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Rielly, Trish

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

Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2015 10:38 AM

To: Voss, Robert

Cc: Rielly, Trish; Bataille, Karen

Subject: RE: Proposed 303(d) List/Worksheets - Sport Caught Fish Reference

Robert, 

 

I would like to request that the information in the 303(d) Worksheets based on the citation “McKee, 2002 (Sport-Caught 

Fish Consumption in Missouri—2002 Mail Survey)” be removed.  The reason for removing the information is because the 

report cited was a draft report.  The final report is in preparation and the cited information in the 303(d) Worksheets will 

not appear in the final report (i.e. distributional analysis of g/day total fish consumption).  The information was removed 

because total fish consumption (g/day) was not measured as part of the survey (only consumption rates for some 

individual species).   

 

The draft report is in the final review process within MDC and I anticipate the final report being available in 

January/February 2016.  I will send you a copy when finalized. 

 

Thanks and let me know if you have questions. 

 

Mike McKee 

Missouri Department of Conservation  

 

From: Voss, Robert [mailto:robert.voss@dnr.mo.gov]  

Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2015 8:52 AM 

To: Mike McKee 
Cc: Rielly, Trish; Karen Bataille 

Subject: RE: Proposed 303(d) List/Worksheets - Sport Caught Fish Reference 

 
Mike, That won’t be a problem. We can take the reference out completely if you want us to; it was only put in as 

additional justification of the EPA document meal size and to show that it may be a conservative number for those who 

may eat more than the amount EPA suggests. If you want us to a leave a reference in then we could discuss what you 

think would be a more appropriate summary of the document. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Robert Voss 
Environmental Specialist 
Water Protection Program\Monitoring and Assessment Unit 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
(573) 522-4505 
robert.voss@dnr.mo.gov 

 

The Year of Water: Promoting, Protecting and Enjoying our Natural Resources. Learn more at dnr.mo.gov. 

 

From: Mike McKee [mailto:Mike.McKee@mdc.mo.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, December 09, 2015 12:03 PM 

To: Voss, Robert 
Cc: Rielly, Trish; Bataille, Karen 

Subject: RE: Proposed 303(d) List/Worksheets - Sport Caught Fish Reference 
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Robert, 

 

As I look at this issue more closely, I see that DNR has referred to the 50 g/day median fish consumption rate 

that was in the draft report that I shared with John Ford several years ago.  In the final version of the report, the 

distribution analysis will be eliminated and only species specific estimates included.  I did not realize that the 50 

g/day value from the draft report was included in the Worksheets.  What would need to happen to get the text 

removed regarding this? 

 

I am still in the process of finalizing the report, so have not provided a copy to Leslie yet.  It will probably be a 

couple of more weeks before I get the report finalized.  After we figure out how to handle the Worksheets, we 

probably should update her. 

 

Thanks 

Mike 

 

From: Voss, Robert [mailto:robert.voss@dnr.mo.gov]  

Sent: Friday, October 23, 2015 8:27 AM 

To: Mike McKee 

Cc: Rielly, Trish 
Subject: Proposed 303(d) List/Worksheets - Sport Caught Fish Reference 

 
Mike, see Leslie’s e-mail below. I miss spoke on the phone, I don’t think the survey is referenced in the LMD, but 

in our worksheets on fish tissue. See the attached worksheet for Bee Tree Lake for an example. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Robert Voss 
Environmental Specialist 
Water Protection Program\Monitoring and Assessment Unit 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
(573) 522-4505 
robert.voss@dnr.mo.gov 

 

The Year of Water: Promoting, Protecting and Enjoying our Natural Resources. Learn more at dnr.mo.gov. 

 

From: Rielly, Trish  

Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2015 4:57 PM 
To: Voss, Robert; McCord, Samuel 

Cc: Rielly, Trish 

Subject: FW: Proposed 303(d) List/Worksheets 

 

 

 
From: Holloway, Leslie [lholloway@mofb.com] 

Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2015 1:27 PM 
To: Rielly, Trish 

Subject: Proposed 303(d) List/Worksheets 

Trish:  Unless I missed something, I did not find the worksheets for Bens Branch (3980) and Mill Creek 

(4066) posted.  Also, could you please tell me how to access the reference document “Sport-Caught 

Fish Consumption in Missouri—2002 Mail Survey”?  Thanks—Leslie 
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________________________________ 
Leslie Holloway | Director, Regulatory Affairs | Missouri Farm Bureau Federation 
PO Box 658 | Jefferson City, MO 65102 | Ph: 573-893-1409 | Cell: 573-619-5250 | Fax: 573-893-1560 
  

  

  

  



WATER POLLUTION CONTROL DEPARTMENT 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

November 13, 2015 

Ms. Trish Rielly 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Water Protection Program 
P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 

Re: Proposed 2016 303(d) listing for Spring Branch- WBID 5004 

Dear Ms. Rielly: 

RECEIVED 

NOV 20 2015 

Water Protection Program 

The following comments regarding the proposed 303( d) listing for Spring Branch are submitted 
on behalf of the City of Independence Water Pollution Control Department. 

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) has provided us with the following information: 

1. On Spring Branch dissolved oxygen (DO) values, the Department of Natural Resources 
(Department) appears to have chosen the minimum daily value to use from USGS 
continuous monitoring data. With DO having a diurnal value due to the algae, this may 
not be very representative. Out of the 96 values taken each day only one was used. 

2. The first 3 years of data (2005, 2006, & 2007) are bringing the DO values down. When 
USGS monitoring began it was on the new bridge at Holke Road. USGS subsequently 
relocated their gauging station downstream by approximately 1/8 mile after it was 
determined that the samples collected at the original site were not representative of the 
stream due to all the rip rap catching debris and sediment. 

3. USGS rates their data as excellent, good, fair, or poor. Data that is rated poor may be off 
as much as ±30%. Since the Department may have used the data without conferring with 
USGS, the quality of the data values being used may not have been taken into 
consideration. 

Water Pollution Control requests the following: 

1. The Department should use all the available DO sample data, not just the minimum daily 
value. The data should be statistically evaluated in accordance with the 2016 Listing 
Methodology Document, which states that for DO, a water body is deemed to be in full 
compliance with Water Quality Standards for protection of aquatic life if no more than 
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WATER POLLUTION CONTROL . ' 

10% of all samples exceed criterion. 
2. The Department should not use USGS continuous water quality data collected at the 

Holke Road site prior to relocation of the gauging station in August 2007 for listing of 
Spring Branch Creek. The older data were not representative of overall stream water 
quality. 

3. The Department may want to take into consideration USGS quality ratings of continuous 
water quality data. 

4. We request that Spring Branch be removed from the 303 (d) list. 

Thank you for considering our comments. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
me. Eric Christensen, USGS, can provide more information about USGS data. His telephone 
number is (816) 554-3489 ext. 204; email is echriste@usgs.gov. 

Sincerely, 

;!(J,a'}J~ 
Karla Pierce 
Environmental Compliance Manager 

c: Dick Champion, Jr. 
Eric Christensen, USGS 
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Rielly, Trish

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

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 8:01 AM

To: Rielly, Trish

Subject: Comments on the 2016 MO draft 303(d) list

Trish, 

 

Here are the EPA's comments on your draft list. Also one on the 2018 methodology. Let me know if you have any 

questions. 

 

EPA comments on the draft 2016 Missouri Section 303(d) List 

The following comments are presented alphabetically by the water body name as it is expressed in the public notice 

draft version. 

Barker Creek Tributary (WBID 4083) - This water body is proposed to be newly listed for impairment due to an excursion 

of the EPA-approved Missouri water quality criterion for dissolved oxygen. In review of the state supplied assessment 

spreadsheet, it was noted that the assessment also recommended impairment by chloride plus sulfate and pH. However, 

the draft list does not include those two impairments. 

Bee Fork (WBID 2760) – This water is proposed to be listed for contaminated sediments (Lead). This water was 

previously listed for lead in water and the supplied assessment spreadsheet also identifies lead in water not sediment. 

Blackberry Creek (WBID 3184) – This water body is proposed for listing due to an impairment cause of Total Dissolved 

Solids. It was previously listed for excursion of the chloride plus sulfate criterion. The EPA-approved Missouri water 

quality standards do not have a criterion for total dissolved solids but do for chloride plus sulfate, under section 303(d) a 

state’s waters are assessed against the state’s EPA-approved water quality standards. In this case a listing for total 

dissolved solids could be an assessment of the state’s narrative criteria, however, the state must still assess against the 

criterion of chloride plus sulfate. In its action on the 2014 Missouri section 303(d) List, the EPA added this water body to 

the list for chloride plus sulfate. 

Brush Creek (WBID 1371) -This water body is proposed to continue to be listed for the cause of dissolved oxygen. For the 

2016 cycle an additional cause of total suspended solids has been added. In a review of the provided assessment 

spreadsheet it is noted that the assessment does not indicate an impairment for total suspended solids. The sheet 

explicitly states there are low levels of total suspended solids. 

Brush Creek (WBID 3986) – The assessments sheet has errors. The calculations are not in the same column as the data 

being assessed. The state did not use the same data that was used by the EPA to list this water for PAHs in sediment. 

New data for this water body available at the KCwaters web site (the source was identified to the state during the 2014 

listing cycle and therefore should be considered readily available) was not used in the 2016 cycle assessment. 

Center Creek (WBID 3203) – This water body is proposed for delisting of lead contaminated sediments due to a change 

in the states methodology for assessing potentially toxic sediments. While the geometric mean of all sediment samples 

now falls below the narrative threshold, all samples collected from mile 1 through 11.6 are greater that the threshold. 

This indicates that the new methodology results in an overall average of nontoxic sediments, while all samples from the 

area located within historic mining areas still indicate potential toxicity based on the methodology. As such, the ten mile 

portion of this assessment unit with toxic sediments greater that the state’s narrative threshold is masked and not 

acknowledged by this proposal. 

Flat River Creek (WBID 2168) – This water body is proposed to have the cause lead in fish tissue added for the 2016 

listing cycle. A review of the EPA-approved TMDL for this water body (Big River TMDL approved 3/24/2010) shows the 

TMDL targets specifically identified lead in fish tissue. As such, that TMDL applies to this cause and the water body / 

pollutant combination already has a TMDL. Additionally, the cadmium impairment has been shifted from water to 

sediment while the assessment spreadsheet indicates that the impairment remains in water and not sediment. 

Joplin Creek (WBID 5006) - This water body is proposed for listing with causes of lead and cadmium. In review of the 

assessment spreadsheet no lead impairment is shown. The assessment identifies cadmium and zinc as impairments for 



2

this water body. However, there is only one excursion of zinc criteria shown in the sheet. One excursion does not require 

the state to identify an impairment, the assessment target is typically more than one excursion in three years on 

average. 

Mississippi River (WBID 1707, 1707.03) – This water body is proposed to continue its listing for Escherichia coli. The 

water body identification number is not consistent between the 2014 list and the 2016 proposal. 

Peruque Creek (WBID 0216) – This water body is proposed for delisting based on a lack of fish kills since 2010. There is 

no information presented that the fish population has recovered so that there are any fish in the assessment unit. As 

such a delisting may be premature if the fish community is absent. Time itself is not considered “good cause” for 

delisting an assessment unit. 

Turkey Creek (WBID 3217) – This water body is proposed for delisting of the cause lead contaminated sediment. The 

portion of the assessment unit between Hwy 66 and Hwy 249 are consistently above the target for listing with one 

exception. In addition, contaminated sediments using the new averaging methodology continue for cadmium and zinc. 

These multiple lines of evidence suggest continued impairment of this assessment unit. A proposal to delist this water 

body pollutant combination was disapproved by the EPA for Missouri’s 2014 cycle list and it was listed by the EPA. 

Willow Branch (WBID 3280) – This water body is proposed for delisting of the causes cadmium and lead contaminated 

sediments based on a new listing methodology. The listing is retained for zinc contaminated sediments. Similar to Turkey 

Creek (see above) this water body exhibits sediment concentrations of cadmium and lead in portions of the assessment 

unit that consistently exceed the concentration targets for listing. By taking the geometric mean of all samples this 

condition is masked. 

Wilsons Creek (WBID 2375) – The data presented for delisting of PAH contaminated sediments in this water body do not 

agree with the data collected by the EPA. It seems there have been mix ups in the location of some of the samples as 

data is attributed to sites on dates where no samples were collected at those sites. If the state would like, the EPA could 

resupply the original data for reassessment. 

General Comment 

Please provide an edited Table H with the extent of assessed water bodies for those previously only identified as 8-20-13 

MUDD V1.0. 

Comment on 2018 listing methodology. 

Hardness is defined in the state’s EPA-approved WQS. A state’s 303(d) list is based on water quality standards and is 

reviewed by the EPA based on standards. 

 

 

Bruce Perkins 

Regional Integrated Report Coordinator 

US EPA Region 7 

Water Wetlands and Pesticides Division 

Water Quality Management Branch 

11201 Renner Blvd. 

Lenexa, KS 66219 

(913) 551 7067 

 
The information provided in this email and attachment(s) is intended to be purely informational and reflects EPA staff’s best judgment 
at the time and does not represent a final or official EPA interpretation. The information does not substitute for the applicable 
provisions of statutes, and regulations, guidance, etc., nor is it a regulation itself. Links to non-EPA sites do not imply any official 
EPA endorsement of, or responsibility for, the opinions, ideas, data or products presented at those locations, or guarantee the validity 
of the information provided. Reference herein to any specific commercial products, process, or service by trade name, trademark, 
manufacturer, or otherwise, does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United 
States Government. The EPA and sender accept no responsibility for any loss or damage suffered by any person resulting from any 
unauthorized use of or reliance upon this Email. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
copying or other use of this Email is prohibited. Please notify us of the error in communication by return email and destroy all copies 
of this Email. Thank you. 
 



 
January 29, 2016 
 
Ms. Trish Rielly 
Water Protection Program  
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
 
Subject:  Public Comments Regarding the Proposed 2016 Section 303(d) List  
 
Ms. Rielly: 
 
The City of Springfield, Missouri (City) submits the following comments regarding the proposed 2016 
303(d) List of impaired waters placed on public notice by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
(MDNR or Department) on October 1, 2015.   
 
Ward Branch 303(d) Listing for pH 
Ward Branch (WBID 2374) is newly listed on the proposed 2016 303(d) list for pH in water.  According to 
the Department's data sheet for Ward Branch, this listing is based on the City's MS4 first flush 
monitoring data collected from 2009-2013. The City believes that Ward Branch should be removed from 
the 303(d) list for the following reasons: (1) first flush pH data were not measured according to USEPA 
procedures and should not be used for impairment decisions; (2) first flush data are not suitable for 
direct comparison with water quality criteria; and (3) data gathered as part of a 319 grant project show 
that Ward Branch does not have a pH impairment.  The City respectfully provides the following 
information on these three issues.  
 

1. Analytical methods for pH measurements specified in EPA Method 150.1 require that pH be 
measured as soon as possible, preferably in the field at the time of sampling.  Measurement of 
pH of these first flush samples in the field at the time of sampling or soon after is not feasible.  
Depending on the time of day and length of the storm, the sample retrieval may be several 
hours up to 24 hours after the samples have collected. The samples are transported to the lab 
and pH measurement is taken using a benchtop probe.  In addition, the City wishes to note that 
the laboratory pH measurements made for the 7/30/09 and 10/23/09 sampling events may not 
be valid.  As noted in the City's MS4 annual report that year, first flush samples from all stream 
sites sampled during 4 separate events from July -October 2009 measured high for pH, ranging 
from 9.2-10.8, including the field blank.  This likely indicates an issue with the pH meter.  
Therefore, MDNR should exclude our MS4 pH data for impairment decisions.  
 
 
 
  



2. As required and approved by the Department, the City's MS4 in-stream monitoring program is 
designed to collect first flush samples using in-stream stage samplers that fill as the stream level 
rises and are retrieved after the stream level recedes.  First flush storm event samples are not 
representative of stormwater contributions over the entire storm event. Rather than an event 
mean concentration, the first flush samples are taken as one way to assess potential stormwater 
runoff influences on in-stream water quality conditions and aid in detecting illicit discharges. 
These pollutant concentrations are short-term and not suitable for direct comparison with most 
water quality criteria. For example, water quality criteria are typically expressed in terms of 24-
hour (acute) or 4- to 30-day (chronic) exposures, in particular the pH criterion range should be 
considered at least a 4-day average exposure.  First flush samples represent a transient 
conditions that are not representative of water quality conditions over the 24-hour or 4-day 
exposure timeframes.  Therefore, direct comparisons with water quality criteria should not be 
made. 
 

3. The Ozarks Environmental and Water Resources Institute (OEWRI) completed pre- and post-
construction monitoring from 2004 through 2007 for the Ward Branch Stream Restoration 
Project, a Section 319 Nonpoint Source Pollution Grant project funded by the Department.  
During the pre-construction monitoring period, 30 pH measurements were taken at 5 sites on 
Ward Branch from November 2004 through March 2006.  These were field measurements taken 
at the time of stormwater grab sampling, which likely do not reflect stable, representative 
conditions for aquatic life impacts (i.e., long-term or chronic exposure). The pH ranged from 6.6 
- 7.6.  During the post-construction monitoring period, 42 pH measurements were taken at 5 
sites on Ward Branch from February through August 2007.  These were field measurements 
taken at the time of stormwater grab sampling. There were two measurements outside of the 
pH criteria range of 6.5-9.  These were 6.3 and 6.1.  The remaining 40 measurements ranged 
from 6.5-8.1.  These reports are available at http://oewri.missouristate.edu/45204.htm.  Based 
on these data, Ward Branch is not impaired because less than 10% of the samples fail to meet 
the water quality criteria range.  Furthermore, this comparison to the pH criteria range is 
conservative as these data are likely not representative of pH conditions over the criteria 
duration.      

 
Wilsons Creek 303(d) Delisting for PAHs 
The City strongly supports MDNR’s decision to delist Wilsons Creek for PAHs based on additional data 
resulting in a geomean less than 150 percent of the Probable Effect Concentration (PEC).  While listing 
waterbodies solely based on sediment quality data is not justified in the first place, the additional data 
only further illustrates the lack of evidence that Wilsons Creek is impaired for aquatic life.  Additionally 
and of much greater significance, toxicity data recently made available on the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agencies’ (USEPA) STORET website provides strong evidence that there are no toxicity issues 
in Wilsons Creek.  As summarized in Table 1 below, survival rates in Wilsons Creek ranged from 92.5% to 
100%, which should be considered excellent.  Measured survival rates meet or even exceed those found 
in the Bull Creek biocriteria reference stream on the same dates.  The USEPA toxicity data also shows 
evidence of growth, which is also suggestive of a healthy aquatic ecosystem.   

 

http://oewri.missouristate.edu/45204.htm


 

 

Table 1. Toxicity Data from Wilsons Creek and Biocriteria Reference Site 

Site Date 
Percent Survival Biomass (mg) 

Chironomus Hyalella azteca Chironomus Hyalella azteca 

Wilson 1 
May 19, 2015 92.5% 100% 1.43 0.15 
June 23, 2015 92.5% 100% 1.08 0.16 

Wilson 3 
May 19, 2015 92.5% 97.5% 0.78 0.12 
June 23, 2015 92.5% 100% 1.16 0.15 

Bull Creek-Dry Hollow Rd* 
May 19, 2015 92.5% 85% 1.23 0.13 
June 23, 2015 92.5% 82.5% 1.10 0.11 

*MDNR Biocriteria Reference Site 
 
Pearson Creek 303(d) Listing for Aquatic Life Impairment 
The City finds that the Department’s rationale does not support listing Pearson Creek as impaired for 
303(d) listing purposes.  We have repeatedly commented that it is extremely important to identify and 
sample appropriate reference streams for biological comparison as required by the 2016 LMD and 
Missouri regulations (10 CSR 7.031).  To that end, in April 2015, the City provided MDNR a report of 
potential reference streams for Wilsons, Jordan, and Pearson Creek.  On January 25, 2016, the City 
received comments from MDNR on that report. We appreciate those comments but it appears that the 
Department intends to continue comparing Pearson Creek biological data to inappropriate reference 
stream data. The City looks forward to meeting with MDNR to discuss this issue in greater detail.    At 
the meeting, we also hope to gain clarity on a number of items related to the collection and analysis of 
macroinvertebrate data presented in the assessment worksheet. These items include the following: 

• We briefly reviewed the July 2010 URS report1 which is the source of Spring 2009 data 
presented in the worksheets and noted several items of concern. First, the report refers to 10 
reference streams that were used to make data comparisons but does not specify the 
streams. As we have already mentioned, we believe the selection of appropriate reference 
streams is critical to this evaluation. We also have concerns about the methodology used. The 
report indicates that the quantitative similarity index for taxa (QSIT) score calculated on the 
duplicate sample was well below the 70% required by MDNR’s methodology. Furthermore, 
the report states that the target number of organisms for each habitat (600 for riffles and 300 
for other habitats, +/- 10%) was not reached for all of the samples. We request the 
opportunity to discuss this report in more detail to better understand how these and other 
issues may have impacted the final results. 

• In the assessment worksheet, only one habitat score (133) is presented. Our understanding of 
the methodology is that each sample in the test and reference streams is assigned a habitat 
score. Therefore, it is not clear what the value in the worksheet represents. 

• The assessment worksheet indicates that 95% of the reference streams score 16 or higher. 
Does that mean that on the assessment date (8/7/15), 95% of the streams scored 16 or 

                                                           
1 2010. URS Corporation. Sampling for Consent Decree Waters in Missouri, Pearson Creek, Springfield, MO. Task 
Order No. 2008-54.  



above, or is the value adjusted over time? Given that some of the data are almost 12 years 
old, it seems likely that the percentage would change over time. 

• Four of the samples used in the sheet are more than seven years old from the original listing 
date (2014). We note that the LMD states that if MDNR uses data that predates the original 
listing by more than seven years, the Department is supposed to provide a written 
justification for using the data. Written justification was not provided in the worksheet. In the 
absence of justification, MDNR is compelled by the LMD to avoid using these data in the 
listing decision.  

Additionally, toxicity data recently made available on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agencies’ 
(USEPA) STORET website provides strong evidence that there are no toxicity issues in Pearson Creek.  As 
summarized in Table 2 below, survival rates in Pearson Creek ranged from 92.5% to 100%, which should 
be considered excellent.  Measured survival rates meet or even exceed those found in the Bull Creek 
biocriteria reference stream on the same dates.  The USEPA toxicity data also shows evidence of growth, 
which is also suggestive of a healthy aquatic ecosystem.  Therefore, the City requests that biologically-
based impairment decisions be delayed until such time that appropriate reference stream data are 
available for comparison. 

Table 2. Toxicity Data from Pearson Creek and Biocriteria Reference Site 

Site Date 
Percent Survival Biomass (mg) 

Chironomus Hyalella azteca Chironomus Hyalella azteca 

Pearson 1 
May 19, 2015 92.5% 97.5% 1.59 0.15 
June 23, 2015 92.5% 97.5% 1.66 0.14 

Pearson 3 
May 19, 2015 92.5% 100% 1.28 0.16 
June 23, 2015 92.5% 95% 1.48 0.17 

Bull Creek-Dry Hollow Rd* 
May 19, 2015 92.5% 85% 1.23 0.13 
June 23, 2015 92.5% 82.5% 1.10 0.11 

*MDNR Biocriteria Reference Site 
Jordan Creek 303(d) Listing for PAHs in Sediment 
The City finds that MDNR’s rationale for listing Jordan Creek as impaired does not meet the weight of 
evidence requirements outlined in the 2016 LMD.  The draft 2016 303(d) List identifies Jordan Creek as 
impaired based on sediment samples that exceed 150 percent of the Probable Effect Concentration 
(PEC) for PAH compounds. However, sediment data alone is not sufficient for listing Jordan Creek as 
impaired as PEC criteria have not been addressed in Missouri’s Water Quality Standards and narrative 
criteria require multiple lines of evidence, such as representative biological or toxicity data.  While 
MDNR includes aquatic biological data as part of its rationale, as previously commented on above, until 
such time that appropriate reference stream data are available, it is inappropriate to making listing 
decisions based on such data.   
 
Additionally, toxicity data recently made available on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agencies’ 
(USEPA) STORET website provides strong evidence that there are no toxicity issues in Jordan Creek.  As 
summarized in Table 3 below, survival rates in Jordan Creek ranged from 92.5% to 100%, which should 
be considered excellent.  Measured survival rates meet or even exceed those found in the Bull Creek 
biocriteria reference stream on the same dates.  The USEPA toxicity data also shows evidence of growth, 



which is also suggestive of a healthy aquatic ecosystem.  Therefore, without additional evidence and per 
the LMD, the existing data do not support listing Jordan Creek as impaired.      
 
Table 3. Toxicity Data from Jordan Creek and Biocriteria Reference Site 

Site Date 
Percent Survival Biomass (mg) 

Chironomus Hyalella azteca Chironomus Hyalella azteca 

Jordan 1 
May 19, 2015 92.5% 100% 1.79 0.12 
June 23, 2015 92.5% 97.5% 0.77 0.12 

Bull Creek-Dry Hollow Rd* 
May 19, 2015 92.5% 85% 1.23 0.13 
June 23, 2015 92.5% 82.5% 1.10 0.11 

*MDNR Biocriteria Reference Site 
 
North Branch Wilsons Creek 303d Listing for Zinc in Sediment 

The City finds the Department’s supporting rationale for listing North Branch Wilsons Creek as impaired 
does not meet the weight of evidence requirements outlined in the 2016 LMD.  The Department’s 
Listing Worksheet indicates that North Branch Wilsons Creek is impaired for zinc based on sediment 
data that exceeds 150 percent of the PEC.  Missouri’s LMD states that the “Department will use a weight 
of evidence analysis for evaluating all narrative criteria” and “[i]n the case of toxic chemicals occurring in 
benthic sediment rather than in water, the numeric thresholds used to determine the need for further 
evaluation [emphasis added] will be the Probable Effect Concentration . . . .” Accordingly, exceedances 
of PEC values should only be used to place water bodies in Category 3 of the LMD, or as part of a weight 
of evidence analysis.  Additionally, the true impact of sediment pollutant concentrations (i.e., the 
primary measure of sediment toxicity) is complicated by the actual bioavailability of contaminants, 
which can vary based upon site conditions.  Without other relevant environmental data the toxicity of 
metals in sediment remains unclear.  To better understand potential toxicity, other relevant physical and 
chemical data are required (e.g., carbon-normalized equilibrium sediment benchmarks (ESBs) for non-
ionizable organic chemicals (NIOCs), porewater concentrations and simultaneously extracted 
metals/acid-volatile sulfide).  Without these additional data or biological or toxicity data, there is 
insufficient evidence that North Branch Wilsons Creek is impaired.  Therefore, consistent with the 2016 
LMD, the City requests North Branch Wilsons Creek be delisted. 

Requested Corrections to the 303d Assessment Worksheets 

The Department’s assessment worksheets include impairment decisions not reflected within the 303d 
List and that are inconsistent with the 2016 LMD and Missouri’s Water Quality Standards.   In particular, 
the assessment worksheets for Jordan Creek (3374), Pearson Creek (2373), Ward Branch (2374), and 
Wilsons Creek (2375) include findings of impairment based on inappropriate comparisons of 
macroinvertebrate and/or fish data to reference streams.  The Department has rightfully disregarded 
these assessments in the 303d List (with the exception of Pearson Creek), but the worksheets need to be 
revised for purposes of clarity and to avoid any confusion.  Therefore, the City requests the Department 
make the following revisions to address these and other concerns:  

• Jordan Creek (3374) – Either completely remove tab “Community-4A” or clearly note that until 
such time that appropriate reference stream data are collected, existing biological data cannot 



be used for impairment decisions.  Additionally, references to macroinvertebrate score criteria 
(i.e., 16) and explicit statements of impairment should also be removed.  Per the 2016 LMD, the 
City also notes that fish IBI scores only apply to streams 3rd to 5th order in size in the Ozark 
ecoregion.  As Jordan Creek is at most a 2nd order stream, the worksheet should reflect that fish 
metrics do not apply.   The City also suggests renaming tab “Community-4A”, which incorrectly 
suggests that Jordan Creek is currently in 305b category 4A and has a completed TMDL. 

• Pearson Creek (2374) – As previously discussed in this letter, the City requests that biologically-
based impairment decisions be delayed until such time that appropriate reference stream data 
are available for comparison.  Consistent with this request, worksheet tab “Invert-5” should 
either be removed or all references to impairment decisions should be deleted along with 
references to macroinvertebrate score criteria (i.e., 16).  It should also be clearly noted that until 
such time that appropriate reference stream data are collected, existing biological data cannot 
be used for impairment decisions. 

• Ward Branch (2374) - Either completely remove tab “Inverts” or clearly note that until such time 
that appropriate reference stream data are collected, existing biological data cannot be used for 
impairment decisions.  Additionally, references to macroinvertebrate score criteria (i.e., 16) and 
explicit statements of impairment should also be removed.   

• Wilsons Creek (2375) - Either completely remove tab “Community-4A” or clearly note that until 
such time that appropriate reference stream data are collected, existing biological data cannot 
be used for impairment decisions.  Additionally, references to macroinvertebrate score criteria 
(i.e., 16) and explicit statements of impairment should also be removed.  The City also finds the 
use of fish IBI metrics questionable and suggests renaming  tab “Community-4A”, which 
incorrectly suggests that Wilsons Creek is currently in 305b category 4A and has a completed 
TMDL. 

• Wilsons Creek (2375) - The “Sediment PAHs” tab notes that PAHs exceed 150% of the PEC 
upstream of the Southwest Treatment Plant.  However, this assertion is not supported by the 
data table, which shows the PAH geomean is below 150% upstream of the Southwest Treatment 
Plant.  The City requests MDNR correct this issue in the Listing Worksheet. 

The City appreciates the opportunity to provide public comment and looks forward to your thoughtful 
consideration of these comments.  Please feel free to contact me at anytime to discuss any of these 
issues. 

Sincerely, 

 

Errin Kemper, P.E. 
Assistant Director – Environmental Services 
City of Springfield Missouri 
 
CC: 
Steve Meyer, P.E. – Director 
Jan Y. Millington – Assistant City Attorney 
Paul Calamita – Aqualaw 
Trent Stober, P.E. - HDR 
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