urban renewal authority, other type of authority, any college or
university, or any other body corporate and political of the state of Idaho, but excluding
the federal government.

Projected future beneficial uses — Various uses of ground water such as drinking water,
aquaculture, industrial, mining or agriculture that are practical and achievable in the
future based on hydrogeologic condltlons water quality, future land use activities and
soc1al/econ01mc cons1derat10ns

Recharge area — An area in ‘which water infiltrates into the soil or geological formation
from precipitation, irrigation practices and seepage from creeks, streams, lakes etc. and
percolates to one or more aqulfers

Regional monitoring — Investigation of areas of known or suspected contammatlon on
a scale of 10 to about 250 square mlles

Remediation — Any action taken (1) to control the source of contamination, (2) to reduce
the level of contamination, (3) to mitigate the effects of contaminants, and/or (4) to
minimize contaminant movement. Remediation includes provldmg alternate drinking
water sources when needed.

Restoration — Measures taken to return a site to pre-contamination conditions.

Saturated zone — A zone or layer beneath the earths surface in which the interconnected
pore spaces of rock and sediments are filled with water.

Shallow injection well — An injection well which is less than or equal to eighteen (18)
feet in vertical depth below land surface.

Sole source — A protective aquifer designation established by Section 1424(e) of the Safe
Drinking Water Act and applied by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency to an
aquifer considered to be the sole or principal drinking water source for a geographic
area and which, if contaminated, would create a significant hazard to public health.
This has no bearing on the state categorization system

‘State Pesticide Management Plan — A plan developed to address the use of pesticides
which have been identified by EPA as having potential . to result in ground water
contamination. Plan components include prevention measures, monitoring, response
to contamination and enforcement mechanisms to be implemented for specific pesti-
cides. The SMP is part of a ground water protection strategy authorized under the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act. )
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Unconfined aquifer — An aquifer in which there is no confining bed between the zone
of saturation and the land surface. The upper surface of the saturated water body is
called the water table. The water pressure is atmospheric.

Unsaturated zone — Zone or layer of earth in wluch not all of the interconnected pore
spaces of rock or soil are filled w1th water. :

- Urban and nonagricultural chemical use — Application of agricultural chemicals for other
than crop production purposes, including right-of-way, non-cropland, industrial, and
residential pest control.

Wellhead — The physical structure, facility, or device at the land surface from or through
which ground water flows or is pumped from subsurface, water-bearing formations.

Wellhead protection area — The surface and subsurface area surrounding a wellhead or
well field, supplying a public water system, through which contaminants are reasonably
likely to move toward and reach such water well or well field.

Wellhead setback area — An area immediately surrounding a wellhead in which potential
sources of contamination are controlled or restricted.
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' ACRONYMS USED IN PLAN

ASCS
BMP
CAFO
CERCLA
CES
CFR
DEQ
DOT
EDMS
EPA
FBL

_FIFRA
FOTG
GWR
HMB
IDA
IDHW
IDHW-DEQ

IDL
IDT
IDWR
IERC
INEL
TWRRI
MCL
MOU
NDMA
NPDES
NPS
ppb
ppm
QA

 Administrative Procedures Act

Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan -

Agricultural Research Service

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service

Best Management Practices ‘

Confined Animal Feeding Operation |

Comprehensive Env‘ir’oﬁmental‘Response Compensation and Liability Act
Cooperative Extension Service

Code of Federal Regulations

Division of Environmental Quality

Department of Transportation

Environmental Data Management System

Environmental Protection Agency

Feedback Loop :

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act

Field Operation Technical Guide

Ground Water Review |

Hazardous Materials Bureau

Idaho Department of Agriculture

Idaho Department of Health and Welfare

Idaho Department of Health and Welfare, Division of Environmerntal
Quality ‘
Idaho Department of Lands

Idaho Department of Transportation |

Idaho Department of Water Resources

Idaho Emergency Response Commission

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

- Idaho Water Resources Research Institute

Maximum Contaminant Level

Memorandum of Understanding

No Degradation Management Area

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Nonpoint Source '

~ Parts per Billion

Parts per Million
Quality Assurance
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QC
RCRA
SARA
SAWQP
- scc
SCD
SCS
SMP
uIC
USDA
USGS
UST
WHPP

Quality Control

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Stiperfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act
State Agricultural Water Quality Program
Soil Conservation Comumission

Soil Conservation District

Soil Conservation Service

State Pesticide Management Plan
Underground Injection Control Program
United States Department of Agriculture
United States Geological Survey
Underground Storage Tank

Wellhead Protection Program
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APPENDIX A
- Ground Water Quality Council Responses To Public Comments

This section lists the comments received during the public comment period. The
comments are listed individually by exhibitor. Each comment is followed by the Ground
Water Quality Council’s response, including how that comment has been incorporated
into the text of the plan. There are two sections, one listing the written comments
received, and another detailing the verbal comments received at the six public hearmgs
held throughout the state.

'WRITTEN COMMENTS

Exhzbzt 1

The comment recommended that the Council seek out a ground water study known as
the “Chino Study”. Commentor also included a clipping from the Los Angeles Times,
dated December 12, 1990 which details the large amounts of manure produced by the
Chino Agricultural Preserve and the effect it has had on ground water. Commentor
noted that once ground water is contaminated by these means, it wﬂl remain
contaminated for a long perlod of time.

Response:

The Ground Water Councﬂ recogmzes that Confined Animal Feedmg Operations
(CAFOs) are a potential source of ground water contamination. CAFOs have been
addressed in the portion of the plan entitled Agricultural Chemical Source Matrix,

AppendixB. The information provided in the Chino Study will also be useful as resource
material in the development of ground water regulations. :

Exhibit 2 |

This comment consisted of 63 surveys conducted in the Avondale Subdivision in
Hayden Lake, Idaho. The surveys show that problems such as discoloring, poor taste,
odor, and stained dishwashers, toilets, and laundry are being encountered by citizens
of the subdivision.

Response:

Copies of all surveys have been forwarded for attention and possible action to the DEQ
Coeur d’Alene Regional Office which has jurisdiction over public drinking water
systems in that area. In instances where illness has been noted, the District Health
Department will be notified for investigation of the problem. Since the system is a public
drinking water system, it would be regulated under the Idaho Regulations for Pubhc
Dnnkmg Water Systems.

Exhibit 3, Paragraph 3

This comment stated an appreciation for having the costs of implementation submitted
with the plan, but did not feel that money should be generated for the plan through
additional sales taxes. ‘ S
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Response: '
The Council has noted your response and will take up the issue of funding sources
again at future meetings.

Exhibit 3, Paragraph 4
The comment expressed the need to improve the monitoring program and stressed that
the data should be made more accessible to the public.

Response: '

The portion of the plan entitled, “Ground Water Quality Monitoring Program”
addresses this comment. The plan establishes a geographic information system to store
the data which will be accessible to the public upon request.

Exhibit 3, Paragraph 5
- The comment states that the plan is unclear in assigning financial responsibility to
polluters for clean up.

Response:

The plan attempts to address the issue of assigning financial responsibility to polluters;
however, the Council did not feel that the plan could adequately address the issue and
recommends separate legislation be drafted on remediation issues.

Exhibit 4, Point 1

‘ Comment suggested the plan could be made stronger if it set water quality standards
that included preventative action limits to initiate corrective actions before standards

are exceeded. :

Response:

The Ground Water Council has chosen to look at trends rather than using single number
preventative action limits to trigger a corrective action before a standard is reached. The
concept of a trend will be developed further in the Ground Water Quality Regulations.
The following statement will also be added to the rationale for Policy I-D, Ground Water
Quality Standards, which states, “Will not ignore obvious man made chemicals which
are not naturally found in ground water.”

Exhibit 4 Points 2 and 3

The commentor showed concern over whether enforcernent of existing regulations will
continue after adoption of the plan or if new enforceable regulations would be adopted.
Concern was also voiced about present federal programs not being integrated into the
plan. :

Response:

Existing regulations will continue to be used. They will be evaluated and revised if.
needed to incorporate ground water protection issues. The state Ground Water Quality
Plan and the Federal Sole Source Designation Program are two different programs. The
Ground Water Quality Plan looks at protection of ground water as a resource while the
federal program looks at ground water as a drinking water source. The Council did not
want to incorporate federal programs into a state program as this could bring federal
officials into state issues.
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Exhibit 4, Point 4
This portion of the comment noted that there was no schedule for unplementmg the
new programs. : ,

Response:
The target dates cannot be finalized until the amount of funding has been established
and approved by the legislature.

Exhibit 5, Point 1

This commentor questioned how rmrung operations would be abandoned once mining
in an area was completed. The commentor also felt that the plan should be stricter,
particularly in the area of mining. They also wanted the plan to address exploratory
mining.

Response:

The issue of abandonment of mines is covered in the last nnplementatlon item of Policy
II-C on page 32. The nnplementatlon portion of the policy calls for the development of
further regulations for those mining issues not already addressed. Any regulations
which are developed in the future will go through the public notice and comment
process which provides an opportunity to make recommendations about specific mining
issues. :

Exhibit 5, Point 2

This portion of the comment suggests that the Council delete the word practical in -
Policy II-A, so that segment of the policy would read maximum extent, mstead of
maximum extent practical.

Response: '
The phrase “maximum extent practical” is taken directly from Idaho Code §39 102,
which states the following goal of the ground water quality protection act, “It is the
policy of the state to prevent contamination of ground water from any source to the
maximum extent practical.” This was the legislators choice of words to express their
intent. The Council followed the direction given by the legislature on terminology.

' Exhibit 5, Point 3
It was suggested that the Council define “better ways of domg business in all aspects
- of our society” as used in the plan. This type of phrase could leave loopholes.

Response:

This language could not be found in the plan directly as quoted, even though the
concept is inferred throughout the plan This concept is not meant to imply regulatory
or policy boundanes ;

Exhibit 5, Point 4 '
The comment suggests that the Council define respon31ble parties and a531gn respon-
sibility for cost of cleanup to the perpetrator not the taxpayer.

Response:

The plan attempts to address a framework for a deflmtlon of responsible party; however,
the Council did not feel that the plan could adequately address the issue and
recommends separate legislation be drafted. On the issue of forcing the perpetrator to
pay for costs of cleanup, the Council agrees, but realizes that this is not always possible.
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Exhibit 6, Point 1 | -
The term “best available methods” should be more clearly defined so as to distinguish
why the term best available methods was used instead of best available technologies.

Response:

The Council chose to not use the term best available technology to avoid confusion with
the Clean Water Act and surface water regulations which utilize best available
technologies. The EPA has also specifically defined best available technologies for use
in surface water situations. Since the term has traditionally been used in relationship
with surface water issues, the term was changed to reflect ground water. The difference
between best available methods and best available technologies will further be stated
in the plan under Policy I-C, Categorization of Ground Water, in the implementation
‘section.

Exhibit 6, Point 2
The Drmkmg Water Category lacks incentive to look at best available technologles

Response:

Policy II-A, Prevention of Ground Water Contamination, prov1des the incentive to look
at best available methods and other preventative measures, while Policy I-C, Categori-
zation of Ground Water, provides clarification of the different categories of ground
water.

Exhzbzt 6, Point 3

Policy IV- C Local/State Consistency, should remain as written in the draft of the
Ground Water Quality Protection Plan; as it provides local units of government with
flexibility to implement the plan.

Response:

Due to comments requesting clarification of this policy, the Council has reworded Policy
IV-C, Local/State Consistency to read, “The policy of the state of Idaho is that local
governments assist in the implementation of the Ground Water Quality Plan under the
authorities given them in the Idaho State Constitution and the Idaho Code. Local
government may provide ground water protection through mechanisms appropriate to
their authority to address local concerns and needs. Such mechanisms should be
consistent with state laws and the Ground Water Quality Plan. Further, such local
mechanisms should not impose duplicate permitting requirements on the public.” The
Rationale and Implementation portions of this policy, have also been reworded to
coincide with the policy.

Exhibit 7

Commentor voiced strong objections to any further building at the INEL, as current
levels of tritium and chromium in the ground water around the INEL already exceed
the Federal Drinking Water Standards.

Respon.se
The comment has been noted by the Ground Water Councﬂ

Exhibit 8 ’
The comment strongly supports Policy IV-C, Local/State Con31stency, as written in the
draft plan.
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Response:
See response to Exhibit 6, Point 3.

Exhibit 9 ‘
The commentor related how pest1c:1de laden run-off irrigation water had caused the
death of some of his livestock in the Maglc Valley

Response:

This problem would fall under the authority of the surface water regulations rather
than this ground water plan. The Ground Water Quality Plan does address the
interrelationship of surface and ground water in Policy I-B. Additional language was
also added to the rationale for Policy I-B so the sentence now reads, “The intent is to
ensure that the quality of ground water that discharges to surface water does not impair
identified beneficial uses of the surface water and that surface water infiltration does
not impair beneficial uses of ground water.” ,

Exhibit 10

The commentor urged the Council to create stronger preventive and mandatory
protection measures rather than the voluntary and educational approach that is taken
in the draft of the plan.The voluntary approach makes the plan appear very weak.

Response:

The Ground Water Council, after again considering this issue, dlsagrees with the
prospect of creating only mandatory enforcement measures. The voluntary approach
is intended as the first step in the enforcement approach. The voluntary approach
includes incentive programs which are the key to making this approach work. If
voluntary approaches are ineffective, then mandatory. enforcement will be im-
plemented

Exhibit 11, Point 1
Table 2 on page 28, under “Enforcement Approach When Standards are Exceeded”
gives the impression that a problem must occur before regulatlons may be revised to
address the problem.

Response: '
Water Quality Regulations currently exist to deal with many programs. Ground Water
Quality Regulations including numerical and narrative standards are in the process of
being developed, emphasizing that the plan does not wait for problems to occur before
addressing them. Sources of contamination will be addressed in a source specific
manner within the Ground Water Regulanons

Exhibit 11 Point 2

On page 29 under the third 1mp1ementat10n item, language should be added stressmg
that educational and technical assistance is necessary for regulatory programs as well
~as voluntary programs.

Response: '
The Council agreed with the commentor that the language should be added.
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Exhibit 11, Point 3

On page 32, Policy II-C, Mining, the first nnplementation issue should be changed to
read, “IDHW-DEQ in cooperation with IDL ...”, since the Idaho Department of Lands
is not the expert on ground water quality. :

Response:
The Council disagrees and feels that the language should remain as written in the draft
plan since IDL is the expert on mining issues.

Exhibit 11, Point 4

- The last nnplementatlon item under Policy VI-A, Remediation, does not utilize a
proactive approach. The language should be changed to direct remedlatlon to be
initiated without waiting to develop institutional controls.

Response:
The paragraph was intended to address areas where restoration has been eliminated.

Exhibit 11, Point 5

Commentor noted that Policy VI-B, Liability for Costs of Remediation, under im-
plementation item number 3, ground water should replace contamination in this phrase
since ground water is remediated and contamination is not remediated. Also the phrase
of the sentence stating, “If a public fund is not estabhshed for remediation,” is unclear.

Response
The Council concurred with the suggestion of commentor. This language will be
changed in the final plan.

Exhibit 11, Point 6 ‘
In Policy VI-B, implementation item number 5, will the same threshold to have local
funding pay for remediation apply to all categories? '

Response:
The Council has taken your comment under consideration.

Exhibit 11, Point 7 ‘ ‘

The introduction to the Agricultural Ground Water Quahty Program Progress Report
implies that the following section is not a plan but a report of what has been done in
the past and what will be used in the future. Also the Information and Education section
on page 45 indicates that there are no new strategies, plans, or priorities for the future.
What are the future plans for this portion of the program. Next on page 56, fifth
component, who will determine whether or not the voluntary mvolvement is “ade-
quate”? What does the term “adequate” mean? How will the “inner loop” of the
feedback loop be emphasized. Page 58, the first paragraph states that there are several
sources of funding available for incentive programs. Where is the information listed so
people are aware of it?

Response:

The Ground Water Quality Council, after reviewing the section of the plan entitled
Agricultural Ground Water Quality Program Progress Report, decided that this section
needs additional revisions and has deleted it from the final draft of the plan. The
Agricultural/Chemical Subcommittee will continue to work on this item and bring a
revised Agricultural Plan back to the Council at a later date for approval.
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Exhibit 12, Point 1
The commentor noted that the Best Management Practices (BMPs) need to be more
prevention oriented rather than reaction oriented.

Response: ‘

The Agricultural/Chemical subcommittee was directed to address this issue. The
subcommittee brought their recommendations to the November, Ground Water Quality
Council meeting. The recommendations included a preventauve feedback loop alterna-
tive to address this concern.

Exhibit 12, Point 2
On page 28 Table 2, the non mandatory programs should have mandatory BMPs which -
are triggered once dechmng water quality is identified.

Response
The feedback 1oop addresses the triggering of a mandatory BMP if a decline in water
quality is identified.

Exhibit 12, Point 3 '

The commentor recommended the addition of language in the plan to address the
interaction between the plan and proper use and disposal of household hazardous
wastes,

Response

‘This issue is addressed indirectly by Pohcy III-A, Public Education on Ground Water

- Quality, and is also included in the “Agricultural Chemical Source Matrix” in
Appendix B. ‘ '

Exhibit 13, Point 1
The plan does not set standards that would trigger preventlve management measures
before a safe drinking water standard is exceeded.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 4, Point 1.

Exhibit 13, Point 2 :
Federal programs such as the Sole Source Aquifer Designation Program are not
integrated into the plan.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 4, Points 2 and 3.

Exhibit 13, Point 4.
There is no schedule to implement any of the new programs.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 4, Point 4.

Exhibit 14, Point 1
Commentor raises the question of how the plan will be funded and enforced
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Response:

The issue of funding has not yet been decided. Enforcement will be done through the
‘use of existing and future regulations which give enforcement capability to state and
local officials on ground water issues.

Exhibit 14, Point 2
How will the INEL be governed?

Response: .

This comment is addressed in Policy IV-D, Federal Consistency, which states that
“ground water underlying all federally owned lands be provided w1th the same level
of protection from contaminants as other ground water in the state.”

Exhibit 14, Point 3
How will the non-point pollution from agriculture be controlled.

Response:
This issue is addressed by Policy II-B, Agricultural Chemical and Nutrient Management.

Exhibit 14, Point 4
How can the use of chemicals in the yard, home, schools, etc. be reduced?

Response

This issue is addressed indirectly by Policy III-A, Public Education on Ground Water
By educating the public on proper use and disposal of chemicals and alternatives to the
_chemicals, their use can be reduced or managed more efficiently.

Exhibit 15
The plan needs to be stronger if it is to fully protect the ground water of Idaho.

Response
The Council feels the Ground Water Quality Plan will adequately protect the state’s
ground water quality while not hindering ground water beneficial uses.

Exhibit 16, Point 1
The plan needs to incorporate more stringent controls of some chemicals that we know
are being used in areas overlying ground water.

Response: ‘
This issue is addressed under Policy I-C, Categorization of Ground Water. The
Agricultural Chemical Source Matrix, in Appendix B also addresses this comment.

Exhibit 16, Point 2

Injection wells are not adequately addressed under the existing UIC program. The
inspections are set up for once every ten years with no follow through on high bacteria
counts when they are encountered. :

Response:

It was recommended that this program be reviewed under program evaluatlons, which
is the first implementation item listed under Policy II-A, and revisions be made as
needed to address concerns.
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Exhibit 16, Point 3

The plan lacks minimal numerical standards, the classification of aquifers which are
vulnerable and merit immediate protection under Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking
Water Act, the safeguards of preventative action limits, and any methods to enforce
the protection of ground water. c

Response

Numerical ground water standards and ground water classification is in the process of
being addressed in Ground Water Regulations. The Council decided against the use of
preventative action limits in favor of using trends as a means of determining when
further action is needed. Finally, the plan is not an enforcement document, but a
management document to provide direction for what should be done in ground water
protection. Enforcement capabilities are addressed in ex1st1ng regulatlons and any future
regulations that will be developed

 Exhibit 17

The commentors requested that iron bacteria be added as a microbial requirement in
the monitoring plan. They also recommended some numencal standards for ground
water. :

Response:

The Monitoring Subcommittee looked at the possibility of adding iron bacteria as a
microbial requirement in the monitoring plan. The subcommittee recommended that
iron bacteria not be added as a microbial requirement since there are no actual health
threats from the bacteria and no health limits have been established. The numerical
standards which were recommended have been given to the md1v1duals working on
Ground Water Quality Standards for consideration.

Exhibit 18
In Policy IV-C, Local/State Consistency, should be refined to incorporate the fact that
more stringent ground water quality standards would not be in conflict with the plan.

Response: ‘

The management and operational standards may vary slightly based on the category
which the ground water is placed in, but the main purpose of the plan is to maintain
one set of ground water quality standards throughout the state for consistency. The
term ground water quality standard has been defined in the glossary of the plan.

Exhibit 19

Concern was voiced over the fact that Policy IV-B, Local/State Government Interaction,
states that local governments “shall integrate the Ground Water Quality Assurance
Plan in their existing programs,” while Policy IV-C, Local State Consistency, seems to
prohibit local governments from issuing permits for local control and neglects to clearly
allow local governments to collect fees.

Response

This issue is addressed in Idaho Code and will also be included in the funding narrative
that goes to the legislature. The Council agrees that funding mechanisms should be
made available to provide for local funding of the Ground Water Quality Protection
Plan, and a statement clarifying this will be added to the implementation items for
Policy IV-B, Local/State Government Interaction.
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Exhibit 20, Point 1
Commentor suggested that all “shoulds” in the plan be changed to “shalls”, and
“woulds” to “wills” to create a stronger plan

Response:

The Ground Water Council chose by vote to use “should” and “would” in the plan
because the Ground Water Quality Protection Act of 1989 says that the plan should
make recommendations not mandates.

Exhibit 20, Point 2

The commentor details numerous events whlch have led to the contamination of surface
water. :

Response:
See response to Exhibit 9.

Exhibit 21
The interpretation was made ‘that Policy IV-C, Local/State Consxstency, said that
duplicate fees cannot be imposed. Commentor would like this point clarified. :

Response:
Policy IV-C does not address or include fees at this time.

- Exhibit 22
The commentor feels that the portion of Policy IV-C, Local/State Consmtency, stating,
“do not conflict with” should remain in the final draft of the plan and not be reworded.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 6, Point 3.

Exhibit 23
The commentor supports Policy IV-C, Local/State Consistency, and thinks it should be
retained as written in the draft plan.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 6, Point 3.

- Exhibit 24, Point 1 :
The commentor would like to see a “zero or no degradatmn approach rather than
the current philosophy which allows minimal amounts of deterioration of ground water

quality.

Response:
The philosophy chosen by the Ground Water Quality Council reflects an overall
antidegradation approach rather than zero-degradation, since zero-degradation elimi-

nates many act1v1t1es which the population depends on like sewage systems, farming,
ete.

Exhibit 24, Point 2 ‘
No clear statements exist in the mining feedback loops or in the plan to address
exploratory drilling. Also the mining policy is unacceptable
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Response:
This issue has been referred to the program evaluation implementation item under
Policy II-A, Prevention of Ground Water Contamination.

Exhibit 24, Point 3
The point of compliance concept needs further clarification as used in the Ground Water

Quality Plan.

Response:

Point of compliance will be detailed fully in the Ground Water Quality Regulations,
and the Council does not feel it necessary to add additional language for this concept
in the plan.

Exhibit 25, Point 1

The commentor does not feel that local governments should be able to unplement and
adopt ground water quality policies, ordinances and BMPs as allowed by Policies IV-B
Local/State Government Interaction, and IV-C, Local/State Con31stency

Response:
See response to Exhibit 6, Point 3.

Exhibit 25, Point 2
The commentor encouraged the state to develop and set clear time tables for implement-
ing the various programs.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 4, Point 4.

Exhibit 26, Point 1

The nnplementatmn recommendations under Policy IV-A, Public Participation should
be changed to allow further incorporation of public comment in the development of
existing and future rules, regulations and guidelines.

Response:

The Council has reviewed this issue and has strengthened this concept by changing
the rationale to read, “Public part1c1pat1on is essential to encourage public mput and
acceptance of ground water.. :

Exhibit 26, Point 2

Language should be added to Policy IV-B, Local/State Government Interaction, which
would allow a funding mechanism to be developed and provided to local governments
for implementation of the plan. : ,

Response:
See response to EXhlblt 19.

Exhibit 26, Point 3

Language should be added to Policy IV-C, Local/State Consistency, which says, “the
-regulatory development process should incorporate a case-by-case analysis, review or
walver to address local issues or problems in order to allow adequate response to those
issues.”
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Response:
This issue will be looked at during Ground Water Quality Regulation development.

Exhibit 26, Point 4

This comment encourages funding for the reglonal and local monitoring portions of the
monitoring program due to the importance of monitoring in addressing ground water
contamination and remediation.

Response:
The Council will take this comment into account when setting funding priorities.

Exhibit 26, Point 5

Policy VI-B, Liability for Costs of Remediation, provides a foundation for addressing
ground water remediation, but does not provide protection for local governments who
may acquire contaminated property through condemnation or reversion.

Response:
This issue needs to be addressed in separate leglslatlon which is being developed by a
subcommittee to address remediation issues, including identifying responsible parties.
Upon completion, the Bill will be reviewed by the full Council, and submltted to the
legislature.

Exhibit 27, Point 1 '

On page 13, under Goals and Requirements of the Ground Water Quality Plan, the
language should be changed to read, “All ground water shall be protected as a potable
water supply unless it can be demonstrated that the existing quality and available
quantity are insufficient to support such use.”

Response:
Idaho Code §39-102 establishes the goal as it reads in the plan on page 13.

Exhibit 27, Point 2

Policy I-A should be changed to read, “The policy of the state of Idaho is to protect
the existing high quality of the state’s ground water as a potable water supply unless
the existing quality and/or quantity are insufficient to support such use.”

Response:
The Council feels that this would allow too much degradation of the state’s ground
water, since drinking water does not require the highest quality for all beneficial uses.

Exhibit 27, Point 3 _ '

~ Policy I-C, Categorization of Ground Water, should be changed to read, “The policy
of the state of Idaho is to provide protection for the state’s ground water resources. A
ground water categorization system will be established for aquifers or portions of
aquifers. This categorization system will be based on ground water vulnerability to
contamination, existing and protected future beneficial uses of ground water (including
community development) and existing water quality and quantity.” Also change the
rationale on the same policy to read, “The level of protection afforded ground water
- should be consistent with its present water quality, its vulnerability to contamination
and its existing and projected future beneficial uses. Categorization of ground water
will allow for different levels of protection in recognition of the unique naturally
occurring, characteristics of aquifers and portions of aquifers within the state.”

146



Response:
The plan deals only with quality issues, thus the Council has decided to leave the
language as it was in the draft plan. :

Exhibit 27, Point 4
Define 51gmf1cant potential as it is used on page 45 of the plan. Also what will be the
trigger value or procedure that initiates remediation?

Response:

The definition of significant potential is a technical dec1S1on which should be left to the
agencies, since it is a site specific issue. The trigger value should remain flexible so that
local criteria also have flexibility.

Exhibit 27, Point 5

The nnplementatlon item of Policy VI-A, Remediation, which deals with funding
alternatives, should include a mechanism to impose monetary penalties when the
responsible party is unwilling to remediate and there is an imminent threat to human
health or the environment.

Response:
This issue is already addressed in Idaho Code 39-1086.

Exhibit 27, Point 6
New language should be created for the last unplementatlon item of Policy VI-A
Remedjiation.

Response: ‘

This implementation item has been changed to read, ”Ground water quality which
has been degraded by past mining practices should be restored where feasible and
appropriate to support identified beneficial uses. Where restoration of such ground
water is not feasible or appropriate to support identified beneficial uses, the appropriate
level of government shall assure development of controls to prevent ground water use
and to prevent contaminant mobility beyond an established zone surrounding the
historic mining area.”

Exhibit 27, Point 7 ; «
The third paragraph on page 58 states that “other techniques” will be used to evaluate
BMP’s. What will these “other techniques” be?

Response:
This issue will be more completely developed in the portlon of the plan entitled
Agricultural Ground Water Quality Program.

Exhibit 27, Point 8
In Enclosure II it should be added that the SCS has no enforcement capability and
cannot implement any ground water remedlatlon

Response

A page break existed which caused confusion on what the SCS’s capabilities really are.
The page break will be ad)usted to prevent further confusion.
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'Exhibit 28, Point 1 -
A statement should be added to qualify that the plan only addresses ground water
quality issues and not those related to ground water quantity. :

Response:
This has been addressed by adding clarifying language to the Executive Summary of
the plan.

Exhibit 28, Point 2

The plan should make a bigger distinction between past legal and illegal practices for
the purpose of determining liability for remediation. Past legal practices should not be
viewed as liable as past illegal practices.

Response: 7 ‘
It is beyond the scope of the plan to assess the degree of liability. This issue will have
to be considered in the Remediation bill currently being drafted.

Exhibit 28, Point 3

Item 2 on page 25 should be changed to read, “Initially all aquifers with activities
having the potential to impact ground water will be categorized. Categorization for
areas which currently have no activities would be initiated when an activity with the
potential to impact ground water is proposed over an uncategorized aquifer. Initial
categories should be adopted by rule of the Board of Health and Welfare with full
opportunity for public comment as provided under the Administrative Procedures Act.
State agencies should not delay actions, or deny or delay the processing or approval
of any permit for an activity based on the fact that the Board has not completed the
initial categorization process.”

Response:
The language has been changed to read as suggested.

Exhibit 28, Point 4

Item 3 on page 25 should be revised to read, “The process should not be so lengthy

that it is prohibitive. Time frames should be established in the regulations so that if the
. Board fails to meet those time frames the petitioners request for recategorization would

be automatically granted.”

Response

The language has been revised to read, “The process should not be so lengthy that it
is prohibitive. Time frames should be established in the regulations and conditions
specified if time frames are not met.” The idea of an automatic recategonzatmn being
granted was not supported.

Exhibit 29, Point 1

The commentor agreed with Policy II-B, Agricultural and Nutrient Management, but
disagrees with the Rationale statement which would implement mandatory best
management practices if voluntary best management practices are not adequate. The
commentor also stressed the importance of education and monitoring and stressed that
these two items be a priority to receive funding.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 12, Point 1.
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Exhibit 29, Point 2

The commentor agreed with the wording in Policy IV-C, Local/State Consistency, but
does not feel that they should be able to impose duphcatlve regulations which may
conflict with the irrigation district boundaries.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 6, Point 3.

Exhibit 29, Point 3
~The plan does not fully address the issue of liability.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 28, Pomt 2.

Exhibit 30, Point 1

The commentors objected to the Policy IV- C, feehng that it implies local governments
lack the ability to determine their own “destiny”, and implies certain duties on local
government, while denying them the ability to take action in these areas.

Response:‘
See response to Exhibit 6, Point 3.

Exhibit 30, Point 2

The unplementatlon section of Policy VI-B, Liability for Costs of Remediation, states
when the person who caused the contamination cannot be found, “the general public,
through state or local funding will have to pay for any remediation that occurs.” The
- commentors do not find this statement acceptable to local governments of Idaho as it
may bankrupt many of the smaller local governments.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 26, Point 5.

Exhibit 31, Point 1

It was recommended that the Ianguage in Policy V-E, Envuonmental Data Management
System, be deleted which says, “as to its level of ‘confidence and utility for specific
purposes.” ‘

Response:
This section of the sentence has been deleted as requested.

Exhibit 31, Point 2

The language on page 52 should be changed to read, “levels of confidence will be
assigned based on several factors including the purpose and potential uses of the data.”
The words “the purposes and potential uses of the data” should be removed from
the text.

Response:
This wording has been deleted as requested.
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Exhibit 32,

The interrelationship of the plan with other documents such as the 319 Non Point
Assessment, Water Quality Standards, Ag Pollution Abatement Plan, Idaho Water Use
Plan should be shown.

Response:
A paragraph has been added to the Introduction and Executive Summary of the plan

clarifying this issue.

Exhibit 33, Point 1

There is concern over Policy II-B, Agricultural Chemical and Nutrient Management,
that even if farmers are applying voluntary BMPs, agencies may apply mandatory BMPs
if the voluntary ones are not working. Good education and use of the feedback loop
are the best'means to prevent ground water pollution.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 12, Point 1.

Exhibit 33, Point 2
The issue of liability is not fully addressed in the draft Policy VI-B, Liability for Costs
of Remediation.

Respbnse:
See response to Exhibit 26, Point 5.

. Exhibit 34, Point 1

Preventative action limits are needed as a means to ensure prevention of ground water
contamination.

Response:
See response to Exhibit 16, Point 3.

Exhibit 34, Point 2
Land use controls should be adopted as part of the ground water protection plan as in
Connecticut and Massachusetts.

Response: '
The statute for the land use plan will be referenced and incorporated into the plan
under Pohcy IV-B, Local/State Government Interaction, implementation section.

Exhibit 35
Idaho Department of Transportation injection wells and storm drains should be
plugged, and all injection wells must be phased out. Also the plan is weak and will
not adequately protect the state’s ground water.

Response:
The issue of injection wells will be reviewed under the program evaluation and
implementation item under Policy II-A, Prevention of Ground Water Contamination. -

Exhibit 36

Governmental agencies must be held as accountable as private citizens for contamina-
tion of ground water.
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Response:
The plan already addresses this issue and concurs with the commentors suggestions.

A few comments were received after the public comment deadline had passed. Even
though these comments are not specifically detailed and an exact response shown, they
have been reviewed and addressed where appropriate by the Council.

VERBAL COMMENTS

Idaho Falls Public Hearing

1. Commentor is glad to see that the program is voluntary, and would like to see it
continue in this fashion. There was also concern about the possibility of conflict between
the Ground Water Quality Plan, the Surface Water Act implemented by EPA and the
use of BMPs.

Response:

A paragraph has been added to the Introductlon and Executive Summary of the plan
clarifying how it will interact with other documents. The Council has also noted your
feelings on the voluntary aspect of the plan. ,

2. The commentor felt that the proposed budget for implementing the plan is somewhat
low. It was also noted that there needs to be some type of document (Memorandums
of Understanding) or Agreement written up between the state and federal agencies or
we will not get cooperation from the federal government. Finally, the remediation issue
needs to be addressed quickly as there are many problems existing in this area. The
public should not have to pay for cleanup. More needs to be done to prevent these
problems from occurring.

Response:

This issue of remediation and liability needs to be addressed in separate legislation
which is being developed by a subcommittee to address the remediation issues of
responsible parties. Upon completion, the Bill will be reviewed by the full Council and
submitted to the legislature. In drafting this Bill, the Council will take your comments
into account. Also, the issue of funding has not been completely determmed and the
amount detailed in Enclosure II is just an estimate.

3. A written comment was submitted which included the Matemal Safety Data Sheet
for Sanafoam®Vaporooter®II. '

Response:
The Council has taken your comunent under consideration.
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Pocatello Pyblic Hearing

1. Some positive aspects of the plan listed by this commentor included: proposed
educational programs on ground water, increased funding for monitoring, encourage-
ment for local governments to develop ground water contamination prevention
programs. The plan proposes ground water standards, but these standards are needed
now. Also the plan needs to incorporate preventative management triggers, instead of
waiting until health standards are exceeded. The plan does not integrate the Federal
Sole Source Aquifer Program. The plan fails to give guidance on how the programs
will be funded. Finally, the plan lacks a schedule to implement any of the new programs.

~ Response:

Ground Water Quality Regulations are in the process of being developed by IDHW-
DEQ. They will undergo a public review and comment process once completed to the
draft stage.

The Ground Water Council has chosen to look at trends rather than using single number
preventative action limits to trigger a corrective action before a standard is reached. The
concept of a trend will be developed further in the Ground Water Quality Regulations.
The following statement will also be added to the rationale for Policy I-D, Ground Water
 Quality Standards, “Will not ignore obvious man-made chemicals which are not
naturally found in ground water.”

The state Ground Water Quality Plan and the Federal Sole Source Designation Program
are two different programs. The Ground Water Quality Plan looks at protection of
ground water as a resource, while the federal program looks at ground water as a
drinking water source. The Council did not want to incorporate federal programs into
a state program as this could bring federal officials into state issues. The Council will
add language clarifying the difference in the two programs.

The target dates for implementing new programs and funding mechanisms cannot be
finalized until the amount of funding has been established and approved by the -
legislature.

2. Policy IV-C, Local/State Consistency, should remain as worded in the draft Idaho
Ground Water Quality Plan.

Response:

Due to comments requesting clarification of this policy, the Councﬂ has reworded Poli
IV-C, Local/State Consistency, to read, “The policy of the state of Idaho is that local
governments assist in the implementation of the Ground Water Quality Plan under the
authorities given them in the Idaho State Constitution and the Idaho Code. Local
government may provide ground water protection through mechanisms appropriate to
their authority to address local concerns and needs. Such mechanisms should be
consistent with state laws and the Ground Water Quality Plan. Further, such local
mechanisms should not impose duplicate permitting requirements on the public.” The
rationale and implementation portions of this policy, have also been reworded to
coincide with the policy.
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3.1 The commentor felt that more emphasis should be placed on best available
technologies, instead of just best available methods. A question was also raised about
the exact definition of “maximum extent practical”. ~

Response:

The Council chose to not use the term best available technology to avoid confusion with
the Clean Water Act and surface water regulations which utilize best available
technologies. The EPA has also specifically defined best available technologies for use
in surface water situations. Since the term has traditionally been used in relationship
with surface water issues, the term was changed to reflect ground water. The difference
between best available methods and best available technologies will further be stated
in the plan under Policy I-C, Categorization of Ground Water, the implementation
section on page 24.

3.2 Will ground water standards be adopted that are above and beyond the current
EPA standards?

Response:

Ground Water Quality Regulations are in the process of being drafted; however,
whether or not they will have standards above and beyond the EPA standards has not
yet been determined.

3.3 In both the mining and agricultural feedback process, how will people be moved
from the voluntary approach to the mandatory approach7 Also, how much say will the
public have in developing the “ management strategy” for all phases of mining.

Response:

Detailed flow charts have been added to the plan in order to better show the processes
of the feedback loop. The implementation portion of Policy II-C calls for the develop-
‘ment of further regulations for those mining issues not already addressed. Any
regulations which are developed in the future will go through the public notice and
comment process which provides an opportunity to make recommendatlons about
specific mining issues.

3.4 Support was given for maintaining Policy IV-C, Local/State Consistency, as it
appears in the draft plan.

Response:
See response to comment 2.

3.5 In the area of femediation, ‘the commentor favored a State Superfund Program
which would fund remediation when the responsible parties cannot be identified.

Response: '

The Council did not feel that the issue of responsible parties and determination of.
liability could adequately be addressed in the plan, thus they will be drafting a bill to
specifically address this issue. In drafting this bill, your comments will be noted.
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Twin Falls Public Hearing

1.1 On page 29, Policy II-A, the statement, “to meet the concerns of those affected,”
should be added to the policy.

Response:

Policy II-A, Prevention of Ground Water Contamination, is taken directly from Idaho
Code §39-102, which states the following goal of the ground water quality protection
act, “It is the policy of the state to prevent contamination of ground water from any
source to the maximum extent practical.” This was the legislators’ choice of words to
express their intent. The Council followed the direction given by the legislature on
terminology.

21 Confusmn was noted as to what exactly is meant by the statement on page 27 “Nor
is it the intent of the Council to initiate preventative action limits”.

Response:
The Ground Water Council has chosen to look at trends rather than using single number -
preventative action limits to trigger a corrective action before a standard is reached. The
- concept of a trend will be developed further in the Ground Water Quality Regulations.
The following statement will also be added to the rationale for Policy I-D, Ground Water
Quality Standards, “Will not ignore obvious man-made chemicals which are not
naturally found in ground water.”

3.1 The speaker related many examples of wells which needed replacing, and problems
which he had encountered in the well drilling industry. He also noted that it may be
‘valuable to have someone with expertise in this field give input on developing
regulations concerning these issues.

Response:
The Council has taken note of your cominent.

4.1 The commentor noted page 105, which discusses land applied waste and wastewa-
ter. The commentor was concerned about how the level of waste applied is determined.
He stressed that this is the best means of disposing of wastes.

Response:
The Council has taken note of your comument.

5.1 Best available technologies should be emphasized instead of best available methods.
Incentives for using innovative technologies should also be emphasized.

Response:

The Council chose not to use the term best available technology to avoid confusion with
the Clean Water Act and surface water regulations which utilize best available
technologies. The EPA has also specifically defined best available technologies for use
in surface water situations. Since the term has traditionally been used in relationship
with surface water issues, the term was changed to reflect ground water. The difference
between best available methods and best available technologies will further be stated
in the plan under Policy I-C, Categorization of Ground Water, the implementation
section on page 24.
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5.2 Will the state adopt standards which are above and beyond the current EPA
standards?

Response:

Ground Water Regulations are in the process of being drafted; however whether or
not they will have standards above and beyond the EPA standards has not yet been
determined. ;

5.3 Confusion was stated as to how the feedback process as mentioned in the agricultural
and mining policies will work. Also will the public have any say in the development
of “management strategies” for the phases of mining.

Response: '

Detailed flow charts have been added to the plan in order to better show the processes
of the feedback loop. The implementation portion of Policy II-C calls for the develop-
ment of further regulations for those mining issues not already addressed. Any
regulations which are developed in the future will go through the public notice and
comment process which provides an opportunity to make recommendations about
specific mining issues.

6.1 The comment was made that the quantity of water is equally as important as the
quality of water in this area.

Response:

The plan only addresses quality issues, and this has been clarified by adding language
to the Executive Suminary of the plan However, the Council also realizes your concern
in tlus area. ,

Boise Public Hearing

1.1 What is the baseline against which future standards will be measured? Will it be
assumed that all constituents are zero, or will the fact that certain constituents may be
present naturally be taken into account?

Response:
The Council acknowledged this comment and passed it on to the IDHW DEQ staff
working on the ground water quality standards.

1.2 Feels that Policy II-B, Agricultural Chemical Nutrient Management, which states
that contaminants should not move below the root zone, has good intentions but will-
be difficult to implement. '

Response:
The Council has taken note of your comment.

1.3 In Policy VI-B, Liability for Costs of Remediation, farmers who follow pesticide
labels and use BMPs as well as businesses following all statutes should be exempt from
remediation costs.

Response:

The Council did not feel that the issue of responsible parties and determination of
liability could adequately be addressed in the plan, thus they will be drafting a bill to
specifically address this issue. In drafting this bill, your comments will be noted.
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2. These comments are identical to those in Exhibit 29, Points 1-3.

3. The plan covers nearly every potential source of contamination, but lacks the power
to enforce.

Response:

The plan is not an enforcement document, but a management document to provide
direction for what should be done in ground water protection. Enforcement capabilities
are addressed in existing regulations and any future regulations that will be developed.

4.1 Policy II-B, Agricultural Chemical and Nutrient Management, and II-C, Mining, are
unclear in their discussion of feedback loops. Also, at some points mandatory
enforcement will be needed in these areas and regulations will be needed to give this
capability.

Response:

Detailed flow charts have been added to the plan in order to better show the processes
of the feedback loop. The plan is a management document to provide direction for what
should be done in ground water protection. Enforcement capabilities are addressed in
existing regulations and any future regulations that will be developed.

4.2 Policy IV-B, Local/State Government Interaction, should provide more monies to
local governments to help enforce policies which relate to them.

Response:

This issue is addressed in Idaho Code and will also be included in the fundmg narrative
that goes to the legislature. The Council agrees that funding mechanisms should be
made available to provide for local funding of the Ground Water Quality Protection
Plan, and a statement clarifying this will be added to the nnplementatlon items for
Pohcy IV-B, Local/State Government Interaction.

4.3 Policy IV-C, Local/State Government Interaction, is a very critical policy and should
remain as written in the plan.

Response: '

Due to comments requesting clarification of this policy, the Council has reworded Policy
IV-C, Local/State Consistency, to read, “The policy of the state of Idaho is that local
governments assist in the implementation of the Ground Water Quality Plan under the
authorities given them in the Idaho State Constitution and the Idaho Code. Local
government may provide ground water protection through mechanisms appropriate to
their authority to address local concerns and needs. Such mechanisms should be
consistent with state laws and the Ground Water Quality Plan. Further, such local
mechanisms should not impose duplicate permitting requirements on the public.” The
rationale and implementation portions of this policy, have also been reworded to
coincide with the policy. ,

5. Commentor suggested that all “shoulds” in the plan be changed to “shalls”, and
“woulds” “wills” to create a stronger plan.

Response:

The Ground Water Council chose by vote to use “should” and “would” in the plan
because the Ground Water Quality Protection Act of 1989 says that the plan should
make recommendations not mandates.
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6.1 There is no explanation of the techniques involved in BMPs, best available methods
and best practical methods.

Response: ;
A more detailed flow chart showing the- processes involved in BMPs has been developed
and included in the plan. Also, the definitions and explanations of best available
methods and best practical methods have been more clearly stated.

6.2 The plan states that trends will be used to indicate the need to modify BMPs. What
~ is the definition of a trend? This appears to be an unattainable trigger which would trip
the feedback loop into action.

Response:
The concept of a trend will be developed further in the Ground Water Quality
- Regulations. ,

6.3 Ground water quality standards need to be developed simultaneously with the
finalization of the plan.

Response:
Ground Water Quality Regulations which will mclude the numerical standards are in
the process of being developed.

Coeur d’Alene Public Hearing

1. Commentor stated that the City of Coeur d’Alene injects large amounts of chemicals
into the sewage system which could leach out and affect the aquifer. Also made the -
request that large fines be set for potentially responsible parties.

2. In Policies IV-B, Local/State Government Interaction, and IV-C, Local/State Consis-
tency, it is very important that local governments have the ability to implement
programs. Thus, support was given for these two policies as written. The commentor
also felt that the Well Head Protection program should be a more important part of
these sections.

Response:

Due to comments requesting clarification of this policy, the Council has reworded Policy
IV-C, Local/State Consistency to read, “The policy of the state of Idaho is that local
governments assist in the implementation of the Ground Water Quality Plan under the
- authorities given them in the Idaho State Constitution and the Idaho Code. Local
government may provide ground water protection through mechanisms appropriate to
their authority to address local concerns and needs. Such mechanisms should be
consistent with state laws and the Ground Water Quality Plan. Further, such local
mechanisms should not impose duplicate permitting requirements on the public.” The
rationale and implementation portions of this policy on page 36, have also been
reworded to coincide with the policy. Policy IV-B, has remained basically unchanged.
The Council also acknowledges your comment concerning the Well Head Protection
Program.
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3. See Exhibit 8 of the written comments.

4. Concern was voiced about Policy I-C, Categorization of Ground Water. The
commentor felt that drinking water deserved more protection than best practical
methods offered.

Response:

The concept of best practical methods has been more clearly defined to show exactly
what is meant by this phrase. The Drinking Water categorization is only meant as a
strategy to manage certain ground waters which are used for drinking water which are
not as susceptible to contamination. It does not mean that all ground waters used for
drinking water will only be managed with best practical technologies.

4.2 The commentor questions the use of voluntary compliance in Policies II-B,
Agricultural Chemical and Nutrient Management, and II-C, Mining. It was mentioned
that it may be much easier sunply to put the mandatory programs into place to start
with. ,

Response:

The Ground Water Council, after again considering this issue, disagrees with the
prospect of creating only mandatory enforcement measures. The voluntary approach
is intended as the first step in the enforcement approach. The voluntary approach
includes incentive programs which are the key to making this approach work. If
voluntary approaches are ineffective, then mandatory enforcement will be im-
plemented.

5.1 Policy I-C, Categorization of Ground Water, does not emphasize best available
technologies, but instead talks about best management practices.

Response:

The Council chose to not use the term best available technology to avoid confusion with
the Clean Water Act and surface water regulations which utilize best available
technologies. The EPA has also specifically defined best available technologies for use
in surface water situations. Since the term has traditionally been used in relationship
with surface water issues, the term was changed to reflect ground water. The difference
between best available methods and best available technologies will further be stated
in the plan under Policy I-C, Categorization of Ground Water, the implementation
section on page 24.

5.2 Support was giveh for Policy IV-B, Local/State Interaction, and Policy IV-C, Local
~State Consistency, as it appears in the draft plan.

Response:

Due to comments requesting clarification of this policy, the Council has reworded Policy
IV-C, Local/State Consistency, to read, “The policy of the state of Idaho is that local
governments assist in the implementation of the Ground Water Quality Plan under the
authorities given them in the Idaho State Constitution and the Idaho Code. Local
government may provide ground water protection through mechanisms appropriate to
their authority to address local concerns and needs. Such mechanisms should be
consistent with state laws and the Ground Water Quality Plan. Further, such local
mechanisms should not impose duplicate permitting requirements on the public.” The
rationale and implementation portions of this policy, have also been reworded to
coincide with the policy. Policy IV-B has remained basically unchanged.
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6. Numerous comments were given regarding problems with iron bacteria in the ground
water which are seriously affecting the drinking water quality of the area.

Response:

The Council acknowledges the many comments it has received on this issue. However,
the Ground Water Quality Plan does not specifically address this issue. The DEQ Coeur
d’Alene Field Office has jurisdiction over public drinking water systems in that area.
The comments have been forwarded to that office, which has the authority to deal with
the problem.

Lewiston Public Hearing

1.1 The commentor noted some confusing aspects of the categonzanon process and
what standards will be used for each one.

Response:

The standards may vary slightly based on the category which the ground water is placed
in, but the main purpose of the plan is to maintain one set of Ground Water Quality
Standards throughout the state for consistency. The term standards will be defined in
the glossary of the plan. : ~

1.2 The plan does not adequately address mining issues.

Response:

The implementation portion. of Pohcy II-C calls for the development of further
regulations for those mining issues not already addressed. Any regulations which are
developed in the future will go through the public notice and comment process which
provides an opportunity to make recommendations about specific mining issues.

1.3 The technical review comunittee established on page 56 in the Ground Water Quality
Monitoring Program includes hydrologists from various state agencies and a member
from affected industries, but it does not include a member of the public to give public
input. : ,

Response:

The wording in the Ground Water Data Technical Review Committee Section has been
expanded to include at least one member from industry and one member from the
general public.

2.1 Commentor stated that regulations regardmg mining and exploratory drilling need
to be developed.

Response:
See Response to 1.2 above.

3. Commentor suggested that all “shoulds” in the plan be changed to “shalls” and
“woulds” to “wills” to create a stronger plan, especially as pertains to mining,

Response:

The Ground Water Council chose by vote to use “should” and “would” in the plan
because the Ground Water Quality Protection Act of 1989 says that the plan should
make recommendations not mandates.
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4. The commentor noted that the issue of spills occurring along roads and rivers was
not addressed anywhere in the plan.

Response:
The Council has taken your comment under consideration.

5. The plan does not integrate the Federal Sole Source Aquifer Program and other state
and federal programs, or suggest the deflmtwe legislation needed to force the federal
government to change its ways.

Response:

The state Ground Water Quality Plan and the Federal Sole Source Designation Program
are two different programs. The Ground Water Quality Plan looks at protection of
ground water as a resource while the federal program looks at ground water as a
drinking water source. The Council did not want to incorporate federal programs into
a state program as this could bring federal officials into state issues. Also the issue of
federal consistency is addressed in Policy IV-D, Federal Consistency.
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AGRICULTURAL CHEMICAL STORAGE AND HANDLING

_ Potential Agricultural |
T Chemical Source

~ Ground Water Quality | o

: Impact Concems ¢

~ Pertinent to Source :

Existing Programs

;i_

- Recommendations to Address
Program Deficiencies/Agricultural
Chenucal Pohcy Number

1 AGRICULTURAL
CHEMICAL

. STORAGE AND
- HANDLING

; (any site or facﬂlty

' ~upon which agricul-

tural chemicals are
- being stored which

‘may indude com-

. mercial, on-farm,
~ residential loqales)

Leakage or spllls from
storage containers and
tanks as well as
agrichemical-laden
surface water runoff at
facilities that lack
adequate containment
measures.

. FIFRA label require-

ments. EPA, IDA.

. Idaho state pesticide use

regulations (Section 15)
IDA.

. Local fire code and build-

ing ordinances. State and
local fire marshall.

. Recommended guidelines

presented in federal and
state documents, agricul-
tura] journals and from

the agrichemical industry.

. UST regulations, EPA,

DEQ.

. Drinking water standards

for community and non-
community water supply
wells. EPA, DEQ, IDWR.

. RCRA; contaminated

soils from commercial

applicator storage related |

spills. EPA, IDA, DEQ.

1 Evaluate ex15tmg mformatlon and

develop standardized guidelines.
IDA, Ground Water Review team
(GWR). Policy II-B.

. Broaden scope of applicability
Section 15 regulations. IDA.
Policy II-B.

. Develop state regulations for con-
tainment measures including

SPCC plans at larger facilities. IERC.

. Develop standardized guldellhes
for containment desxgn IDA.
Policy I-B.

. EPA to finalize storage regulations
(CFR Part 165). EPA. Policy II-B.

. Develop education and informa-
tion dissemination programs at all
levels. SCS, University of Idaho,
CES, DEQ, IDA, Industry, IDWR.
Policy II-B.

Expand wellhead protection. IDA,
DEQ, local EPA, IDWR. Policy II-A.

. Development of a State Pesticide
Management Plan (SMP). IDA
lead. Policy II-B.

. Coordinate siting of agricultural
chemical storage facilities with
local planning and zoning entities.
IDA, DEQ, EPA. Policy 1I-B.2.
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Potential Agricultural
‘Chemical Source

Ground Water Quality

Impact Concerns

 Existing Programs
- Pertinent to Source

Recommendations to Address
Program Deficiencies/Agricultural
Chemical Policy Number

2. AGRICULTURAL

CHEMICAL -
MIXING AND
LOADING FOR
APPLICATION.

(includes both per-
manent and
occasionally used
sites where agricul-
“tural chemicals are
prepared for appli-
cation; includes. -

commercial and on-

farm locales)

Uncontained leakage and
spills during mixing and
loading activities, and
backsiphoning into water
source. '

1. Recommended guide-
lines presented in
federal and state docu-
ments, agricultural
journals and from the
agrichemical industry.

2. RCRA reinstate recyc-

ling and reuse provi-
sions. EPA, IDA,
DEQ, Industry.

3. FIFRA; Label require-

ments for mixing proce-
dures. EPA, IDA.

1. Evaluate 'existin,g information and

develop standardized guidelines.
IDA, GWR team. Policy II-B.

. Develop educational and informa-
tional programs at all levels. SCS,
University of Idaho, CES, DEQ,
IDA, Industry. Policy II-B.

. Develop state regulations/guide-
lines for proper mixing and load
ing procedures. EPA, Industry,
University of Idaho. Policy II-B.

. Develop design standards for
mixing and loading areas
(i.e., containment, impervious
pads, closed mixing). IDA,
Industry, EPA, DEQ. Policy II-B.

. EPA to finalize mixing and load
ing regulations. (CFR Part 165)
EPA. Policy II-B.

. Expand wellhead protection at all
levels. DEQ, IDA, Local EPA,
IDWR. Policy II-A.

7. Development of SMP. IDA lead.

Policy 1I-B.
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Potential Agricultural |

Chemical Source

Ground Water Quality

Impact Concerns .

- Existing Programs

Pertinent to Source

Recommendations to Address

- Program Deficiencies/Agricultural

- Chemical Policy Number

3. AGRICULTURAL
CHEMICAL
~ APPLICATION/

 AGRICULTURAL
PRACTICES |

3 (application methods,
rates and timing of

agricultural chemical

and associated cult-
~ural practices such as
.. crop rotation; t111age,
and irrigation which
~influence concentra-
“tions and mobility of
applied agricultural
chemlcals)

Infiltration of agricultural
chemicals or their chem-
ical constituents below
the crop root zone, or
entry by direct pathways
such as poorly con-
structed wells and sur-
face waters which

are hydrologically con- -
nected to ground water.

. BMPs, SCS: Pest,

Nutrient, and Irrigation
water management plans,
conservation cropping
practice. SCC lead and
technical committee.

. SCS, University of

Idaho, CES, and Bureau
of Reclamation irrigation
management guidelines.

. Recommended guide-

lines presented in fed-
eral and state documents
agricultural journals, and
from the agrichemical
industry.

. FIFRA; 1abe1ir;§ require-

ments: cultural practices
restrictions (i.e., tillage).
EPA, IDA, Umver51ty of
Idaho.

. IDA; Chapter 34, Pesti-

cide Law. IDA.

. 1990 Farm Bill Water
. Quality Plan Provisions.

USDA, University of
Idaho, DEQ, IDA, EPA,
SCD.

1. Develop a cooperative agreement

between local Soil Conservation
Districts and an operator that pro-
vides for developing a water qual-
ity management plan that :
addresses surface water and
ground water pollution sources
and satisfies all applicable state.
and federal requirements for
water quality protection which

. includes the implementation of

BMPs. Local SCDs. Policy 1I-B.

. Develop and update ground water

quality protection BMP’s for
agricultural chemical ap]phcatlon/
cultural practices. SCC lead &
Technical committee. Policy II-B.

. Coordinate irrigation programs

and other BMPs within CES, SCS,
Bureau of Reclamation, IDWR.
Policy II-B.

. Develop and imp lement a SMP.

IDA, DEQ, EPA Policy II-B.

. Address ground water quality

protection in the revision of the

APAP. SCC, lead and State Agri-
cultural Water Quality Adwsory
Committee. Policy II-B.

‘6. Encourage expansion of SAWQP

for ground water projects. IDA,

Industry, DEQ. Policy II-B,
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Potential Agricultural |

~ Chemical Source

3 'AGRICULTURAL
CHEMICAL '

~ APPLICATION/

\ AGRICU‘L_TURAL’

~ PRACTICES |

. (Co;itﬁiimed) o

Ground Water Quality |
Impact Concems -

Exlstmg Programs
Pertment to Source

 Recommendations to Address
Program Deficiencies/Agricultural

Chenucal Pohcy Number

7. IDWR-well construction
standards, well driller
licensing.

8. IDWR-water rights seas-
son of diversion.

7. Develop informational, educational
and research programs (especially
promote development and distri-
bution of ground water protection
handbooks: Pest, Nutrient, and
Irrigation Management) which
address ground water protection
from agricultural chemical spills.
All entities. Policy II-B.

. Accelerate and continue federal
projects such as USDA Ground
water demonstration projects.
USDA lead, SCS, CES, ASCS,
SCD, IDA, Industry, IDWR,
and DEQ. Policy II-B.

. Encourage land user participation
in SCD and other local programs
that may provide BMP planning,
implementation and technical
assistance. All entities. Policy II-B.

10. Encourage expansion and contin-
uation of privately (i.e. Farm
Bureau) and publicly sponsored
ground water quality programs
including pesticide use informa-
tion, vulnerability mapping and
others. All entities. Policy II- B
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, Potential Agricultural

Chemical Source

Ground Water Quality
Impact Concerns

: Exisfing Programs |
Pertinent to Source -

Recommendations to Address -
Program Deficiencies/Agricultural
Chenucal Pollcy Number i

4. CA¥O’S

(NPDES permltted
and nonpermitted
concentrated anunal

* feeding operations
of all sizes and all

- animals exduding =

aquaculture; i.e.,
_ dairies, feedlots,
‘hog operations, etc.)

Infiltration and runoff
from CAFO’s with inade-
quately designed feed-

lots and waste storage

structures.

. EPA; NPDES permit, in-

spection. EPA, DEQ.

. Idaho waste manage-

ment guidelines for
concentrated animal
feeding operations.
DEQ, technical
advisory committee.

3. Regulations; compliance

checks and complamt
response relatin
Idaho water qua 1ty
standards. DEQ.

. Technical assistance for

waste management
system evaluation and
design. ASCS, SCS,
SCD.

. Financial/cost share

assistance for imple-
mentation. ASCS,

- SCS-RCD, SAWQP.

. Rules and regulations

governing grade A
pasteurized milk pro-
gram. IDA.

1. SCD’s should include an inventory
of statewide CAFO operations in
their five year program. SCD.
Policy II-B.

2. Establish a monitoring and
research program to determine
the degree of CAFO impacts on
ground water quality. CES/DEQ,
IWRRL Policy 1I-B.

3. Research to identify alternative
methods of waste treatment and
management. University of Idaho,
SCS, DEQ, Industry. Policy II-B.

4. Develop informational and educa-
tional programs for ground water
protection from CAFQ’s at all lev-
els. Policy II-B.

5. Provide additional personnel for

technical assistance to design and
implement CAFO waste manage-
ment systems. SCS, DEQ, IDA.
Policy II-B.

6. Provide financial/cost share assis-
tance for implementation of
CAFO waste management sys-
tems. ASCS, SCS-RCD, SAWQP.
Policy I1I-B.
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Potential Agricultural
Chemical Source

Ground Water Quality
Impact Concerns

Existing Programs
Pertinent to Source

Recommendations to Address

Program Deficiencies/Agricultural

Chemical Policy Number

4. CAFO’s

" (Continued)

7. IDA dairy laws for
grade B operations -
IDA Dairy Bureau, SCS,
CES, private consult-
ants, DEQ.

8. IDWR water right per-
mitting,.

7. Address the ground water quality
protection shortcomings of the
NPDES permit. DEQ, EPA.
Policy 1I-B.

. Coordinate requirements of all
agencies into CAFO management
systems. SCC. Policy 1I-B.

. Expand and promote Idaho waste
management guidelines for

. CAFQO’s to address ground water

quality protection. DEQ lead.

Policy 1I-B.
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Potential Agrlcultural
Chemical Source

Ground Water Quality
Impact Concerns

“Existing Programs
Pertinent to Source

Recommendations to Address
- Program Deficiencies/Agricultural
Chemical Policy Number :

5. AGRICULTURAL

CHEMICAL
 WASTE DISPOSAL

(CONTAINERS
~ AND UNUSED
PRODUCT)

(all commercial, on-
farm, residential
entities using agri-
cultural chemicals)

Improper disposal of
agricultural chemical
containers and unused
product

Containers:

1. FIFRA label require-
ments. IDA, EPA.

2. CES, EPA recommended
practices. CES, IDA,DEQ.

3. DEQ Regulations small
generator/hazardous
materials regulations.
DEQ, district health,
local governments.

4. Household hazardous
collection programs.
DEQ, loca
government, industry.

‘Unused Product:

1. RCRA; disposal of
hazardous wastes which |
apply to agricultural chem
icals and unrinsed cont-
tainers. DEQ, EPA.

2. FIFRA label require-‘
ments. IDA, EPA.

3. State authority for IDA
to develop regulations
(Chapter 34). IDA.

4. Idaho’s Rules and
Regulations; construc-

tion and use of injection
wells, 1D EPA,

1. Promote informational and educa-
tional programs to address proper
disposal of agricultural chemical
containers and unused product.
At all levels. Policy II-B.

2. Evaluate effectiveness of existing
programs/regulations for ground
water quality protection by appro-
priate agencies/industry. Ground
water review team. Policy II-B.

3. EPA to fmahze disposal regula-
tions (CFR Part 165). EPA.
Policy II-B.

4. Development of an SMP. IDA

lead. Policy II-B.
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Potential Agricultural
Chemical Source

‘Ground Water Quality
Impact Concerns

Existing Programs
Pertinent to Source

Recommendations to Address
Program Deficiencies/Agricultural
“Chemical Policy Number

6. AQUACULTURE
WASTE MANAGE-
MENT PRACTICES

(storage and
handling of waste
generated from the
controlled cultiva-
tion of aquatic plants
and animals) :

Infiltration and
wastewater runoff from
inadequately constructed
waste storage structures.

. EPA; NPDES permit, in-

spection. EPA, DEQ.

. Technical assistance

with facility design and
operations from Idaho
Aquaculture association,
trade representatives,
and publications.
Industry.

. Idaho wastewater treat-
ment requirements. DEQ.

. BMPs; system

management.

. Public interest criteria

of water rights. IDWR.

1. Develop design standards for
waste storage ponds/lagoons.
DEQ, SCS, IDA. Policy 1I-B.

2. Develop educational and informa-
tional programs for aquaculture
waste management practices at all

‘levels. Policy II-B. ‘ ‘

3. Address the ground water quality
protection shortcomings of the
NPDES permit. DEQ, EPA.
Policy II-B.

4. Promote research to identify
alternative methods of waste
treatment and management.
‘University of Idaho, DEQ, SCS,
Industry. Policy II-B.

5. Develop informational and educa-
tional programs for ground water
protection from aquaculture prac-
tices. All levels. Policy II-B.

6. Evaluate appropriateness of modi-
fying the Idaho water quality stor-
age and wastewater treatment
reciuirements. DEQ lead.

Policy 1I-B.
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~ Potential Agricultural
- Chemical Somfce*” ,

_ Ground Water Quality—'1 _ Existing Programs |  -

~ Impact Concerns | ~ Pertinent to Source

Recommendations to Address
Program Deficiencies/Agricultural

|  Chemical Policy Number

7.

~ DISPOSAL
 METHODS

INJECTION WELLS
AND OTHER
UNDERGROUND

- (wells or other ,
‘methods used to .
. dispose of irrigation
- tail water and other
- runoff waterin
~ which discharge is
- directly into the =

‘ground water or

 will likely migrate -

to the ground water)

Disposal of irrigation tail
water or other runoff
water which contains
agricultural chemicals
into unpermitted, poorly
maintained, and
improperly closed or
unauthorized-abandoned
. disposal wells, and lava
tubes, fractured rock,
_gravel pits, etc.

. Underground Injection

Control (UIC) Program;
exercises primacy that
EPA granted Idaho in
1984 under the SDWA to
regulate underground

_injection. IDWR, EPA.

. Idahos rules and regula-

tions; construction and
use of injection wells.
IDWR, EPA.

. Idaho’s well abandon-

ment and well construc-
tion standards. IDWR,
EPA. -

. Operation Outreach; a

program to educate injec-
tion well users, govern-
ment officials and the
public of alternatives to
injection wells, as well as
mitigation measures and
proper abandonment

procedures. IDWR, EPA.

1. Promote, develop and revise
BMPs in regard to increasing
water quality and decreasing
water quantity of irrigation tail
‘water and other runoff water en-
tering injection wells and other
disposal systems. SCC technical
committee. Policy II-B.

2. Continue to improve educational
and informational efforts. IDWR,
EPA. Policy II-B.

3. Identify contributors responsible
for low water quality injectate and
require that they share responsi-
bility with owner/operator when
more than one person, party, or
entity utilizes an injection well.
IDWR. Policy II-B.

4. Ascertain the effect of injection
well use on ground water qualit
by obtaining support for researc
to determine the fate of contami-
nants entering the subsurface envi-
ronment through injection wells.

'IDWR, University of Idaho, IFBF.
Policy II-B.

5. Develop guidelines and/or regu-
lations for disposal systems that
are not regulated under existing
Policy II-B.




Potential Agricultutal | Ground Water Quality  Existing Programs . Recommendations to Address
Chemical Source - Impact Concerns Pertinent to Source Program Deficiencies/Agricultural
: : : : E Chemical Policy Number

0Lt

7. INJECTION WELLS 6. Encourage land user participation
AND OTHER = in SCD and other local programs
- UNDERGROUND : that may provide BMP planning,
DISPOSAL - implementation, and technical
~.-METHODS ' assistance. SCD. Policy II-B.
(Continued) | "] 7. Evaluate and revise regulations as

necessary to provide increased
protection from injection wells and
other disposal methods; strengthen
compliance monitoring and enforce-
ment efforts by obtaining support
for increased well inspections, more
detailed injectate characterization,
emergency response capability, and
penalties or well closure. IDWR,
EPA. '
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Potential Agricultural

Chemical Source

'Ground Water Quality

Impact Concerns

~ Existing Programs
- Pertinent to Source

Recommendations to Address

1 Program Deficiencies/Agricultural

Chemical Policy Number

‘8. AGRICULTURAL
 CHEMICAL SPILLS |

~ (uncontained releases

-that occur during
storage, handling,
mixing, loading, and

. transportation of

~ agricultural chemicals)

Infiltration of a release
or its chemical
constituents through the
unsaturated zone, or
entry by direct pathways
such as poorly
constructed wells and
surface waters which are
hydrologically connected
to ground water.

. Idaho hazardous materi-

als incident command
and response support
plan. IERC.

. SARA, Title Ill. I[ERC.
. FIFRA; packaging. EPA.

. DOT; transportation

requirements. DOT, 1DT.

. RCRA; contaminated

media from commercial
spills/leaks. DEQ, EPA.

."Recently passed legisla-

tion addressing agricul-
tural chemical spills.

. Recommended guide-

lines presented in federal
and state documents,
agricultural journals and
from the agrichemical
industry.

. IDWR wellr construction

and injection well (UIC)
program.

. IDWR well construction

and Injection Well (UIC)
Program.

1. Develop guidelines and/or regula-

tions for those agricultural chemicals
and quantities that are not regul- ‘
ated under existing programs. IDA,
IDT. Policy II-B.

. Encourage beneficial uses of

spilled material. IDA,DEQ. "
Policy 11-B.

3. Develop informational, educa-

tional, and research programs
which address ground water protec-
tion from agricultural chemical
spills. All levels. Policy II-B.

. Encourage the utilization of perti-

nent research results. All levels.
Policy II-B.

. Upgrade IDWR programs.




el

Potentlal
Chenuca ource

b

cultural I Ground Water Quahty :
 Impact Concerns

Exlstlng Progra
urce

- Pertinent to

Recommendations to Address

Program Deficiencies/Agricultural

Chemical Policy Number

9 URBANINONAGRI—
CULTURAL USES

‘ (road51de weed con-
trol, right-of-ways,
golf courses, residen-

-tial, commercial; etc.)

Infiltration of agricultural
chemicals, an ag
chemical release, or its
chemical constituents
through the unsaturated
zone; or entry by direct
pathways such as poorly
constructed wells, -
inadequate water system
backsiphoning
protection, improper
cross connection, and
surface waters which are
hydrologically connected
to ground water.

. FIFRA; labeling. IDA,

EPA.

. IDA; Chapter 34, pesti-

cide law (commercial
applicators). IDA.

. Recommended guide-

lines presented in federal
and state documents,
agricultural journals, and
from the agrichemical
industry.

. Community awareness

programs. IDA, CES,
Industry.

1. Research studies to determine

degree of ground water contami-
nation in urban areas. DEQ, IDA.
Policy II-B.

. Research studies to identify alterna-

tive methods of urban and nonagri-
cultural uses of agricultural chemi-
cals. CES, Industry, EPA.

Policy 1I-B.

. Develop informational, educa-

tional, and training programs for
commercial and residential users.
All entities. Policy II-B.

. Conduct urban pesticide sales
study. IDA. Policy II-B.

. Increased development of outreach

programs for information and
education. CES, IDA, EPA.
Policy II-B.
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Potentlal Agricultural | Ground ‘Water Quahty |
Chen'uca Source 1 ‘

Impact Concerns

~ Existing Programs
- Pertment to Source

Recommendatlons to Address

~ Program Deficiencies/Agricultural

Chemlcal Pohcy Number

10. LAND APPLIED
~ WASTE AND
. WASTEWATER

. (all waste manage- -
~_ment operations
 which employ land |

'k _ application for the

_]

‘benefit of crop pro- .

, ductmn

 (ie, aquaculture .
- "fwaste, sludge and
__ septage, animal
_ waste, plant by- -
pproducts, etc.) -

Application of waste and
wastewater in excess of
crop needs.

. EPA; NPDES permlt

EPA, DEQ

. Idaho water quality
. standards and waste-

water treatment require-
ments. DEQ, technical
advisory committee.

. Idaho wastewater land

application permit
regulations. DEQ.

. USDA SCS, agricultural

waste management.
FOTG. USDA SCS. -

. IDWR-water right per-

mit requirements.

1. Expand guldance rules and regula-

tions, for land application of waste
and wastewater management from
processing plants, CAFO’s and
aquaculture operations and other
nonregulated land application
activities to protect ground water
quality. DEQ, EPA, IDA.

Policy 1I-B.

. Refine BMPs. SCC technical com-

mittee. Policy II-B.

. Develog: an MOU between appkro—

priate federal/state/local agencies
regarding a?ency roles and resp--
onsibilities for land applied waste
and wastewater. Policy II-B.

. Address the ground water quality

Klrotectlon shortcomings of the

NPDES Permit. DEQ, EPA.

Policy 1I-B.

. Research to identify alternative

methods of land application. CES,
DEQ, IDA. Policy II-B.

. Develop informational and educa-

tional programs for ground water

quality protection from land a
lied waste and wastewater. l
evels. Policy II-B.
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Potential Agricultural | - Ground Water Quali

‘ tyl

Chenﬁcalf Source ‘,

Impact Concerns

Existing Programs

- Pertinent to Source

 Recommendations to Address
Program Deficiencies/Agricultural

. Chemital Policy Number

11. AGRICULTURAL
~ WASTES ;
 DISPOSAL

(agricultural wastes
not addressed in
the Agricultural
Chemical Waste
Disposal, Injection
Wells and Other
‘Disposal Methods,
and Land Applied

* Waste and Waste-

water categories; for
example, treated -

~ seed, animal

- carcasses and crop
_ residue) ‘

Infiltration of
contaminants associated
with such wastes

. IDHW Idaho state solid

waste regulations. DEQ),
local government.

RCRA, Subtitle D. DEQ,
EPA.

. Guidelines/BMPs. IDA.

UIC permits and regula-
tions, IDWR.

1. Develop educational and informa-
‘tional programs which address

proper disposal of agricultural
wastes. CES, IDA. Policy II-B.

. Evaluate effectiveness of existing

programs/regulations for ground

water quality protection by appro-
riate agencies/industry. IDA,
EQ, CES, EPA. Policy 1I-B.

. Expand and develop guidelines for

§round water quality protection
rom agricultural wastes. DEQ,

- IDA, CES. Policy II-B.
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Potential Agricultural
Chemical Source

- Ground Water Quality
~ Impact Concerns

~ Existing Programs il
. Pertinent to Source

Recommendations to Address

1 Program Deficiencies/Agricultural

o Chemical Policy Number

12.WELL CON-
~ STRUCTION AND

- ABANDONMENT -

Contamination of
ground water via
improperly constructed
or abandoned wells.

. Idaho Code and IDWR
‘rules and regulations

governing well construc-
tion standards. IDWR.

. Idaho code and IDWR

rules and regulations
governing water well
driller’s licenses. IDWR.

. IDHW Regulations for

individual subsurface

sewage disposal systems.

DEQ. -

. IDHW Drinking water

regulations for public
systems. DEQ.

1. Update IDWR rules and regula-
tions to better address water mixing
between aquifers and siting of wells
near potential contamination
sources. IDWR. Policy II-B.

2. Increase support for education of
IDWR regulatory personnel. IDWR.
Policy 1I-B.

3. Expand public and driller aware-
ness and cooperation through
increased communication with-
IDWR ground water personnel.
IDWR. Policy II-B.

4. Increase support for field inspec-
tions for well construction and
locating improperly abandoned
wells. IDWR. Policy II-B.




| APPENDIXB—TABLE2
THREE PATHWAYS OF FEEDBACK LOOP APPROACH

" FIGURE 1

“PREVENTION FLOWCHART”

AG CHEMICALS NOT DETECTED

EVALUATE POTENTIAL FOR AG CHEM
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATIO

HIGH - LOW
AG CHEM ARE BMPs INFORMATION
MATRIX —  APPROPRIATE AND
| 1 1 EDUCATION
| No YES

l "

- REGULATORY BMP FBL

Al
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FIGURE2 'FIGURE 3
o RESPONSE FLOWCHART” “BMP FEEDBACK LOOP”
AG CH M DETECTION BMP DEVELOPMENT /IMPROVEMENT
J | l (Research)
NO =-— YES |
(Goto l , \ ; |
‘Fowehard) | | * ON-SITE AND IMPLEMENTATION _
- INVESTIGATION | AND MAINTENANCE
(to identify cause and evaluate ~ f '
severity of problem) '
1 | 'ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING
FINDINGS LT P PR P \ | AND EVALUATION
T I , — | : (Research)
* multiple ag chem detections e isolated ag chem detection I, multiple ag chem detections ' : ‘

and WQS exceeded ) and WQS not exceeded
or :
e project plan goals not met
or
e isolated ag chem detection due
to lack of BMP implementation

I

GOALS OF BMP/PROJECT PLAN
BEING MET

(i.e., Water Quality Standards are Maintained or Improved)

: Project Plan ; E '
- | Regulatory ' Go to (develop for ag entity by : '
(prohibit practices/manda- BMP FBL _ SCD (lead) with assistance ’ « :
tory BMP implementation) : : and acceptance from appro- S I NO ‘ : YES
priate agencies and public) ) T ' -
o , : (Go to (Continue
; ~ . : Response Feedback
(Note: Information and Educa- , Flowchart) ‘Loop)
- tion is an inherent component - | Goto ' ‘
of the total process.) ' BMP FBL
v l






