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Marmaton Draft TMDL Pre-Public Notice Comment Letter 

 

            July 7, 2010 

Mr. John Hoke 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

Water Protection Program 

Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Section 

P.O. Box 176 

Jefferson City, MO 65102 

 

Subject: Pre-Public Notice Comments on the Draft Marmaton River Total Maximum 

Daily Load Report 

 

Dear Mr. Hoke: 

 

On behalf of the City of Nevada (‘City’) and Allgeier Martin Consulting Engineers, Geosyntec 

Consultants (Geosyntec) appreciates the opportunity to address the draft Marmaton River Total 

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) report during this pre-public comment review period.  As 

previously discussed, the TMDL has significant and potentially costly implications for the City’s 

wastewater treatment facility (WWTF).  Therefore, it is in the City’s best interest that the TMDL 

be technically feasible and based on sound science and reasoning.  To this end, the City greatly 

appreciates the Department’s efforts to date in addressing concerns expressed in our previous 

comment letter and meeting.           

 

The City is particularly supportive of developing the Little Drywood Creek TMDL at a later time 

separate from the Marmaton River TMDL.  Postponing development of the Little Drywood 

Creek TMDL will allow more time for development of an appropriate site-specific dissolved 

oxygen (DO) criterion.  Additionally, the City had significant concerns with the Little Drywood 

Creek water quality model used to develop the previous draft wasteload allocation.  Postponing 

development of the Little Drywood Creek TMDL allows for use of a more reasonable 5-day 

carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (CBOD5) wasteload allocation (i.e., 7.75 mg/L as 

opposed to 3.25 mg/L).  The City maintains their concerns regarding the water quality model, 

but, if necessary, will address these at a later time. 

 

The City also supports changes made to Section 12 (Implementation Plans) of the draft TMDL.  

Changes made to Section 12 address most of the City’s concerns regarding the need for a more 

flexible and adaptive management framework.  In particular, the City appreciates the additional 

emphasis placed on developing appropriate site-specific criteria.  The City also appreciates the 
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approach for phasing in nutrient limits, but nevertheless maintains that the Department has not 

provided adequate justification for nutrient limits. 

 

Additionally, the City is supportive of most all other changes made to the draft TMDL. Some of 

these changes include relabeling BOD5 as CBOD5 and moving the instream monitoring 

requirements to Section 12 (Implementation Plans).  These, along with several other minor 

revisions made in response to our comment letter, help provide for needed clarity and flexibility. 

 

Again, the City appreciates the Department’s efforts in developing the Marmaton TMDL.  In 

general, the City is supportive of most changes made to the draft TMDL document.  The City is 

not providing comments on the technical merits of the water quality model at this time, but may 

do so during the official public comment period.  Additionally, the City still has concerns 

regarding the potential for nutrient limits and the pending Little Drywood Creek TMDL.  

Furthermore, the City maintains there is a need for alternative DO criteria and/or designated uses 

in Little Drywood Creek and Marmaton River.  Please let us know of any questions or additional 

information you may need and thanks again for your continued efforts and cooperation.      

 

           

 

               

          Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

Tom Wallace 

Senior Project Manager 

 

 

cc:  JD Kehrmann, City of Nevada 

  Chris Erisman, P.E., Allgeier Martin Consulting Engineers   

  Dean Willis, P.E., Allgeier Martin Consulting Engineers   
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            August 12, 2010 

Mr. John Hoke 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

Water Protection Program 

Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Section 

P.O. Box 176 

Jefferson City, MO 65102 

Subject: Public Notice Comments on the Second Draft Marmaton River Total 

Maximum Daily Load Report 

Dear Mr. Hoke: 

On behalf of the City of Nevada (‘City’) and Allgeier Martin Consulting Engineers, Geosyntec 

Consultants (Geosyntec) appreciates this opportunity to comment on the second draft of the 

Marmaton River Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL).  We note that the Missouri Department 

of Natural Resources (‘Department’) has already made several positive modifications to the first 

draft TMDL.  The City is particularly supportive of the Department’s decision to address Little 

Drywood Creek at a later date in a separate TMDL.  However, the City has new concerns 

regarding the water quality model developed in support of the revised TMDL, which are 

addressed below. 

A review of the TMDL project files suggests the Department used the incorrect water quality 

model for deriving the 5-day carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (CBOD5) wasteload 

allocation (WLA) for the Nevada Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF).  Apparently, there 

are two QUAL2K water quality models for Little Drywood Creek in the Department’s files.  The 

first model (MarQ2KW-Alloc0909-LDC-Final.xls) appears to have been developed in October 

2009 and includes the current draft TMDL CBOD5 WLA recommendation of 7.75 mg/L 

(henceforth referred to as the ‘October model’).  The second model (LDC2.9-AllocR4.xls) 

appears to have been developed in November 2009 and was calibrated to data collected in Little 

Drywood Creek on August 27, 2008 (henceforth referred to as the ‘November model’).  The 

calibrated rates and velocities in the November model differ from the uncalibrated October 

model.  Therefore, the City requests the Department utilize the calibrated November QUAL2K 

model to derive the WLA that will result in an instream CBOD5 concentration of 2.0 mg/L at the 

Marmaton River confluence. 
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Although the City is recommending the Department utilize the calibrated November QUAL2K 

model for the Marmaton TMDL, the City is not necessarily supportive of this model or its use for 

developing the Little Drywood Creek TMDL at a later date.  The City maintains the same 

concerns regarding the water quality model expressed in its first comment letter dated April 2, 

2010. Primarily, the water quality model is unverified and the Little Drywood Creek dissolved 

oxygen (DO) criterion of 5 mg/L appears to be inappropriate.  However, for purposes of the 

Marmaton TMDL, the Little Drywood Creek model is not being used to develop a CBOD5 WLA 

protective of the DO criterion.  Rather, it is being used to develop a CBOD5 WLA that results in 

a CBOD5 concentration of 2.0 mg/L at the Marmaton River confluence.  Therefore, the City is 

more inclined to accept the results of the calibrated November QUAL2K model due to its limited 

purpose.

Additionally, the City has concerns regarding the hydraulic characterization of Little Drywood 

Creek in both (i.e., the October and November) QUAL2K models.  Flow-depth and flow-

velocity power functions utilized in the October model were based on USGS gage data in the 

Marmaton River, which is inappropriate for characterizing Little Drywood Creek.  Flow-depth 

and flow-velocity power functions utilized in the November model are based on a single flow 

measurement made in Little Drywood Creek.  It is unclear how a single flow measurement is 

translated into a power function.  In either case, the methodologies appear inadequate and the 

predicted velocities are likely unrealistically high.  Note that the October and November models 

indicate instream velocities of 0.6 and 0.14 feet per second (fps), respectively; whereas the 

predictive formula developed by Boning (1974)
1
 suggests an instream velocity of 0.08 fps based 

on the slopes included in the QUAL2K models.  The City contends that water quality models 

developed for a TMDL should be calibrated with a travel time dye study.  However, if a travel 

time study is not an option, the City recommends the Department utilize Boning’s (1974) travel 

time predictive formula or at least the flow-velocity power function utilized in the November 

model.  Although the methodology used to develop the November power function equations is 

highly questionable, the results most closely match Boning’s travel time predictive formula and 

appear to be based on data from Little Drywood Creek.  

Furthermore, the City notes that the October model utilizes the incorrect headwater flow.  As 

noted in the Department’s water quality model documentation for the November model 

(LDCModelReport-1109.doc), the estimated upstream 7Q10 in Little Drywood Creek is 0.57 

cubic feet per second (cfs).  The October model, which includes the current draft TMDL CBOD5

WLA recommendation of 7.75 mg/L, inappropriately uses a 7Q10 value of 0.70 cfs for Little 

1 Boning, C.W., 1974, Generalization of stream travel rates and dispersion characteristics from time-of-travel 

measurements: U.S. Geological Survey Journal of Research, v.2, no.4, p. 495-499. 
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Drywood Creek.  The City requests the Department model the CBOD5 WLA with the correct 

7Q10 flow of 0.57 cfs.         

We greatly appreciate this opportunity to comment on the second draft of the Marmaton River 

TMDL in addition to the opportunity to comment on the pre-public notice second draft TMDL.  

As discussed in this comment letter, the City has new concerns that the recommended CBOD5

WLA developed for the Nevada WWTF appears to be based on the wrong model for Little 

Drywood Creek.  The City recommends the Department recalculate the appropriate CBOD5

WLA based on the calibrated model rates found in the November model (LDC2.9-AllocR4.xls).  

Reach average velocities in the November model are likely much more realistic and should yield 

a higher CBOD5 WLA.   

Please let us know of any questions or additional information you may need and thanks again for 

your availability to address the City’s comments and concerns regarding the draft TMDL.

        

               

          Sincerely, 

Tom Wallace 

Senior Project Manager 

cc:  JD Kehrmann, City of Nevada 

  Chris Erisman, P.E., Allgeier Martin Consulting Engineers   

  Dean Willis, P.E., Allgeier Martin Consulting Engineers   
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