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May 29, 2012                                                               Transmitted Via Electronic Mail 
 
 
 
Robert Finley 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
12 Civic Center Plaza, Suite 2165 
Mankato, MN 56001 
robert.finley@state.mn.us 
 
 
RE: South Metro Mississippi TMDL Turbidity Impairment Draft, MPCA Public Comment 
Period    
 
Dear Mr. Finely: 
The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR) has reviewed the Draft 
South Metro Mississippi TMDL Turbidity Impairment which includes the Upper 
Mississippi River, Minnesota River, Cannon River and the St. Croix River basins.  The 
DNR’s comments and recommendations for this TMDL study are discussed below. 
 
The MnDNR has and continues to participate in the Lake Pepin TMDL and the 
subsequent separation into the Minnesota River Turbidity TMDL and South Metro 
Mississippi TMDL Turbidity Impairment projects.  MnDNR is supportive of the site 
specific standard developed for the South Mississippi TMDL based on sound science 
incorporated into its development.  Specifically, utilizing submersed aquatic vegetation 
as a primary guide in the 32 ppm TSS standard not only meets MPCA’s water quality 
goal of supporting aquatic life, but links directly into the MnDNR’s natural resource 
management goals by providing habitat for fish and wildlife, and for the health of the 
aquatic plant community in the Mississippi River once the standard has been met.    
 
In addition to the site specific standard, we also agree with and support the load 
allocations and sediment source findings in this TMDL.  MnPCA incorporated scientists 
across diverse fields of study and associations with multiple entities.  The science 
produced has been the backbone to many subsequent Watershed Restoration and 
Protection studies and provides a solid starting point as natural resource professional’s 
work on implementing projects that will help bring the river back into compliance and 
better understand systemic and localized causes of excess sediment. 
 
The MnDNR will continue to be involved with the South Metro Mississippi TMDL 
Turbidity Impairment as it phases into Implementation development and planning.  The 
Department will play a larger role in project implementation that meets multiple goals of 
improving water quality and providing quality habitat for Minnesota’s natural resources.  
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.   
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Regards, 

 
Nick Proulx 
Region 3 Clean Water Specialist 
 
cc:   Robert Burdis 
 Megan Moore 
 Scot Johnson 
 Walter Popp 

Tim Schlagenhaft 
Terri Yearwood 
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From its inception, the District has played a lead role in managing the storage and disposal of dredge 
materials associated with maintenance of a navigation channel in the lower Minnesota River by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. More recently, the District’s role has expanded to include closer coordination 
with local governments within its boundaries on issues concerning water quality and protection of 
unique natural resources including six calcareous fens and six fishable trout streams.  Joint resolutions 
with all local governments were completed in 2001. The District reviews local water management plans 
to facilitate inter‐governmental coordination, collects and interprets data on water quality, biology and 
stream structure, develops and implements a Watershed District Management Plan, and initiates 
projects such as identification and stabilization of priority gullies. 

Execution of the District’s tasks and responsibilities is made difficult by the overwhelming influence of 
the Minnesota River as it discharges across the District’s boundary near Carver.  The river’s flow and 
sediment load, in particular, have grown immensely since the early years of the District’s history. Both 
have roughly doubled in magnitude since the 1940s, as indicated in the TMDL.  The Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency (MPCA) classified the lower Minnesota as impaired by turbidity, a condition highly 
correlated with suspended solids, in 1998. There are no significant actions that the District can take to 
address this problem unless serious measures are undertaken to reduce sediment loads and river flows 
from upstream that enter the district.  

The Minnesota River within the District boundaries acts as a significant sediment sink. This has been 
verified by water quality monitoring data cited in a number of reports. Monitoring data for TSS loads at 
Jordan and Ft. Snelling on the MCES web site indicates the lower Minnesota River served as a sediment 
sink in two‐thirds of the years from 1980 to 2010.  Pages 28 and 30 the TMDL state that the long‐term 
average TSS concentration declines from 141 mg/L at Jordan, just upstream of the District, to 112 mg/L 
at Fort Snelling, a 21 percent reduction.  A 2004 study by the  Metropolitan Council Environmental 
Services (MCES) found that an annual average of 425,000 metric tons of TSS are deposited in streams 
and floodplains within the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area, most of which originates upstream in the 
Minnesota River.  A modeling study based on 2004‐2006 monitoring data, conducted by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and sponsored by the MCES, confirmed the lower 40 miles of the Minnesota River to 
be a sediment and phosphorus sink. 

In addition to the formal analyses just cited, recent high‐water events have dumped several feet of 
sediment on the surface of floodplain forests in the Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge. 
According to Refuge Manager Charles Blair, this will have a negative impact by destroying acres of 
mature silver maple, red maple, cottonwood, basswood and other species. Mr. Blair also notes that 
wetlands in the Refuge have been covered with one to two feet of river sediment, burying the native 
seed bank and introducing invasive species such as cocklebur from agricultural sediments. Reed canary 
grass is invading wetlands from the edges, crowding out bull rush and cattails. All of these impacts pose 
an imminent threat to the contiguity of floodplain forests, the survival of wetlands, and the utility of this 
ecosystem to migratory birds and other wildlife. Moreover ‐‐ Minnesota River mud closes trails, despoils 
recreational areas, and renders a unique urban ecosystem either inaccessible or undesirable for many of 
its users for much of the outdoor recreation season. 



Lower Minnesota River Watershed District 

3 
 

These items identified are not normal functions of a floodplain, because it is not normal to have 10 
times the historical load of total suspended solids (TSS) being carried along by the Minnesota River until 
it dumps about one third in the lower Minnesota floodplain and the remainder in Spring Lake and Lake 
Pepin. This is all documented in the TMDL. In addition, sediment deposition in the floodplain is reducing 
the conveyance capacity of the river which over time will increase flood levels and flood damage. These 
are significant impairments that need to be counted, along with the problem of turbidity, when 
calculating the damages incurred by Minnesota River sediment.  Also, this is causing accelerated bluff 
collapse in Eden Prairie, endangering valuable homes.  The average annual cost of dredging the 
navigation channel of the lower river and properly disposing of the sediment is about $200,000, a small 
fraction of the total cost of extremely elevated levels of flow, erosion and siltation from the Minnesota 
River. 

For several decades, the MPCA and sister state agencies have been ineffectual in their efforts to reduce 
sediment loads in the Minnesota River. The  MPCA has clearly identified and quantified the problem 
numerous times – in basin plans from 1975 and 2001, the four‐volume report of the Minnesota River 
Assessment Project in 1994, the Minnesota River Basin Information Document of 1997, plus numerous 
smaller studies and monitoring projects.  In 1992, Governor Arne Carlson charged the MPCA with 
leading a multi‐agency effort to make the Minnesota River “fishable and swimmable” in 10 years.  In the 
20 years that have since passed, no discernible progress has been made, according to the MPCA’s most 
recent biological assessment (Revisiting the Minnesota River Assessment Project, 2011).  A likely reason 
for this failure is given in the concluding paragraph of the report: “…it should be noted that at this time 
BMP implementation is a voluntary process. Rates of BMP adoption are often low and not necessarily 
selected or placed in areas that will maximize the potential to achieve a desirable water quality result.” 
By contrast, phosphorus discharges from regulated wastewater treatment facilities in the Minnesota 
River basin have declined sharply over a similar period – 32 percent by 2001, and 50 percent by 2011 – 
meeting the WLA for the Lower Minnesota River Dissolved Oxygen TMDL several years ahead of 
schedule.  This is the latest and perhaps clearest illustration of the successes possible under regulatory 
oversight, and the need for some degree of regulation to achieve real, sustainable progress in nonpoint 
source pollution reduction.  

Comments on the TMDL 

 

The District commends the MPCA for the transparency with which the TMDL study was conducted.  We 
were represented at many, if not most, of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee meetings, and noted 
that all sectors had an opportunity to comment all the way through the study.  Questions and comments 
were taken seriously, and MPCA staff treated everyone with consideration and respect.  This must have 
been a challenging task at times, as certain representatives of agriculture, in particular, persisted in 
raising the same points repeatedly after most of the group was satisfied with the response the MPCA 
had provided.  It became apparent that many from the agricultural sector were on a mission of denial 
and delay. 
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The District strongly supports the science conducted under the supervision of the MPCA for the TMDL 
study.  Especially from the standpoint of suspended sediment, the river model developed by Limno‐Tech 
Inc. appears to handle sediment transport, deposition and resuspension over the 64‐mile impaired reach 
with a high level of accuracy. The MPCA’s careful development of a site‐specific standard for TSS, as well 
as provision of an explicit margin of safety, gives us a high degree of confidence that TSS loading 
capacity has been accurately determined.  

The sediment source studies sponsored by the MPCA provide convincing evidence of several key facts: a 
10‐fold increase in TSS load from pre‐settlement times to present; a shift from field to non‐field 
sediment in the post‐World War II period; and altered hydrology as the main driver of increased non‐
field erosion from river banks, bluffs and ravines. We agree with the TMDL’s assertion that artificial 
drainage and land cover changes after World War II are chiefly responsible for increased non‐field loads.  
With the exception of the agricultural community there appears to be little if no support for the 
hypothesis advanced by some that increased precipitation is mainly responsible for increased sediment 
loads in recent decades.  

However, there are important details in the TMDL with which the District is not in agreement.  They are 
related to two major concerns: first, and most important, the waste load allocation (WLA) for MS4s lacks 
a sound basis in the TMDL modeling scenarios, is unfair, unreasonable and exposes MS4 permitees to 
unwarranted risks – besides contributing next to nothing to achieving water quality standards for the 
Mississippi River; second, that the load allocation (LA) fails to take full advantage of information 
generated by TMDL studies that should be used to provide more accurate LAs for natural background, 
field sources of sediment, and non‐field sources of sediment. There also should be consideration given 
to what materials (i.e. salt, sand and/or gravel) are used on roads for snow and ice. 

In addition to these points of fact, the District is very concerned that the TMDL will lead to no 
appreciable reductions in nonpoint source sediment, a continuation of the past 20‐year record. We 
include several specific recommendations to increase the likelihood of progress in sediment load 
reductions, and request that the MPCA revise the TMDL to incorporate assurances that these 
recommendations will be carried out.  

First, with regard to the aggregate WLA for MS4s, the requirement of a 25 percent reduction in TSS load 
at an estimated cost of $850 million (TMDL, page 70) accomplishes almost nothing and is therefore 
ludicrous, unfair and an irresponsible waste of resources. Moreover, there appears to be considerable 
uncertainty regarding the estimate of urban runoff upon which the stormwater WLA is based. The 
District notes a wide discrepancy between sediment runoff coefficients used in the modeling report and 
the TMDL document.  The Limno‐Tech modeling report (page 62) cites research by Steve Kloiber, 
Metropolitan Council, which used detailed water quality monitoring and modeling to estimate TSS 
export from a 480,000‐acre Twin Cities Metropolitan Area of 50 pounds per acre.  A March 9, 2007 
technical memorandum from Limno‐Tech to the MPCA provides a similar estimate of 66 pounds per 
acre. These estimates, drawn from a local study published in a professional journal, Water, Air and Soil 
Pollution in 2006, is about one‐fifth the average annual MS4 runoff coefficient of 225 pounds per acre 
used in the TMDL report (page 56). The latter value was based on nationwide estimates published by the 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Had the local measurements cited in the Kloiber study been used in the 
TMDL, the total contribution of TSS from MS4s would have been less than one percent of the total load, 
vs. the 5.8 percent estimate cited in the TMDL (page 57).    

Whichever estimate of MS4 runoff is used, the requirement of a 25 percent TSS load reduction seems 
arbitrary and capricious. Furthermore, given the current discussions regarding new reporting 
requirements from the Environmental Protection Agency, a 25 percent reduction requirement puts 
MS4s at considerable risk. According to the MPCA, EPA is now requiring that permitted MS4s 
incorporate quantified estimates of their portion of an aggregate WLA into their permit, provide a list of 
Best Management Practices which they believe will achieve the WLA, an end date by which the ultimate 
load reductions will be achieved, and interim measures of BMP progress, all of which will be subject to 
annual reviews by the MPCA.  These provisions, which are being incorporated into a revised general 
permit for MS4s, would make the required 25 percent load reduction a highly irresponsible demand on 
municipalities. This is especially true given the gross scale of this TMDL, the wide range of possible TSS 
runoff coefficients cited in the previous paragraph and most especially in light of the strong possibility 
that nonpoint source loads will not be reduced at all, and may indeed increase in the near future. 

The District recommends that one of the following policies be adopted by the MPCA and written into 
the TMDL document, in order to achieve some degree of balance: 

1. The MPCA should use its regulatory discretion and coordinate its point and nonpoint source 
programs for the TMDL as follows.  Established a firm date by which a 25 percent reduction in 
nonpoint source TSS loads must be achieved: for example, 10 years from the date of EPA 
approval of the TMDL. Establish a similar but later date by which MS4s will be required to 
initiate plans to achieve a 25 percent TSS load reduction: for example, 15 years following TMDL 
approval.   This will require the agency to develop and document progress toward significant 
nonpoint source reductions, in order that its promised inter‐agency evaluation of nonpoint 
source program effectiveness (TMDL, pages 70 and 83) will be informed by reliable data. This 
will also provide an occasion for evaluating the TMDL and the implementation approach as a 
whole in the context of adaptive management.  

2. Eliminate the 25 percent TSS load reduction requirement for MS4s, replacing it with individual 
WLAs for each MS4 based on current estimated TSS runoff plus a 20 percent growth margin. In 
other words, treat MS4s the same as permitted wastewater treatment facilities, another class 
of insignificant dischargers of TSS.  

Next, regarding the nonpoint source aspects of the TMDL, the District recommends establishing three 
components of LA for the Minnesota River basin and the Crow River watershed, based on MPCA‐
funded research on sediment sources by the St. Croix Watershed Research Station.  These components 
are field sediment, non‐field sediment and natural background sediment.  For the Minnesota River, 
research based on radionuclide tracers indicates that at the present time, 35 percent of the total 
sediment load measured at Jordan originates from field sources, and the remaining 65 percent 
originates from non‐field sources – erosion from river banks, bluffs or ravines. Sediment 
apportionment estimates vary from watershed to watershed within the Minnesota basin, but are 
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sufficiently stable at the whole‐basin scale to warrant their use in disaggregating the LA at this level of 
aggregation. The same kind of research indicates that in the Crow River watershed, 40 percent of the 
TSS load originates from fields, with 60 percent derived from stream banks, bluffs and ravines.  We 
consider these data sufficiently robust to recommend their use in creating three LA categories for 
these watersheds. 

The District agrees with the MPCA that 10 percent of the TSS load to the Mississippi River should be 
classified as natural background, a sub‐category of the LA. We recommend that natural background be 
calculated as 10 percent of the total TSS load. This quantity should then be subtracted from the non‐
field part of the LA, based on the fact that in pre‐settlement times all TSS originated from near‐stream 
sources: ravines, bluffs and banks. Farm fields and cities did not exist.  The District believes that these 
adjustments to the TMDL will improve its accuracy and help to clarify the role of natural background. 
These adjustments to the TMDL would make it clear that no part of field erosion can be considered to 
be natural background, but a significant portion of non‐field erosion – more than 10 percent – can be 
defined as natural background.  These adjustments would clarify which sediment sources are purely 
anthropogenic, hence subject to change, and which sources are not purely human‐induced.  Such 
knowledge will be of considerable use in developing implementation plans with specific targets and 
milestones for field and non‐field erosion sources.   

The TMDL document (page 83‐84) lists several state statutes and rules which authorize state agencies 
and local government to exert regulatory control over nonpoint source pollution, including TSS. The 
District is disappointed that most of these provisions are being observed in the breach. We can only 
conclude that the state is not fully performing its duties under the law. This is likely an important 
reason why next to no progress has been made in nonpoint source pollution control in the Minnesota 
River basin, in particular. 

As an example, the MPCA is authorized to classify excess stream flow as a pollutant under Minn. Stat. 
115.01,Subd. 13, which provides a definition of pollution. The MPCA is required to implement anti‐
degradation rules (Minn. R. 7050.0185). The agency has cited both of these provisions in discussions 
with MS4 communities on the possibility of classifying excess flow as a pollutant.  As a way of starting 
to implement such a policy where it would do the most good, we suggest that the MPCA begin by using 
stream flow as a surrogate for pollutants, especially TSS, in TMDL implementation plans.  The 
University of Minnesota, under contract with the MPCA, has used regression analysis to determine the 
relationship between stream flow and sediment load in the Seven Mile Creek watershed.  Sufficient 
data exist to conduct similar analyses for the main stem of the Minnesota River and certain points on 
streams within tributary watersheds. The magnitude of flow consistent with maximum allowable loads 
then could be determined as a basis for using flow as a surrogate for TSS load. This would help the 
MPCA and stakeholders to make a transition towards a more flow‐based management protocol for 
TMDLs.  

The District urges the MPCA to apply the above‐mentioned authorities to nonpoint source pollution in 
other ways in the TMDL. In particular, erosion from ravines is frequently increased by channelized flow 
from agricultural fields that is augmented by artificial drainage.  In some areas of high sediment 
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delivery, tile lines discharge to the head of ravines, creating plunge pools that accelerate growth of  
ravines through head‐cutting, in addition to scouring of the lower ravines far beyond what would occur 
under natural conditions. Field surveillance has found a majority of ravines in agricultural watersheds 
of the Minnesota River basin fit this description. The portion of the TSS load that is induced by such 
processes properly belongs in the WLA, as an additional point source category. MPCA can exercise its 
authorities through Minn. R. 7050.0210, Subp. 2, to require ravine erosion to be reduced according to 
Best Available Technology. As a complementary measure,  Clean Water Legacy funds should be 
targeted to stabilize the highest‐contributing ravines.  

Finally, other state agencies and local governmental units are authorized to require vegetated 50‐foot 
buffers along streams defined by the Department of Natural Resources as protected waters, as per 
Minn. Stat. 103F.201 and Minn. R. 6120.3300 sub. 7.  The District expects the DNR and counties to 
demand compliance with state shoreland protection rules – in agricultural and urban areas.  Further, 
the District encourages all drainage authorities, be they counties or watershed districts, to 
systematically implement redetermination of benefits under Minn. Stat. 103E.021 coincident with 
implementing improvements to drainage ditches to improve water quality – elimination of side inlets, 
re‐sloping and re‐vegetation of ditch banks, etc. The statute cited here requires the establishment of a 
permanent vegetated buffer 16.5 feet in width at the conclusion of such a process. Freeborn County 
recently completed a county‐wide redetermination process which extended over two decades.  We can 
think of no reason why all other drainage authorities should not be required to do the same.  

The TMDL (page 81) calls for a Phase One goal of 25 percent reduction in TSS loads to the South Metro 
Mississippi River by 2020. The District suggests that the regulatory approaches outlined above, if 
systematically implemented, could go a long way toward accomplishing this interim target. Most of 
these authorities are listed in Section 7.5 of the TMDL as examples of “reasonable assurance” that 
nonpoint source allocations in the TMDL will be achieved. It is therefore reasonable for the District and 
other stakeholders to recommend the application of these existing authorities as part of the Phase One 
Plan to achieve a 25 percent reduction.  
The District expects state government to begin exercising due diligence through systematic 
implementation of the TMDL, including the state statutes and rules listed in the TMDL. This needs to 
begin as soon as possible.  As author of the TMDL, the MPCA is the most logical agency to take a 
leadership role in this initiative. A written commitment to do so, included in the TMDL document, can 
help to ensure that this process gets off the ground with enough momentum to overcome likely 
opposition from pollution sources which so far have been largely unregulated – agriculture, to be 
specific.  At this time, agriculture is the only sector that treats pollution, rather than pollution control, 
as the cost of doing business – a cost incurred on those downstream.  Unless significant changes occur 
in the agriculture sector, we will see no improvement in TSS load reductions and the TMDL will simply 
mark another failure in the decades‐long attempt to restore the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers 
through TSS load reductions.   

 Section 7 of the TMDL lays out a thorough framework and process for implementing the TMDL. It 
adapts procedures being developed for the Chesapeake Bay TMDL to our local circumstances; lists 
strategies and actions appropriate to various hydrologic scales; presents a logical outline for an 
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implementation work plan; and properly cites the Clean Water Legacy Act as enjoining state agencies to 
use existing regulatory authorities for point and nonpoint sources where applicable.  The District 
supports the approach outlined in Section 7, but remains unconvinced that it can be implemented under 
current governmental arrangements. Therefore we urge the MPCA to insert into the TMDL its intention 
to pursue with other state agencies and local governments the development of a coordinating structure 
to ensure that implementation plans, strategies and actions are carried out; that the status of BMP 
adoption and water quality is regularly measured, interpreted, and published; that the results are 
transmitted to an interagency body with authority to direct state agencies to adapt their plans and 
activities in response to information gathered and knowledge gained.  

Request for a contested case hearing 

The District requests a contested case hearing on the following items to address issues of material fact 
with which we are in dispute: 

1. We find that the load allocations (LA) as set forth in Tables 6, 7 and 8 of the TMDL are 
inaccurate, misleading and subject to misinterpretation. 

a. Inaccurate: The LA at all flow intervals is estimated as a residual:  total monitored TSS 
load minus estimated point source loads.  Over‐estimation of TSS loads from the 217 
regulated MS4 communities in the TMDL, discussed in (2) below, results in an inflated 
value for the WLA and an underestimation of LA. 
 

b. Misleading. Natural background is correctly estimated as 10 percent of the total TSS 
load across flow regimes.  It is defined as part of the LA, and is so depicted in the TMDL. 
However, by depicting natural background as part of LA, it implies that natural 
background is being apportioned evenly between two of the main components of LA 
discussed on page 5 of this letter and on page 7 of the TMDL: field and non‐field 
sources.  In the Minnesota River Basin, which contributes three‐fourths of the TSS load 
to the South Metro Mississippi River, 35 percent of the TSS load derives from field 
erosion and 65 percent from non‐field sediment sources – stream banks, bluffs and 
ravines.  Since fields and cities did not exist before 1830, the period when natural 
background was measured, it is a mistake to assume that one‐tenth of field load 
consists of natural background. Natural background TSS should be applied entirely to 
non‐field sources. Unless the LA is subdivided to include field and non‐field sources in 
the Minnesota River basin, the anthropogenic component of TSS will be overestimated 
for field erosion and underestimated for non‐field erosion.  
 
Since the MPCA has at its disposal information that could be used to make the LA more 
precise, thereby avoiding the above problems, the District requests that a contested 
case hearing be held on this issue if the MPCA does not agree to make our 
recommended adjustments in its response to this comment letter. We intend to bring 
Dr. Daniel Engstrom, director, St. Croix Research Station, Science Museum of Minnesota, 
and Dr. Carrie Jennings, Minnesota Geological Survey, as witnesses to the hearing. 
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2. We find that the Waste Load Allocation (WLA) for MS4 communities is not supported by the July 

2009 report to MPCA by Limno‐Tech, Inc., “Upper Mississippi‐Lake Pepin Water Quality Model: 
Development, Calibration and Application,” and that the requirement of a 25 percent TSS load 
reduction from a 2002 baseline is arbitrary and ineffectual. To repeat information from page 
four of this letter, the Limno‐Tech report, drawing on information from a published study by the 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services, estimates average annual TSS runoff in the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area to be approximately 50‐66 pounds per acre. The MPCA ignored this 
information from the Limno‐Tech memorandum and report, and instead used nation‐wide data 
from a compendium by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to derive an estimate of 225 pounds 
per acre TSS export from urban areas. The Limno‐Tech report was intended to provide 
informational input for the TMDL. The MPCA did not explain in the TMDL its decision to reject its 
major contractor’s urban runoff estimates, or why the national data it chose to use was more 
suitable than the localized estimates provided in the Limno‐Tech report. The consequences of 
this decision by the MPCA are non‐trivial to the TMDL and of great consequence to regulated 
MS4 communities. In essence, this decision has increased the proportion of the total TSS load 
that is comprised of MS4 runoff from less than one percent to almost six percent – a change 
from insignificant to minor significance. 
 
We request that a contested case hearing be conducted to determine which of these estimates 
is the most accurate and appropriate for the TMDL, and whether MS4 loads are sufficiently 
important to warrant a 25 percent reduction from 2002 levels.  As witnesses we intend to bring 
Steve Kloiber, Minnesota DNR, formerly of the Metropolitan Council and lead author of the 
article on runoff from different kinds of landscapes in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area; and Dr. 
Joe De Pinto, lead scientist and manager on the TMDL modeling project. 

 The Lower Minnesota River Watershed District is submitting these comments and requests in order to 
increase the likelihood that the South Metro Mississippi River TSS TMDL will be a catalyst for significant 
reductions in TSS loads and consequent improvements in water quality of the Minnesota and Mississippi 
Rivers.  High‐quality science has been conducted to develop this TMDL, and the implementation 
discussion is well developed. The District has much at stake in the success of this TMDL, and looks 
forward to working cooperatively with the MPCA and other state and federal agencies to ensure that 
scarce resources are directed toward the most cost‐effective sediment‐reduction solutions.  
 
On behalf of managers of the Lower Minnesota Watershed District 

 
 
Kent Francis, President 



United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
 

III E. Kellogg Blvd., Ste. 105
 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1256 

May 29,2012 

Mr. Robert Finley
 
Regional Manager, Watersheds
 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
 
12 Civic Center Drive, Suite 2165
 
Mankato, MN 56001
 

Dear Mr. Finley: 

The 54,000-acre Mississippi National River and Recreation Area was established by Congress in 
order to protect. preserve, and enhance the significant values of the waters and land of a 72-mile 
stretch of the Mississippi River in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. A true partnership park, the 
National Park Service owns very little land within our park, and therefore works with local and 
state governments (among others) to protect these resources. The findings and, most importantly, 
the outcomes, of the South Metro. Mississippi.River Total Sl,JspenGled Solids (TSS) Total. : 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) are fundam,ental to our:prQ-t~ctivn;of,the-Mississippi's resources, 
and we consider the Minnesota Pollutjon Contr.o~Agency.·(MPCJ\;)ito-befl·fuhdamentalpartner'­
in our, efforts to achieve a .clean Mississippi. 'River.- We- strt;)hgly -support:ihe~MPCA in moving 
forward with this TMDL, and believe that, because we all are responsible for clean water, we are 
all responsible for helping to achieve it. 

We recognize that the Minnesota River, dominated by agricultural land uses, is a significant 
driver of our park's water quality. The Mississippi River's confluence with the Minnesota River 
is located about halfway through our park limits. In an attempt to address the water quality we 
receive from "upstream," our park increasingly is working with partners and farmers to expand 
the voluntary adoption of "water-friendly" farming practices through programs like our 
Minnesota FarmWise program. We encourage the MPCA to iead the state to substantial water 
quality improvements in the Mississippi River by targeting upstream agricultural "best 
management practices" to the locations, practices, and scales necessary in order to achieve the 
pollution reduction goals outlined in this TMDL. The agency's participation in Minnesota's 
Agriculture Water Quality Certification Program could be a powerful way to tie agricultural 
practices and preferential cost-share mechanisms to the pollution r~ductions that will be required 
to meet the TMDL's goals. 

Most Minnesotanswant to make sure the Clean Water, Lan~ and Legacy Constitutional 
amendment funds are allocated to projects th:lt vnll have measurable results. In ahatmosphere' of 
universally stretc4ed budgets, it makes good sense for the MPCA to target those funds ,- ~ 

effectively to help meet this TMDL's goals. Likewise, in order to see effective outcome$ in such 



a complex environmental system, adaptive management is critical. Adaptive management 
requires resource managers to continually evaluate results and adjust actions based on 
measureable results. We know enough to get started on cleaning up the sources ofTSS in the 
Mississippi River, and effectively stewarding amendment funds would suggest we need to 
regularly assess our progress in achieving pollution reductions. We encourage the MPCA to set 
"benchmarks" for this pollution reduction, and to regularly assess how well those benchmarks 
are being met. 

Thank you for your work on behalf of the resources on which we all rely for our great quality of 
life. The National Park Service supports moving forward with a strong South Metro Mississippi 
River TSS TMDL. We hope you will consider us to be a partner in achieving the clean 
Mississippi River we all desire and need. 

If you would like to discuss our comments further, do not hesitate to contact me at 651-293-8454 
or paul_Iabovitz@nps.gov. 

~~-t 
Paul Labovitz 
Superintendent 









From: myrna ecker
To: Finley, Robert (MPCA)
Subject: sediment levels
Date: Tuesday, May 08, 2012 11:07:13 AM

In our watershed the Elm river has eroded 4 to 5 feet in the last few years. We have little tile in our
area.I think it is mostly extra precipitation the last few years.
With tile in the ground you will have a lot less soil erosion in the field,because of less surface runoff.
There may be cases where water exiting the tile system may cause some erosion in a ditch or small
waterway. that just takes a little education on how to handle those situations. We don't need more
regulations, just a little education.
Wes Ecker
Water manager North Cass Water Recourse Dist.

mailto:myrnaecker@hotmail.com
mailto:robert.finley@state.mn.us


2.	 Significant policy, governmental efficiency, and financial/taxing decisions are being made in this 
report that affect almost half the state of Minnesota. However, the report does not disclose the 
full cost of meeting the TMDL. In addition, there is no cost-benefit analysis or means of 
determining whether the proposed implementation is cost effective or even achievable. 

3.	 The report actually promotes inefficiency. Metro area Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
(MS4) permit holders are estimated in the report as contributing only six percent of the Total 
Suspended Solids (TSS) Load. However, the TMDL requires a 25 percent TSS reduction from the 
MS4 permit holders. This will create an overall load reduction of only 1.5 percent. However, 
the estimated cost according to the report is approximately $830 million. From a public policy 
perspective, this does not make any sense. 

Scott County shares a common interest in having clean water and looks forward to discussing this 
matter with the MPCA Citizens Board once a cost benefit analysis is completed. With such an analysis, 
we are confident that we can jointly find an efficient means of meeting reasonable water quality 
objectives for the Mississippi River. Correspondence with the County can be sent to Paul Nelson, Scott 
County Natural Resources Program Manager, at 200 Fourth Ave W., Shakopee, Minnesota, 55379-1220 
or via e-mail atpnelson@co.scott.mn.us. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J. Wolf, Chair 
Scott County 

Cc: 
Senator Claire Robling 
Senator Julianne Ortman 
Senator Dan Hall 
Senator AI DeKruif 
Representative Michael Beard 
Representative Mark Buesgens 
Representative Glenn Gruenhagen 
Representative Ernie Leidiger 
Representative Pam Myhra 
Representative Kelby Woodard 
Paul Nelson, Scott County 

An Equal Opportunity/Safety Aware Employer 

mailto:atpnelson@co.scott.mn.us














From: Sullivan, John F - DNR
To: Finley, Robert (MPCA)
Subject: South Metro TMDL
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2012 12:29:24 PM

 
 

Robert,
 
Sorry I was not able to make the TMDL meeting today in Red Wing. I had planned
to attend, but I’ve been having some respiratory problems and thought I should
avoid being out in public meetings for now.  I have been meaning to talk with you
about the South Metro TMDL. I suspect you will be wanting a support letter from
us on the TMDL.  Further, Wisconsin’s needs to resolve how we plan to deal with
our portion of the TMDL for those watersheds between the Prescott and Maiden
Rock.  Obviously we will likely be on a different time tract for these small
watersheds.  I have several questions listed below that I would like to discuss with
you when you have time.  Look them over then let me know when you would be
available to discuss these items.  I will be starting a lot of field work next week but
should be available later in the day on most days. 
 

Load definition of un-monitored tributaries with direct input to the
Mississippi – How were loads established for these tribs?  I know we
have some data for Rush River but little information for Big River,
Trimbelle River and Isabelle Creek.  All of these are trout streams and
would generally have low TSS level except during major runoff events,
especially in the spring.  How are you planning on approaching TMDL
implementation in similar watersheds on your side of the river these
small watersheds?

 
Minnesota River load reduction -  Is the identified TSS load reductions
more dependent on achieving the site-specific sediment criterion (LD 2
and LD 3) or is it more dependent upon attaining the sediment/turbidity
criterion for the Minnesota River? I know both are important, but is it
possible to attain one target but not the other?

 
St. Croix River TSS reductions – No TSS reductions are called for but
TSS WLAs have been recommend for point sources.  These would
appear to be “caps” on future TSS loading.  I wondering if this was done
to be consistent across the UMR basin or if this is more related to the
need to address P loading from these sources.

 
Point source WLA for permitted facilities with no TSS limit. I am confused
as to why you assigned a value of 32 mg/L (x design flow) to calculate
the WLA.  Why wouldn’t you use 30 mg/L which was identified as a
margin of safety for assigning loads to NPDES/WPDES facilities?

 
General flow conditions (Very High, High, Moderate, Low, Very Low) for

mailto:John.Sullivan@Wisconsin.gov
mailto:robert.finley@state.mn.us


annual allocations (pg 51-Table 7).  Is it possible to equate these general
flow classifications to flow durations?  If not, how does one determine
what flows fall under the various conditions for a particular tributary?

 
Future growth issues pg 46 – WLAs for stabilization points is set at
45MT/yr.  Is this just for Minnesota facilities?

 
WLA calculations for Wisconsin WPDES facilities. Is it possible to obtain
the file used to calculate WLAs for Wisconsin dischargers?  It would be
important to have this information in our files in the event they need to be
verified.

 
That’s all for now,
 
John
 
 
John F. Sullivan
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Mississippi River Water Quality Specialist
3550 Mormon Coulee Road
La Crosse, WI 54601
John.Sullivan@dnr.state.wi.us
608-785-9995
fax: 785-9990
 
"Plain question and plain answer make the shortest road out of most perplexities"   M. Twain
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