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EPA Comments to MoDNR on 2014 Draft 303(d) List 
Bruce Perkins, Region 7 Integrated Reporting Coordinator 
December 16, 2013 
 
In the assessment of causes like dissolved oxygen and pH; the binomial is only applicable when there 
are 30 or fewer samples according to the 2014 listing methodology. There are instances in the proposed 
delistings where this methodology is not followed. These include the North Fork Cuivre River (WBID 
0170) and Williams Creek (WBID 3594). There are some water bodies where the binomial is used with 
greater than 30 samples but that there are less than 30 samples in the last three years and an application 
of the binomial shows the water body is meeting water quality standards for the last three years. These 
include Burris Fork (WBID 0968), Coldwater Creek (WBID 1706), Dardenne Creek (WBID 0221), 
Dardenne Creek (WBID 0222), Dark Creek (WBID 0690), Grand Glaize Creek (WBID 2184), Maline 
Creek (WBID 1709), Tributary to Big Otter Creek (WBID 1225) and Watkins Creek (WBID 1708). 
 
Hays Creek (WBID 0097) and Dry Fork (WBID 3178) Using watershed size to assess biological 
samples is allowed in the MO water quality standards [MO 10 CSR 20-7.031(4) (R)] where the size is 
not significantly different than reference streams in the same ecoregion. For these two streams the 
statistical significance was not calculated to show that reference streams in the same ecoregion were 
significantly larger. Additionally, for Hays Creek the state used control streams instead of reference 
streams identified in Table I as directed by the state’s water quality standards. 
 
Urban stream sampling by the U.S. EPA Region 7 environmental services division has identified 
streams which should be listed for toxic bottom sediments according to the state’s methodology. These 
include Brush Creek (Jackson County, unclassified tributary to Blue River, USGS Reach Code 
10300101000565 and 10300101000566) for numerous PAH compounds (These findings are consistent 
with USGS studies performed in the earlier portions of the 2000’s), Blue River (WBID 0419 and 0418), 
Line Creek (WBID 3575), Shoal Creek (WBID 0397) and East Fork Shoal Creek (WBID 0398) for 
cadmium, Wilsons Creek (WBID 2375) for lead and numerous PAH compounds, North Branch Wilsons 
Creek (WBID 3745) for zinc, Jordan Creek (WBID 3374) for numerous PAH compounds and Jones 
Branch (unclassified tributary to Pearson Creek, USGS Reach Code 11010002001683) for lead. This 
data is available in the EPA on-line data management program STORET. Data for Brush, Line, Shoal 
and East Fork Shoal creeks for the years 2010 and 2011 were not successfully uploaded to STORET and 
are included with this comment for consideration. The data is also available on the web site 
KCWaters.org.  
 
The TMDL for Wilsons, Jordan and Pearson creeks has been withdrawn so these waters again need a 
TMDL and should be relisted. 
 
For Troublesome Creek (WBID 0074) the habitat is stated as not being acceptable for the bioassessment 
to yield acceptable results. In this case one reason stated for poor habitat is sediment. Sediment is itself a 
pollutant and if sediment is preventing the stream biota from meeting full compliance, it would seem 
that the water body segment should be 303(d) listed for sediment. 
 
The TMDL used to delist Whetstone Creek (WBID 1505U) was not approved for the upstream 
unclassified segment. The TMDL does not target a loading capacity which would result in meeting 
water quality standards. Further information on this can be obtained from the final EPA action on the 
2012 Missouri 303(d) List where this water body was added back to the list. 
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The TMDL proposed to delist Chat Creek (WBID 3168) for cadmium was only approved for zinc. As 
such this water body should remain listed for cadmium. 
 
 
Fox Creek (WBID 1842), is the unknown listing from 2012 being replaced with the aquatic 
macroinvertebrate bioassessment new to the 2014 listing cycle? 
 
Dardenne Cr (WBID 0221) does the Aquatic Macroinvertebrate bioassessment replace the unknown 
cause from 2012? 
 
Koen Creek (WBID 2171), the data collected in 1995 was discounted because of questions about its 
quality. As the data was collected under the EPA REMAP program according to the EPA QAPP for data 
collection it should be considered valid if that program’s requirements meet the state’s methodologies. 
As such, if there is no additional data to change the assessment done for the 2012 list and this water 
should remain listed as impaired. 
 
For Coldwater Creek (WBID 1706) all available data was not assessed. The chloride concentration on 
2/21/2012 was 274 mg/L which exceeds the chronic water quality criterion. This data is available from 
the state’s web data search site ( http://www.dnr.mo.gov/mocwis_public/wqa/waterbodySearch.do ) 
With the sample taken on 1/5/2010 identified in the assessment spreadsheet for this water body, there 
were greater than one exceedance of the chronic chloride criterion in the last three years. 
 
The E. coli data used to delist the North Fork Cuivre River (WBID 0170) was collected in a different 
segment of the stream below the confluence with Indian Creek (WBID 0171).  As such this shows North 
Fork Cuivre River (WBID 0158) is not impaired but does not provide good cause that the upstream 
segment is not impaired. 
 
For Turkey Creek (WBID 3282) the assessment sheet indicates impairment for lead in water not 
sediment. Additionally, this water body was listed as impaired for lead in water for 2012. 
 
Peruque Creek (WBID 0217 and 0218) The delisting of inorganic sediment is not accompanied by any 
data files that show the inorganic sediment is no longer exceeding the narrative translator. MDNR water 
quality data search does not indicate that any new sediment samples have been collected since the 2012 
list. Additionally, there is no fish assessment data provided on the review web site for the new listed 
impairment for these two segments. 
 
Center Creek (WBID 3203) The impairment for zinc is covered by a TMDL.  
 
Little Beaver Creek (WBID 1529) Is the sediment impairment being used as a pollutant for the 
macroinvertebrate community impairment. Should it be listed for both? 
 
Salt River (WBID 0103) No DO data in assessment sheet for this site. 
 
Shibboleth Branch has an EPA approved TMDL for lead and zinc in sediment and need not be listed in 
category 5 (303(d)) but category 4a (TMDL). 
 
Is there an available site where WBIDs and the water body are identified and geolocated up to date with 
this proposed list? 
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Comments on the Draft 2016 Listing Methodology 
 
In the 2016 methodology the state proposes to modify the bioassessment procedure to apply a different 
narrative translation to headwater streams from other wadeable streams. Using watershed size to assess 
biological samples is allowed in the Missouri water quality standards [MO 10 CSR 20-7.031(4) (R)] 
where the size is significantly different than reference streams in the same ecoregion. For these two 
streams the statistical significance was not calculated to show that reference streams in the same 
ecoregion were significantly larger. Additionally, the state proposes to use control streams instead of 
reference streams identified in Table I as directed by the state’s water quality standards. Missouri’s 
bioassessment procedure for fish is limited to stream orders of 3-5; presumably because this type of 
statistical significance process was integrated into the assessment methodology. The proposed 
demarcation is that a stream is “significantly smaller” than reference streams. There is no procedure 
outlined to identify such significance nor do the state’s water quality standards make a reference to using 
control streams. The state’s reference streams are outlined in Table I in the state’s water quality 
standards. If a watershed size cutoff statistical methodology is defined for significantly smaller streams, 
then the public can meaningfully comment of the state’s assessment of a water body’s biological 
condition. Meaningful public comment is difficult to obtain if the methods used by the state to determine 
the results of bioassessment are not identified.  
 
Has monitoring of raw water from drinking water reservoirs been discontinued or is it no longer being 
used for assessment? 
 
Is the RAM monitoring program by MDC integrated into the DNR bioassessment web site? Is it 
available for stakeholder review? 
 
In the discussion of toxic chemicals in Table 1.1 there is an exclusion for fish kills due to natural causes. 
Is there information to indicate that natural toxic chemicals are released at a frequency of more than 
once every three years on average? 
 
In Table 1.1 the compliance column for dissolved oxygen references a footnote which states that the 
data is only used for wide scale 305(b) assessments and not 303(d) listing. If that reference is a 
typographical error and instead should reference footnote 10, then that footnote should not apply to 
dissolved oxygen either. If samples taken during a critical period of the year, for example high 
temperature low flow summer samples, and all of the samples show an excursion of the state’s water 
quality standards, that data should not be averaged out over an annual period. An aquatic life use is not 
being met if there is a seasonal period where no life can exist in the assessment unit.  
 
There is a reliance on appropriate or representative control streams for many assessments. There is no 
guidance on how the characteristics of such a control stream are determined. As there are many 
reference streams listed in the state water quality standards should there be an emphasis to shift from 
those reference streams to control streams. For small streams bioassessment targets see the first listing 
methodology comment above. 
 
In relation to footnote 16 in Table 1.2, there are only two Mississippi Alluvial Plains reference streams 
identified in the state’s water quality standards; these are Main Ditch and Maple Slough Ditch. This is to 
cover three Ecological Drainage Units. Because of the limited number of reference streams it is even 
more important that a method for choosing appropriate control streams is outlined in the state’s listing 
methodology where the use of control streams is allowed in the state’s water quality standards. 
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Table B-1 methods use a two-sided test for bottom deposits. Since the goal is to determine if the 
deposits are too high not just different from the control site, the test should be single-sided. 
 
Table B-1 redefines how the binomial probability will be assessed for greater than 30 samples but there 
is no note or comment that this is being changed from the commission approved 2014 methodology. In 
later discussion in that appendix this change is identified in comment D42. The previous methodology, 
and the deleted text here, states that the use of a binomial is “difficult for larger sample sizes.” How has 
the state’s reconsideration of this difficulty led to the removal of the sample size mediated analysis? 
 
For toxic sediments in Table B-1 the sample mean is identified as the assessment number. If this is the 
mean at a site it is appropriate. However, if it is the mean of multiple sites along a segment it could 
result in one site, of many sampled, being toxic but being averaged out by cleaner sites above and/or 
below that site. This could result in a portion of a segment being undeniably impaired but the segment 
not being listed. To alleviate this, the table should identify the site mean rather than the sample mean to 
eliminate any confusion. 
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Rielly, Trish

From: Perkins, Bruce <Perkins.Bruce@epa.gov>

Sent: Monday, December 30, 2013 11:49 AM

To: Rielly, Trish; Ford, John

Subject: RE: EPA comments on the proposed 2014 303(d) list

This message has been archived. Click on the archive banner at the top of this message to open this item.  If you 
are a Mac or Entourage User click here to view the original item.  

Trish and John, 
 
  
 
I was looking over my comments again and found an error. The proposed listing of Shibboleth Branch is for the segment 
downstream of the approved TMDL. As such my statement that there was a TMDL was in error and segment 2119 is not 
covered. 
 
  
 
Bruce 
 
Bruce Perkins 
 
Re 
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Rielly, Trish

From: Mona Menezes <mmenezes@bransonmo.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2014 8:56 AM

To: Rielly, Trish

Subject: RE: Comment on the 2014 Proposed Section 303(d) List

Thanks Trish.  That makes sense.  I will inform our MS4 team.   

Mona MenezesMona MenezesMona MenezesMona Menezes    

Environmental Specialist 
City of Branson  
 
110 W. Maddux St., Suite 310 
Branson, MO   65616 

mmenezes@bransonmo.gov 
Phone (417) 337-8566   Fax     (417) 337-8181 
 
Click HERE to visit our Environment/Recycle Facebook page.   “Like” us on FB. 
 

 

 

From: Rielly, Trish [mailto:trish.rielly@dnr.mo.gov]  

Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2014 8:54 AM 
To: Mona Menezes 

Cc: Rielly, Trish; Bloomer, Susan 
Subject: Comment on the 2014 Proposed Section 303(d) List 

 

Good Morning Ms. Menezes,  

 

I was forwarded your comment regarding the 303(d) listing for Table Rock Lake.  When we assign GPS (UTM) data points 

for impaired lakes we give the location of the Dam.  If only an arm of the lake is impaired, we would give the downstream 

point of the impairment and assume everything in the upstream direction from that point is impaired.  

 

Hope this helps.   

 
 

Trish Rielly| Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Unit | 1101 Riverside Drive, Jefferson City, Missouri |Phone: 

573-526-5297 |E.mail: trish.rielly@dnr.mo.gov | Water Protection Program URL: http://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/wp-

index.html 

 
The Department of Natural Resources envisions a Missouri where people live and work in harmony with our natural and cultural resources; make decisions that result 

in a quality environment and a place where we can prosper today and in the future. 

 

From: Mona Menezes [mailto:mmenezes@bransonmo.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2014 11:51 AM 

To: Bloomer, Susan 

Subject: Comment on 2014 Proposed Section 303d list 

 

Hello 

I noticed that on the 2014 proposed list, Table Rock Lake is listed as “Taney County.”  However, only a very small 

percentage of Table Rock Lake is located in Taney County.  It should probably be listed as “Stone County.”   More of 
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Table Rock Lake is located in Barry County than Taney County, but the largest portion of it is Stone County.  Can this be 

corrected? 

 

Mona MenezesMona MenezesMona MenezesMona Menezes    

Environmental Specialist 
City of Branson  
 
110 W. Maddux St., Suite 310 
Branson, MO   65616 

mmenezes@bransonmo.gov 
Phone (417) 337-8566   Fax     (417) 337-8181 
 
Click HERE to visit our Environment/Recycle Facebook page.   “Like” us on FB. 
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Rielly, Trish

From: Perkins, Bruce <Perkins.Bruce@epa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2014 11:31 AM

To: Rielly, Trish; Ford, John

Subject: Re: EPA comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Trish and John, 

 

In response to your request for clarification on the use of the binomial for longer than a three year period. The answer is 

not necessarily, I was only suggesting a way that the state could use its CWC approved methodology to assess using the 

binomial. That methodology states that for more than 30 samples the binomial will not be used. 

 

As a further comment on the second point raised by the EPA in its comment letter. The state’s response explains the 

reasoning behind the assessment of watersheds of similar size. It does not however, address the requirement of 

significance required by the state’s water quality standards. The EPA is commenting on the lack of a significance test 

showing the reference streams are of differing size. 

 

In response to the state’s comment that urban water data supplied by the EPA was received too late for assessment in 

this listing cycle, the EPA notes that the state is required to consider all readily available data in the preparation of its 

Section 303(d) list. 

 

The sediment impairment for Troublesome Creek being assessed as a Category 4c, impaired but not by a pollutant, will 

need to have an assessment showing that this is appropriate. A comparison to other water bodies in the same glacial till 

soil type would be needed to show that this is a condition applicable to all water bodies in this condition.  If other water 

bodies with the same parent soils are able to meet the translator for macroinvertebrate community assessment the 

classification of this water body in Category 4c would seem to be in error. 

 

The TMDL for Whetstone Creek does allocate a load of zero for nonpoint sources. However, the waste load allocation is 

not zero as stated in the state’s response to the EPA’s comment. the TMDL states: 

 

WLACBOD = 194.2 – 19.4 = 174.8 lb/day 

WLANH3-N = 29.1 – 2.9 = 26.2 lb/day 

Winter: 

WLACBOD = 291.3 – 29.1 = 262.2 lb/day 

WLANH3-N = 48.55 – 4.85 = 43.7 lb/day 

The waste Load Allocation for the West Plant is 174.8 lb/day for summer. The WLA for the  

East Plant is zero lb/day. 

 

The East plant was to be combined with the West plant, hence the zero WLA for the West Plant. 

 

Thank you for your response to the EPA comments. I hope the information here provides further clarification of the 

previous comments 

 

Bruce Perkins 

Regional Integrated Report Coordinator 

US EPA Region 7 
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Water Wetlands and Pesticides Division 

Water Quality Management Branch 

11201 Renner Blvd. 

Lenexa, KS 66219 

(913) 551 7067 
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Rielly, Trish

From: Steve Hunt <sshunt@gocolumbiamo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2014 3:58 PM

To: Rielly, Trish

Cc: David Sorrell

Subject: Fwd:

Attachments: 20140129154137686.pdf

Ms. Rielly, 
 
Please see attached comment letter from City of Columbia Public Works Department regarding the proposed 
2014 303(d) list. 
 
Hard copy of this letter has been placed in the mail. 
 
Please confirm receipt of this email and comment letter. 
 
r/ 
 
 
Steve Hunt, P.E. 
Engineer Supervisor 
Sanitary Sewer and Stormwater Utilities 
City of Columbia, MO 
sshunt@GoColumbiaMO.com 
Phone:  573-874-7264 
 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: <pw1copier@gocolumbiamo.com> 
Date: Wed, Jan 29, 2014 at 2:41 PM 
Subject:  
To: "Hunt, Steve" <sshunt@gocolumbiamo.com> 
 
 
This E-mail was sent from "RNPDDBFBD" (Aficio MP 4000). 
 
Scan Date: 01.29.2014 15:41:37 (-0500) 
Queries to: pw1copier@gocolumbiamo.com 
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Rielly, Trish

From: Mike McKee <Mike.McKee@mdc.mo.gov>

Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2014 12:50 PM

To: Rielly, Trish

Cc: Bataille, Karen; O'Hearn, Rebecca; Matt Combes

Subject: DNR's proposed 2014 303(d) List and 2016 Listing Methodology 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Trish, 

 

Please find below comments from MDC regarding the proposed 2014 303(d) impaired waters list and 2016 proposed 

listing methodology.  Thanks for the opportunity to comment and let me know if you have questions.   

 

MDC Comments 

 

2014 303(d) impaired waters list 

 

De-listed waters-   

• Big Creek-  The 10% rule was used for the assessment of Big Creek (45 samples), but the binomial method was 

used for other water bodies.  For consistency, the Big Creek delisting should be confirmed using the binomial 

method. 

• Dardenne Creek-  Dardenne Ck WBIDs 221 (above and below Hwy 40) and 222 are recommended for delisting 

for DO impairment based on a new assessment of the data using the binomial statistical method.  Dardenne Ck 

crosses through St. Charles County which is one of the most rapidly developing counties in Missouri.  There have 

been 4 fish kills in these two WBIDs, or their tributaries, over the past 10 years (MDC Fish Kill 

database).  According to the worksheets, WBID 221 and 222 have each been sampled for DO on only 4 separate 

days since 2003.  Given the high degree of development in St. Charles County and occurrences of fish kills, MDC 

recommends that a more recent and comprehensive DO assessment be developed before delisting these 

particular WBIDs. 

• Tiff Creek-   In the “Delisting Reason” suggest changing “WQS attained; new assessment method” to “Suspected 

Impairment-  no habitat data”.  This change will make consistent with the Worksheet.  

 

Newly listed waters- 

• No comments 

 

2016 Listing methodology 

 

•  No comments 

 

Thanks 

Mike McKee  

Resource Scientist 

 

Missouri Department of Conservation Central Office and Research Center 

3500 Gans Road 

Columbia, MO 65201 
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573-815-7901 ext 3923 
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