UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 5
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF

WW-16J

Glenn Skuta, Division Director
Water Division
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-4194
Dear Mr. Skuta:
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency bas conducted a complete review of the final Total·
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) and supporting documentation for the Pioneer-Sarah Creek
Subwatershed of the North Fork Crow River (HUC 07010204) and South Fork Crow River
Watershed (HUC 07010205) in the Upper Mississippi River Basin. The watershed is located in
the northwest portion of the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area in Carver, Hennepin and
Wright Counties. The TMDLs address six nutrient impairments in Lake Ardmore, Peter Lake,
Spurzem Lake, Half Moon Lake, North Whaletai1 Lake, and South Whaletail Lake, and four
Escherichia coli (E. coli) bacteria impairments in Sarah Creek, Pioneer Creek, Unnamed Creek,
and Deer Creek.
These TMDLs meet the requirements of Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act and EPA's
implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 130. Therefore, EPA hereby approves Minnesota's
TMDLs. The statutory and regulatory requirements, and EPA's review of Minnesota's
compliance with each requirement, are described in the enclosed decision document.
We wish to acknowledge Minnesota's effort in submitting these TMDLs, and look forward to
future TMDL submissions by the State of Minnesota. If you have any questions, please contact
Mr. Peter Swenson, Chief of the Watersheds and Wetlands Branch, at 312-886-0236.
Sincerely,

Ge k(2L
wq-iw8-55g

Christopher Korleski
Director, Water Division
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TMDL: Pioneer-Sarah Creek Subwatershed, Minnesota TMDL
Date: September 2017

DECISION DOCUMENT FOR THE APPROVAL OF
THE PIONEER-SARAH CREEK SUBWATERSHED MINNESOTA TMDL
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and EPA 's implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R.
Part 130 describe the statutory and regulatory requirements for approvable TMDLs. Additional
information is generally necessary for EPA to determine if a submitted TMDL fulfills the legal
requirements for approval under Section 303(d) and EPA regulations, and should be included in
the submittal package. Use of the verb "must" below denotes information that is required to be
submitted because it relates to elements of the TMDL required by the CWA and by regulation.
Use of the term "should" below denotes information that is generally necessary for EPA to
determine if a submitted TMDL is approvable. These TMDL review guidelines are not
themselves regulations. They are an attempt to summarize and provide guidance regarding
currently effective statutory and regulatory requirements relating to TMDLs. Any differences
between these guidelines and EPA's TMDL regulations should be resolved in favor of the
regulations themselves.
1.

Identification of Waterbody, Pollutant of Concern, Pollutant Sources, and Priority
Ranking

The TMDL submittal should identify the waterbody as it appears on the State's/Tribe's 303(d)
list. The waterbody should be identified/georeferenced using the National Hydrography Dataset
(NHD), and the TMDL should clearly identify the pollutant for which the TMDL is being
established. In addition, the TMDL should identify the priority ranking of the waterbody and
specify the link between the pollutant of concern and the water quality standard (see section 2
below).
The TMDL submittal should include an identification of the point and nonpoint sources of the
pollutant of concern, including location of the source(s) and the quantity of the loading, e.g.,
lbs/per day. The TMDL should provide the identification numbers of the NPDES permits within
the waterbody. Where it is possible to separate natural background from nonpoint sources, the
TMDL should include a description of the natural background. This information is necessary for
EPA's review of the load and wasteload allocations, which are required by regulation.
The TMDL submittal should also contain a description of any important assumptions made in
developing the TMDL, such as:
(1) the spatial extent of the watershed in which the impaired waterbody is located;
(2) the assumed distribution ofland use in the watershed (e.g., urban, forested,
agriculture);
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lakes. To assess the impacts of failing septic systems, MPCA used data estimating the total
number of SSTSs in the watershed using rural population estimates, and county inspection
failure rates from 2011. The two failure categories by county are shown below, taken from
Section 3.7.2.2 of the TMDL.
Table 3.7. SSTS failure rates by county.

County

Generally Failing SSTSs

ITPHS SSTSs

Carver
Hennepin
Wright

26%
29%
30%

14%
1%

2%

Source: MPCA 2011.

•

Livestock is considered to be the largest contributing source in three of the four stream
watersheds (all but Sarah Creek) with 96 - 99% coming from horses, cattle, and chickens/
turkeys. Sarah Creek has the greatest percent of contaminant coming from wildlife at 58%,
followed by human (failing septics and WWTP effluent at 30%) and domestic animals at
12%; the other watersheds have only 3 to <l % from those sources.

Priority Ranking: Section 1.4 of the TMDL states that the TMDLs are prioritized with the
watershed approach and the state's 10-year cycle for completing Watershed Restoration and
Protection Strategy (WRAPS). MPCA developed the priority framework for TMDL development
to meet the EPA's national measure WQ-27 under EPA's Long-Term Vision for assessment,
restoration, and protection, and developed a corresponding state plan for a priority framework.
Future growth: In Section 4.2.3.3 the TMDL states that MPCA set aside 1.0% percent of the total
watershed load for both industrial and construction stormwater to account for future growth.
Section 4.3.2 states that the city of Greenfield may grow to be a permitted MS 4 based on
population growth estimates; Greenfield was calculated separately within the load allocation
category for any transfer of its current load to a future permitted wasteload.
EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements concerning
this first element.
2.

Description of the Applicable Water Quality Standards and Numeric Water Quality
Target

The TMDL submittal must include a description of the applicable State/Tribal water quality
standard, including the designated use(s) of the waterbody, the applicable numeric or narrative
water quality criterion, and the antidegradation policy. (40 C.F.R. §l30.7(c)(l )). EPA needs this
info1mation to review the loading capacity determination, and load and wasteload allocations,
which are required by regulation.
6
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habitats. These waters shall be suitablefor aquatic recreation o all kinds, including bathing, for
which the waters may be usable.
The numeric standard for Class 2B and 2C waters for E. coli - Not to exceed 126 organisms per
100 milliliters (cfu/1 OOml) as a geometric mean of not less than five samples representative of
conditions within any given calendar month, nor shall more than ten percent of all samples
taken during any calendar month individually exceed 1,260 cfu/100 ml. The standard applies
only between April 1 and October 31.
EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements concerning
this second element.

3.

Loading Capacity - Linking Water Quality and Pollutant Sources

A TMDL must identify the loading capacity ofa waterbody for the applicable pollutant. EPA
regulations define loading capacity as the greatest amount of a pollutant that a water can receive
without violating water quality standards (40 C.F.R. §130.2(±)).
The pollutant loadings may be expressed as either mass-per-time, toxicity or other appropriate
measure (40 C.F.R. § 130.2(i)). Ifthe TMDL is expressed in terms other than a daily load, e.g., an
armual load, the submittal should explain why it is appropriate to express the TMDL in the unit of
measurement chosen. The TMDL submittal should describe the method used to establish the
cause-and-effect relationship between the numeric target and the identified pollutant sources. In
many instances, this method will be a water quality model.
The TMDL submittal should contain documentation supporting the TMDL analysis, including the
basis for any assumptions; a discussion of strengths and weaknesses in the analytical process; and
results from any water quality modeling. EPA needs this information to review the loading
capacity determination, and load and wasteload allocations, which are required by regulation.
TMDLs must take into account critical conditions for stream flow, loading, and water quality
parameters as part of the analysis ofloading capacity. (40 C.F.R. §130.7(c)(l)). TMDLs should
define applicable critical conditions and describe their approach to estimating both point and
nonpoint source loadings under such critical conditions. In particular, the TMDL should discuss
the approach used to compute and allocate nonpoint source loadings, e.g., meteorological
conditions and land use distribution.
Comment:
TMDL = Loading Capacity (LC) = WLA + LA+ MOS
Tables 4.2 - 4.7 below show the loading capacity for Total Phosphorus for the six lakes. Section
7.0 in Appendix C describes the nutrient loading capacity: "The impaired lakes within the Pioneer
and Sa.rah Creek Watershed are extremely eutrophic due to the past excessive amounts of nutrient
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established by using the midpoint flow condition multiplied by the concentration target. In the
example above (Figure 4-8) for Sarah Creek, there are no samples under very high flow
conditions on the left side of the plot, and a 16% TMDL reduction is needed only in the low flow
regime. Different reaches of the creeks have individual reductions in various flow regimes, not
only during low flow as in this example. EPA notes that while the TMDL will focus on the
geometric mean portion of the water quality standard, both parts of the water quality standards
must be met.
In the resulting loading capacity, there were some locations and flow regimes where the
calculated pollutant loads were Jess than the TMDL calculation. The existing pollutant load was
used for load and wasteload calculations in order to follow antidegradation requirements rather
than the allowable load. The difference between the existing (below allowable) and allowable
load was classified as the "unallocated load." The reductions vary in each stream, with the results
shown in the regimes as shown in Tables 4.9-4.12 of this Decision Document as follows:
Critical Conditions: Section 4.2.5 of the TMDL for nutrients states that the critical conditions in
the impaired lakes occur during the growing season when the lakes are used most intensively for
direct and indirect contact aquatic recreation. Since the TMDL is based on growing season
averages, the critical period is covered by the TMDL. Section 4.3.5 of the TMDL for E.coli states
that all seasons and all flow regimes are covered in the methodology, so that the critical
conditions are inherently included.
EPA finds MPCA's approach for calculating the loading capacity to be reasonable and consistent
with EPA guidance. EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all
requirements concerning this third element.
4.

Load Allocations (LAs)

EPA regulations require that a TMDL include LAs, which identify the portion of the loading
capacity attributed to existing and future nonpoint sources and to natural background. Load
allocations may range from reasonably accurate estimates to gross allotments (40 C.F.R.
§ 130.2(g)). Where possible, load allocations should be described separately for natural
background and nonpoint sources.
Comment:
The Load Allocations are presented in the Section 3 above. The existing loadings for the streams
are predominantly nonpoint source. The lake loading includes nonpoint sources via nonpoint
source runoff, atmospheric deposition, internal lake loading, SSTS, and in some locations an
upstream lake.
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EPA finds MPCA's approach for calculating the LA to be reasonable and consistent with EPA
guidance. EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements
concerning this fourth element.
5.

Wasteload Allocations (WLAs)

EPA regulations require that a TMDL include WLAs, which identify the portion of the loading
capacity allocated to individual existing and future point source(s) (40 C.F.R. §130.2(h), 40
C.F.R. §130.2(i)). In some cases, WLAs may cover more than one discharger, e.g., if the source is
contained within a general permit.
The individual WLAs may take the fonn of uniform percentage reductions or individual mass
based limitations for dischargers where it can be shown that this solution meets WQSs and does
not result in localized impairments. These individual WLAs may be adjusted during the NPDES
pem1itting process. If the WLAs are adjusted, the individual effluent limits for each permit issued
to a discharger on the impaired water must be consistent with the assumptions and requirements
of the adjusted WLAs in the TMDL. If the WLAs are not adjusted, effluent limits contained in the
permit must be consistent with the individual WLAs specified in the TMDL. If a draft permit
provides for a higher load for a discharger than the corresponding individual WLA in the TMDL,
the State/Tribe must demonstrate that the total WLA in the TMDL will be achieved through
reductions in the remaining individual WLAs and that localized impainnents will not result. All
permitees should be notified of any deviations from the initial individual WLAs contained in the
TMDL. EPA does not require the establishment of a new TMDL to reflect these revised
allocations as Jong as the total WLA, as expressed in the TMDL, remains the same or decreases,
and there is no reallocation between the total WLA and the total LA.
Comment:
The Waste Load Allocations for TP in the six lakes are calculated for construction and industrial
stormwater and need no reduction. MS4s are located in only three of the six lakes, Peter Lake,
Spurzem Lake, and Lake Ardmore, and include the cities of Corcoran, Medina, and Loretto. Of
the three lakes, MS4s and a WWTP need wasteload reduction in Spurzem Lake, and MS4s in
Lake Ardmore. MPCA calculated individual WLAs for each MS4 (Tables 4.2, 4.3, and 4.5 above
from the TMDL).
The WLAs for E. coli in the four strean1s are minimal because there are no permitted facilities in
the creek watersheds, although there are two MS4s wasteload allocations in the Pioneer Creek
watershed for Independence and Maple Plain City. MPCA calculated individual WLAs for each
MS4 based upon the areal extent expected in the 2030 service area plan (Table 4.10 above from
theTMDL).
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EPA finds MPCA' s approach for calculating the WLA to be reasonable and consistent with EPA
guidance. EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements
concerning this fifth element.
6.

Margin of Safety (MOS)

The statute and regulations require that a TMDL include a margin of safety (MOS) to account for
any lack of knowledge concerning the relationship between load and wasteload allocations and
water quality (CWA §303(d)(l)(C), 40 C.F.R. §130.7(c)(l)). EPA's 1991 TMDL Guidance
explains that the MOS may be implicit, i.e., incorporated into the TMDL through conservative
assumptions in the analysis, or explicit, i.e., expressed in the TMDL as loadings set aside for the
MOS. If the MOS is implicit, the conservative assumptions in the analysis that account for the
MOS must be described. If the MOS is explicit, the loading set aside for the MOS must be
identified.
Comment:
Section 4.2.4 of the TMDL states that an explicit 5% MOS was used in the phosphorus modeling
effort. MPCA set aside 5% of the phosphorus loading in the lakes. MPCA believes the MOS is
appropriate because there were comparable simulated and observed TP concentration values. The
allocation methods included relevant processes, such as internal lake loading, to more accurately
simulate the loading. As stated previously, loadings were further cross-checked with the Ntirnberg
approach, which yielded good correlation of simulated and measured values.
Section 4.3.4 of the TMDL states that an explicit 5% MOS was used in the modeling for E. coli in
the streams and MPCA believes the MOS is appropriate because the LDC approach reduces
uncertainty due to using monitored flow data, over a multi-year period. Further, the approach was
conservative because no bacteria die-off rate was used in the calculation.
EPA finds MPCA's approach for calculating the MOS to be reasonable and consistent with EPA
guid,mce. EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements
concerning this sixth element.
7.

Seasonal Variation

The statute and regulations require that a TMDL be established with consideration of seasonal
variations. The TMDL must describe the method chosen for including seasonal variations. (CWA
§303(d)(l)(C), 40 C.F.R. §130.7(c )(l)).
Comment:
Seasonal variation was considered for TP in the lakes as described in Section 4.2.5 of the TMDL.
MPCA takes this variability into account by setting standards with growing season averages
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representing critical conditions, and MPCA considers eutrophication, as the standards are not only
for TP but also for Chlorophyll-a and Secchi Depth.
Seasonal variation was considered for E. coli as described in Section 4.3.5 of the TMDL.
Standards are developed for April through October when the potential for recreation is the
greatest, and water is warmer in these months when bacteria is most productive. Further, stream
flow decreases and has less potential for dilution. This variation and critical conditions were
considered in developing this TMDL.
EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements concerning
this seventh element.
8.

Reasonable Assurance

When a TMDL is developed for waters impaired by point sources only, the issuance of a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit(s) provides the reasonable assurance
that the wasteload allocations contained in the TMDL will be achieved. This is because 40 C.F.R.
l22.44(d)( l)(vii)(B) requires that effluent limits in permits be consistent with "the assumptions
and requirements of any available wasteload allocation" in an approved TMDL.
When a TMDL is developed for waters impaired by both point and nonpoint sources, and the
WLA is based on an assumption that nonpoint source load reductions will occur, EPA's 1991
TMDL Guidance states that the TMDL should provide reasonable assurances that nonpoint
source control measures will achieve expected load reductions in order for the TMDL to be
approvable. This information is necessary for EPA to determine that the TMDL, including the
load and wasteload allocations, has been established at a level necessary to implement water
quality standards.
EPA's August 1997 TMDL Guidance also directs Regions to work with States to achieve TMDL
load allocations in waters impaired only by nonpoint sources. However, EPA carmot disapprove a
TMDL for nonpoint source-only impaired waters, which do not have a demonstration of
reasonable assurance that LAs will be achieved, because such a showing is not required by cunent
regulations.
Comment:
MPCA states in Section 6 of the TMDL that many factors add to the reasonable assurance that the
TMDL efforts will occur and result in nutrient and bacteria load reductions to the waterbodies
included in this TMDL study.
The BMPs and other actions outlined in the TMDL in Section 7 (implementation) are endorsed by
local organizations and cooperating agencies. Watershed and stakeholder groups have been
represented in the implementation recommendations, including lake associations. The Pioneer
18
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The CWLA also provided details on public and stakeholder participation, and how the funding
will be used. In part to attain these goals, the CWLA requires MPCA to develop WRAPS. The
WRAPS are required to contain such elements as the identification of impaired waters, watershed
modeling outputs, point and nonpoint sources, load reductions, etc. (Chapter l l 4D.26; CWLA).
The WRAPS also contain an implementation table of strategies and actions that are capable of
achieving the needed load reductions, for both point and nonpoint sources (Chapter l 14D.26,
Subd. 1 (8); CWLA). Implementation plans developed for the TMDLs are included in the table,
and are considered "priority areas" under the WRAPS process (Watershed Restoration and
Protection Strategy Report Template, MPCA). https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/wg_:
ws4-03.docx). This Table includes not only needed actions but a timeline for achieving water
quality targets, the reductions needed from both point and nonpoint sources, the governmental
units responsible, and inte1im milestones for achieving the action. MPCA has developed
guidance on what is required in the WRAPS. Section 6 of the TMDL also states that a WRAPS
was completed as a companion document to this TMDL.
https ://www.pea. state .mn.us/sites/ default/files/wg-ws4-3 2a.pdf
In an update described in this TMDL, Minnesota voters approved the CWLA amendment in 2008,
which increased the state sales and use tax rate by three-eighths of 1 % on all taxable sales,
starting July 1, 2009, and continuing through 2034. Approximately one third of the funds have
been dedicated to a Clean Water Fund to, "protect, enhance, and restore water quality in lakes,
rivers, streams, and groundwater, with at least 5% of the fund targeted to protect drinking water
sources." (MPCA 2014). Funding for implementation is also available through other nonpoint
source programs and the 319 funding mechanism.
EPA finds that this criterion has been adequately addressed.
9.

Monitoring Plan to Track TMDL Effectiveness

EPA's 1991 docun1ent, Guidance for Water Quality-Based Decisions: The TMDL Process (EPA
440/4-91-001 ), recommends a monitoring plan to track the effectiveness of a TMDL, particularly
when a TMDL involves both point and nonpoint sources, and the WLA is based on an assumption
that nonpoint source load reductions will occur. Such a TMDL should provide assurances that
nonpoint source controls will achieve expected load reductions and, such TMDL should include a
monitoring plan that describes the additional data to be collected to determine if the load
reductions provided for in the TMDL are occurring and leading to attainment of water quality
standards.
Comment:
Section 7 of the TMDL states that monitoring of both the Jakes and streams will be conducted to
track and document progress in achieving the TMDL allocations. There are several cooperating
agencies that will assist MPCA with monitoring, and the Intensive Watershed Monitoring
program is expected to include North Fork Crow Watershed, and South Fork Crow Watershed
Pioneer-Sarah Creek Subwatershed Minnesota TMDL
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and to give a better, longer tenn, larger analysis on a rotating scale. Many lakes will be monitored
every two years or three, and aquatic plant surveys taken every three to five years, as well as fish
surveys. There will also be tracking of BMPs in cities as part of their MS4 permits.
EPA finds that this criterion has been adequately addressed.
10.

Implementation

EPA policy encourages Regions to work in partnership with States/Tribes to achieve nonpoint
source load allocations established for 303(d)-listed waters impaired by nonpoint sources.
Regions may assist States/Tribes in developing implementation plans that include reasonable
assurances that nonpoint source LAs established in TMDLs for waters impaired solely or
primarily by nonpoint sources will in fact be achieved. In addition, EPA policy recognizes that
other relevant watershed management processes may be used in the TMDL process. EPA is not
required to and does not approve TMDL implementation plans.
Comment:
Section 8 of the TMDL includes MPCA's implementation fran1ework, and states that a significant
amount ofland use changes will occur in some of the subwatersheds, ranging from 0-85% change
of the drainage area land use (an average of 52%). Land use transition (developments) will have
to comply with storm water management requirements, and there were new standards adopted by
the PSCWMC for water quality, runoff volume and rate control in 2015. These controls require
new developers to:
• Comply with lower thresholds, i.e., any one acre of disturbed surface in development
regardless of land use;
• Require infiltration rates (1.1 inches of runoff volume equates to 76% reduction in TP) off
new impervious surfaces based on MPCA's Minimal Impact Design Standards (MIDS)
and NPDES General and Construction permits, and if not infiltrated, discharge must be
filtered. Credits would be given for actions that include disconnection of impervious
surface, conservation of existing native vegetation, and use of de-compacted and
amended soil as a BMP;
• Comply with a performance standard for stormwater quality to have good infiltration or no
net increase ofTP or TSS; the infiltration rate change could result in as much as 76%
reduction in TP, which is better than a detention pond;
• Consider retro-fitting projects to increase infiltration;
• Intensify street cleaning where BMP implementation may be limited; and.
• Enhance stormwater treatment such as iron enhanced sand filters at storm water ponds.
Point source programmatic requirements will also occur via permits for construction and
industrial stormwater (Sections 8.2.2 and 8.2.3 of the TMDL). Nonpoint source implementation
will include manure management, livestock management, SSTSs management, management of
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internal loading by treatment to rednce curly-leaf pondweed, and reduction of internal loading
from enriched bottom sediments (addressed via sediment treatment or reduced loading).
Additional implementation includes education of the public on the importance of fertilizer
application needs and lawn care management. In locations near water, the public is taught the
benefits of a healthy rooted aquatic plant community, installation and enhancement of
buffer/shoreline restoration to maintain shoreline, reduce erosion, and improve riparian habitat.
Where appropriate, rough fish management to maintain healthy fish communities, and
subwatershed assessment for site-specific remedies should be implemented to limit rough fish
reproduction, recruitment and migration. MPCA also discussed cost estimates and adaptive
management, allowing for course corrections as the effectiveness of the BMPs are measured and
adjustments made.
EPA reviews, but does not approve, implementation plans. EPA finds that this criterion has been
adequately addressed.
11.

Public Participation

EPA policy is that there should be full and meaningful public participation in the TMDL
development process. The TMDL regulations require that each State/Tribe must subject
calculations to establish TMDLs to public review consistent with its own continuing planning
process (40 C.F.R. §130.7(c)(l)(ii)). In guidance, EPA has explained that final TMDLs submitted
to EPA for review and approval should describe the State's/Tribe's public participation process,
including a summary of significant comments and the State's/Tribe's responses to those
conunents. When EPA establishes a TMDL, EPA regulations require EPA to publish a notice
seeking public comment (40 C.F.R. §130.7(d)(2)).
Proyision of inadequate public participation may be a basis for disapproving a TMDL. IfEPA
detennines that a State/Tribe has not provided adequate public participation, EPA may defer its
approval action until adequate public participation has been provided for, either by the State/Tribe
orby EPA.
Comment:
Section 9 of the TMDL states that there was considerable opportunity for public participation
throughout the course of development. Cities, agencies and organizations added input, including
Corcoran, Greenfield, Independence, Loretto, Maple Plain, Medina, and Minnetrista. Surveys
showed there was a very high awareness of the connection of peoples' actions and the quality of
water in local lakes. MPCA hosted community conversations between November 2014 and June
2017, bringing together a broad cross-section of people to discuss and provide information about
the conditions of water resources.
The TMDL was public noticed from May 1, 2017 to May 31, 2017. Copies of the draft TMDL
were made available upon request and on the Internet web site:
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bttps://wwwJJ_c;i.state.mn.us/sitcs/default/fi!es/wg-iw8-55b.pdf. MPCA received two public
comment letters during the public comment period from the Minnesota Department of Agriculture
(MDA) and the Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES). MDA's comments
included suggestions regarding livestock contribution as a P source, quantification of livestock
from hobby farms, some site specific details regarding manure application, wetland influence on
the reduction of P, and inclusion ofMDA's Minnesota Ag Water Quality Ce1tification Program to
provide assistance on many levels for promoting water quality found at
http://w·vvw.mda.state.mn.us/awqcp. MCES comments included suggestions to include working
with regional parks and the Three River Park District for civic engagement, public outreach and
education, including inforn1ation on priority lakes in the area (identified by the MCES and in the
WRAPS report), enlarging maps, and keeping consistent descriptions of the watersheds in the
TMDL and WRAPS (MPCA made modification to WRAPS descriptions). MPCA adequately
addressed the comments, as well as addressing EPA comments before the public draJl.
EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements concerning
this eleventh element.
12.

Submittal Letter

A submittal letter should be included with the TMDL submittal, and should specify whether the
TMDL is being submitted for a technical review or.final review and approval. Each final TMDL
submitted to EPA should be accompanied by a submittal letter that explicitly states that the
submittal is a final TMDL submitted under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for EPA
review and approval. This clearly establishes the State's/Tribe's intent to submit, and EPA's duty
to review, the TMDL under the statute. The submittal letter, whether for technical review or final
review and approval, should contain such identifying information as the name and location of the
waterbody, and the pollutant(s) of concern.
Comment:
The EPA received the final Pioneer-Saral1 Creek TMDL on August 3, 2017, accompanied by a
submittal letter on August 9, 2017. ln the submittal letter, MPCA states that the submission
includes the final TMDLs for phosphorous in six lakes and E. coli in four streams.
EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements concerning
this twelfth element.
13,

Conclusion

After a full and complete review, EPA finds that the phosphorus and E.coli TMDLs for the
Pioneer-Sarah Subwatersbed TMDL satisfies all of the elements of approvable TMDLs.
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