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TMDL: South Metro Mississippi River TSS TJl,1DL, Minnesota 
Date: April 26, 2016 (Revised February 20, 2019) 

DECISION DOCUMENT FOR THE APPROVAL OF 

THE SOUTH METRO MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MJNNESOT A, TMDL 

Section 3 03( d) of the Cle3n Water Act (CW A) ;ind EPA' s implementing regulations at 40 C.F. R. 
Pa.t 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 ll!lder 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 
t.'iemselves regulations. They are an attempt to summarize and provide guidance regarding 
currently effective statutory and regulatory requirements relating to TMDLs. Auy differences 
between these guidelines and EPA's Tl,1DL 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 shonld be identified/georeferenced using the National Hydrography Dataset 
(NHD), and the TMDL should clearly identify the pollutant for whjch the Tll1DL is being 
established. 1n 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 TMTIL submittal should include an identification of the point and nonpoint sonrces of the 
pollntant of concern, including location of the source(s) and the quantity of the loading, e.g., 
lbs/per day. The Tl\flDL should provide the identification 11w11bers of the NPDES permits ,vithin 
the waterbody. W11ere it is possible to separate natural backgroll!ld from nonpoi11t sources, the 
TMDL should include a description of the natural background. This information is necessary for 
EP A's review of the load and wasteload aliocations, which are required by regulation. 

The TMDL submittal should also contain a description of any important assumptions made in 
developing the TJ\1DL, such as: 

(I) the spatial extent of the watershed in which the impaired \Vaterbodv is located:
(2) the assumed distribution of land use in the ,vatershed (e.g .. nrban, forested,
agriculture):
(3) population characteristics. wildlife resources, and other relevant information affecting
tbe characterization of the Dollutant of concern and its allocation to sources:
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2. Description of the Applicable Water Quality Standards and Numeric Water Quality
Target

The TMDL submittal must include a desc1iption of the applicable State/Tribal water quality 
standard, including the designated use(s) of the waterbody, the applicable numeric or natTative 
water quality criterion, and the anti degradation policy ( 40 C.F.R. § 130. 7( c )(1 )). EPA needs this 
information to review the loading capacity determination, and load and wasteload allocations, 
which are required by regulation. 

The TMDL submittal must identify a numeric water quality target(s)- a quantitative value used 
to measure whether or not the applicable water quality standard is attained. Generally, the 
pollutant of concern and the nwneric water quality target are, respectively, the chemical causing 
the impairment and the numeric criteria for that chemical ( e.g., chromium) contained in the water 
quality standard. The TMDL expresses the relationship between any necessary reduction of the 
pollutant of concern and the attainn1ent of the numeric water quality target. Occasionally. the 
pollutant of concern is different from the pollutant that is the subject of the numeric water quality 
target (e.g., when the pollutant of concern is phosphorus and the numeric water quality target is 
expressed as Dissolved Oxygen (DO) criteria). In such cases, the TMDL submittal should 
explain the linkage between the pollutai1t of concern ru,d the chosen numeric water quality target. 

Comment: 

Designated Uses: 

Section 4.1 of the TMDL lists all the beneficial use classifications for Minnesota (Minn. Rules 
Ch. 7050.0140 and 7050.0220). 

1. Dmnestic consun1ption
2. Aquatic life and recreation

A. Cold water sport fish (trout waters), also protected for drinking ·water
B. Cool and waim water spmi fish. also protected for di.inking water
C. Cool and Wru,n water sport fish, indigenous aquatic life, ai1d wetlands, and
D. Limited resource value \\1aters

3. Industrial consurnption
4. Agriculture a..nd wildlife
5. Aesthetic enjoyment ai1d navigation
6. Other uses
7. Limited resources value

The designated uses for the lvfississippi River (Metro WWTP to Rock Island Bridge) are 2C, 3 B, 
3C, 3D, 4, 5 and 6. For the other four Mirmesota segments, the designated uses are 2B, 3B, 3C, 
3D, 4, 5 and 6. The most restrictive use regarding TSS is Class 2, which is described in 
Minnesota Rule 7050.0ii0 (3): "Aquatic life and recreation includes all waters of the state that 
support or 1nay supportJlsh, other aquatic lt,fe, bathing boating or other recreational purposes
and for which quality control is or may be necessary to protect aquatic or terrestrial l(fe or their 
habitats or t.he public health, safe[}-'. or we{f:;:,re." 
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Narrative Criteria. Minnesota Rule 7050.0150 (3) set forth narrative criteria for Class 2 waters 
of the State: "For all Class 2 waters, rhe aquatic habitat, which includes the waters of the state 
and stream bed, shall not be degraded in any material manner, there shall be no material
increase in undesirable slime growths or aquatic plants, including algae, nor shall there be any 
significant increase in harmful pesticide or other residues in the waters, sediments, and aquatic 
flora andfauna; the normal fishery and lower aquatic biota upon which it is dependent and the 
use thP.reof shall not be se1�iavsly impoirrd y� t?Y!�-l(tngered, the species com11osition shall not be 
altered materially, and the propagation or migration of the fish and other biota normally present 
shall not be prevented or hindered by the discharge of any sewage, industrial waste, or other 
wastes to the waters. " 

Standard for TSS: MPCA developed a SSC for TSS for the waters listed in Table 1 of this 
Decision document (Section 4.1.1 of the TMDL). The segments were initially listed as impaired 
under the turbidity criteria in force in 1998. During the development of the TMDL, MPCA 
detennined that a SSC would be more appropriate to protect the aquatic life use in the South 
Metro watershed. This SSC was developed to protect submerged aquatic vegetation in the 
Mississippi River and associated backwaters. The SSC was detennined to be 32 mg/L, 
measured as a summer mean from June 1 to September 30, and must be attained in at least five 
summers out of ten years. 

During the early development of the TMDL, MPCA had dete1mined that the 25 NIU turbidity 
standard was equivalent to a TSS value of 64 mg/L, well above the SSC of 32 mg/L. Secondary 
monitoring targets related to supporting the SA V were also developed, but are not paii of the 
WQS. These targets include not exceeding a seasonal average of 44 mg/L TSS in more than one 
year out of a 1 0-year assessment period: and attaining a 21 % SA V frequency ( defined as 
attaining the SAV monitoring survey frequency of21 % using the USEPA's Environmental 
Mapping and Assessment Program protocol). 

Tai-get: The SSC for the South Metro watershed is 32 mg/L MPCA calculated the target for 
the Tl',1DL as 30 mg/L, to account for Margin of Safety (Section 6 ofthis Decision Document). 

EPA finds that the T!'viDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements concerning 
this second eiement. 

3. Loading Capacity - Linking VVater Qnality and PoHntant Sources

A Tl',1DL must identify the loading capacity of a waterbody for the applicable pollntant. EPA 
regulations defme loading capacity as the greatest amou..'lt of a pollutant that a water can receive 
without violating water quality standards (40 C.FR. §130.2(fJ). 

The pollutarn loadings may be expressed as either mass-per-time, toxicity or other appropriate 
measure ( 40 C.FR. § 130.2(i)). If the TMDL is expressed in terms other than a daily load, e.g., an 
ar,rmal load, the submittal should explain why it is approprime to express the TMDL in the unit 
of measure!nerrt chosen. The Tl\IDL submittal should describe tbe method used to establish the 
cause-and-effecl relationsl1ip benveen the nu.._rneric m:ge1 and the identified pollutant sources. In 
1nany instan�es: this method \\1ill be a W'aier quality model. 
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Critical Conditions: 

Section 6 of the TMDL states that the critical condition for the TMDL is the very high/high flow 
conditions. It is under these conditions that flow velocities are high enough to erode bluffs, 
gullies and ravines in the watershed, dramatically increasing TSS loads into tbe tributaries and 
eventually the South Metro waterbodies. The TMDL specifically increased the reductions 
needed to address the critical condition. 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 foture nonpoint sources and to natural background. Load 
allocations may range from reasonably accurate estimates to gross allotments (40 C.F.R. 
§ 130.2(g)). \Vhere possible, load allocations should be described separately for natural
background and nonpoint sources.

Comment: Load allocations are in Table 5 above. The LAs are based upon the ECOMSED 
model results for bluff, ravine, gully and field run-off. MPCA detennined that there was not 
sufficient data to calculate LAs for these various sources, and noted that these studies will need 
to be perfom1ed at smaller scales. 

Natural background was detem1ined through sediment core analysis in Lake Pepin (Engstrom er 
al., 2009). MPCA noted that sedimentation rates were 10 times less in t.1-ie pre-settlement times, 
and therefore hased the natural background allocation as one-tenth of the current TSS loading 
(Section 6.2 oftbe T:lviDL). This natural background load was then apportioned to each basin 
based upon the relative contribution of sediment to Lake Pepin. For example, if a basin 
contributes 25% of the TSS load to the South Metro watershed, then 25% oftbe natural 
background load was allocated to that basin. 

M:PCA calculated a load allocation for ii1temal load, which they defined as resuspension of 
existing sediments due to wind and wave action. The modeling effort was limited to the main 
channel and large backwaters such as Spring Lake. The internal load LA was modeled for the 
average (moderate) flow condition, and therefore is only depicted in the moderate flow regime of 
the LA (in italics u1 Table 5 of this Decision Document). EPA agrees this is reasonable, as the 
modeling results indicate it becomes more difficult to separate resuspended sediments from 
increased flow-based loads under higher flow conditions. M:PCA stated that internal 
loading/resuspension occurs under all flow regimes, and that efforts to achieve the needed 50% 
sediment reduction will benefit all flow regimes. 

EPA finds that the T},ID L document submitted by l\1J'CA satisfies al! reguirements concerning 
this fowih elen:ient 

5. y\,'asteload Alfocatiom ('VLAs)

EPA regulations require that a TJv[[)L i.11clude VI/L�4-s. V\rh}ch }dentif·y the portion of the loading 
capacity allocated to individual existing and future point source(s) (40 C.F.R. §130.2(h), 40 
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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 
assumptinns in the analysis, or explicit, i.e., expressed. i__n_ the TMDL as loadings set aside for the 
MOS. lfthe MOS is implicit, the conservative assumptions in the analysis that account for the 
MOS must be described. lfthe MOS is explicit, the loading set aside for the MOS mnst be 
identified. 

Comment: 
The South Metro TSS TMDL uses an implicit MOS (Section 6.3 of the TMDL). MPCA 
explained how conservative assumptions were used in the ECOMSED model (Limnotech, 2009). 
The ECOMSED model went through an extensive calibration a.nd confinnation process, as noted 
in detail in Section 4 of the modeling report (Limnotech, 2009). The model was developed with
22 years of data, whjch allowed an 11 year calibration and an 11 year validation process to be 
perfom1ed. Resnlts of the calibration and confirmation process indicated a very good agreement 
with the san1pling data (Section 4 of Limnotech, 2009), indicating the model adequately
represents the South Metro watershed. 

The initial model runs indicated that modeled sediment loads did not match measured data. 
Further analysis of the model results inrncated that the lower portion of Pool 2 had spikes of 
sediment resuspension due to wave action. A.ltbough the model in general acconnted for 
resuspension of sediment, the model was adjusted to include an additional "background 
resuspension" load in the June to September timeframe. After further model runs, MPCA 
determined the adjustments snccessfully addressed the TSS resuspension problem (Section 6.3 of 
the Tl\IDL; Section 4.2 ofLirnnotech, 2009). 

l\1PCA noted that the model adjustmems did result in m1 over-prediction of flow peaks in high­
flow years. Since the loads are, in large part, based npon flows in the river, this over-prediction 
of flow peaks means the TSS loads are somewhat over-predicted, resnlting in load reductions 
slightly higher than needed to attain the TMDL target. 

MPCA also included additional MOS by setting the target of the TMDL to 30 mg/L ofTSS, 
below the SSC of 32 mg/L. The allocations in Table 5 are set to attain the TMDL target of 30 
mg/La 6% reduction below Lhe SSC. 

EPA finds that the TMDL docnment submitted by M:PCA contains an appropriate MOS 
satisfying all requireme111s concerning this sixth element 

; . Seasonal Variati()n 

The statute and regrliations require that a TlvlDL be established \Vith consideration of seasonal 
Yaria1ions. The T11DL must describe the method chosen for including seasonal variations. 
(CWA S303(d)(1)(C). 40 C.F.R. §130.7(c)(l 
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Comment: 

Seasonal variation was considered as described in Section 6.4 of the TMDL. The development of 
the ECOMSED model utilized hourly flow measurements from several USGS and USCOE gages 
over a period of 20 years. These flow measurements were collected over a variety of flow 
conditions observed within the South Metro watershed. The model represented a wide range of 
flow conditions, and thereby accounted for seasonal variation. 

Given the amount of agricultural land use in the watershed, sediment loadings in the South Metro 
watershed vary with agricultural activity, particularly in the Minnesota River. Sediment inputs 
to surface waters typically occur primarily through wet weather events. MPCA analyzed the 
model results, and determined that additional reductions in TSS loads were needed from the 
Minnesota River dming higher flow regimes. As a result of this analysis, MPCA increased the 
amount of reductions in TSS to 60% during high mid very high flow regimes. 

EPA finds that the TMDL document submitted by MPCA satisfies all requirements concerning 
this seventh element. 

8. Reasonable Assurances

When a TMDL is developed for waters impaired by point sources only, the issuance of a 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. 122.44(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 TMD L is developed for waters impaired by both point and nonpoint sources, and the 
WLA is based on an ass1rn1ption that nonpoint source load reductions will occur, EPA's J 991 
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 detennine 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 cannot disapprove 
a TMDL for nonpoint source-only impaired waters, which do not have a demonstration of 
reasonable assurance tha1 LAs will be achieved, because such a showing is not required by 
cu1Tent regulations. 

Comment: 

Section 7 of the T!v1DL discusses the recent "Sediment Reductions Strategy for the ]viinnesota 
River Basin and South Metro Mississippi River" (the "Sediment Strategy"). This document was 
fu7-alized in 2015. T11e Sediment Strategy provides an overvie\"/ of actions and programs needed 
to attain the TSS reductlons required in the South lvletro 'Watershed. 
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MPCA noted that the CWLA enjoins state agencies to " ... use existing regula tory authorities to 
achieve restoration for point and nonpoint sources of pollution where applicable, and promote 
the development and use of effective non-regulatory measures to address pollution sources for 
which regulations are not applicable." (Minn. Stat.§ 114D.20, subd. 3). The MPCA will seek to 
pursue the following policies with state and local agencies: 

� Compl)· with 50-foot buffer required for the shore imp8ct zone of streams classified as 
protected waters (Minn. Stat.§ 103F.201) for agricultural land uses. 

• Comply with requirements to buffer highly erodible land within the 300-foot shoreland
district, as described in the state shoreland rule.

• Establish a process and timeline to ensure compliance with the requirement for a 16.5-
foot buffer on agricultural drainage ditches as defined in Minn. Stat.§ 103E.021.

• Review the use of excessive soil loss ordinances by counties (described in Minn. Stat. §
103F.415) and the potential benefits of applying soil loss ordinances specifying a
maximwn rate of "T" (the tolerable rate of soil erosion which the NRCS defines as the
rate at which soil can replenish itself) to areas contributing high ar:1ounts of sediment to
the South Metro Mississippi and tributary watersheds.

• Review the MPCA 's authorities on the prohibition of nnisance noupoint source pollution
(Minn. R. 7050.0210, suhp. 2).

Other TMDLs: Several other TMDLs have been developed by MPCA ai1d approved hy EPA 
within the South Metro watershed. Section 5.1.2 of the TMDL explains how the existing 
TMDLs were reviewed and acconnted for in the South Metro TMDL. The existing TMDLs 
reviewed by l\.fPCA have greater reductions than those needed in the South Metro T!vfDL. 
MPCA stated that the most conservative allocation applies in terms of pennits or other tracking. 
Several other TMDLs are in development or scheduled for development in the South Metro 
TMDL watershed. The most important will be the Minnesota River TMDL, which will have the 
greatest impact on the South Metro watershed. The TMDL is expected to he completed in the 
near future. 

EPA finds that this criterion has been adequately addressed. 

9. Monitoring Plan to Track TlV[DL Effectiveness

EPA's 1991 document, Guidance.for FVater Quality-Based Decisions. The TA1DL Process (EPA 
440/4-91-001 ), recommends a monitoring plan to track the effectiveness of a TMDL, 
particulai·ly when a TlVwL involves both point and nonpoint sources, and the WLA is based on 
an assumption t..hat nonpoint source load reductions will occur. Such a TMDL should provide 
assurances that nonpoint source controls will achieve expected load reductions and, such T!\IDL 
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 ,vater 
qualitv standards. 

Comment: 
Section 7A of the ThIDL discusses hc,w monitoring 'Will be perforrr1ed to ascertain attainment of 
the criteria. Additional discussion of ongoing and future monitofmg efforts are contained in the 
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Sediment Strategy, as well as the Dakota County "Mississippi Makeover" project (Dakota 
County Soil and Water Conservation District website). MPCA maintains a statewide Watershed 
Pollutant Load Monitoring Network, which monitors numerous sites in the South Metro 
watershed. The Minnesota Large Lake Program is run by the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR) and monitors Lake Pepin throughout the year for changes in fish and 
macroinvertebrate populations. The USGS and MDNR operate the Long Term Monitoring sites 
in Lake Pepin, Vihich monitors water quality, vegetation, macroinvertebrates, a11d fish in Lake 
Pepin. The Metropolitan Cow1cil Environmental Services (MCES) operates amonitoring 
network throughout the South Metro watershed, and including portions of the tributary basins 
(http ://metrocouncil.org/W astewater-W ater/Services/Water-Qualitv-Management/River­
Monitoring-Anal ysis.aspx ?source=child). This sampling includes TSS on a semi-monthly basis 
(approximately once every two weeks). These progra1ns are long-term monitoring programs 
which a1·e expected to continue for the foreseeable future. 

EPA finds that this criterion has been adequately addressed. 

10. Implementation

EPA policy cncomages Regions to work in partnership with States/Tribes to achieve non point 
source load allocations established for 303(d)-listed waters impaired by nonpoint somces. 
Regions may assist States/Tribes in developing implementation plans that include reasonable 
assurances that nonpoint somce 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 lO and does not approve TMDL implementation plans. 

Comment: 

Section 7 of the TMDL highlights some oftbe implementation efforts W1derway in Llie South 
Metro watershed. In addition to the efforts noted in Section 8 of this Decision Docwnent, 
l\1PCA discussed several other implementation actions. A.nother source of sediment is the 
resuspension of bottom sediments dne to wind and wave a.ction. In the Sediment Strategy and 
the TMDL, lvll'CA explains that efforts are W1derway with MDNR, Vhsconsin Department of 
Natural Resomces, USACOE, a..nd the US Fish and Wildlife Service to bnild islands in the 
mainstem and backwaters of the South Metro watershed. These islands will reduce the open area 
of the river where v.i.nd can chum up the waters and resuspend the sediments. The islands wilt 
also provide additional habitat for waterfowl, and allow increased aquatic vegetation, which will 
also serve to hold sedin1ent in place. Periodic drawdow.ns of the river/pools will also be 
performed. These drawdowns expose sediment to the air, allowing it to dry a_._r1d consolidate. It 
also facilitates the growth of rooted vegetation. 

As part of the Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategy ('\J{P_/4J'S), 11PCA monitors major 
-.;:vatershed of the. state on a rotating basis. Se�-.,eral of the \:Vatersbeds in the South l\1etro 
\vatersbed have been or \.Vill be monitored in t_½_e near future. Once monitored. l\1PCA v\rill 
develop Vt-�4.PS reports to address "';Vater quality issues in th�. v;,:atershed. Those vvaters 
determined to be impaired V\7ill have TlVlDLs developed... The \',\��A.PS and TM--.DLs \1/ill have 
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more specific implementation info1mation included. Table 10 of the TMDL lists the upcoming 
monitoring and WRA.PS development. 

EPA finds that this criterion has been adequately addressed. The EPA reviews but does not 
approve implementation plans. 

, 1 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)(J)(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 comments. When EPA establishes a TMDL, EPA regulations require EPA to 
publish a notice seeking public comment (40 C.F.R. §130.7(d)(2) ). 

Provision of inadequate public participation may be a basis for disapproving a TMDL If EPA 
determines that a State/Tribe has not provided adeqnate public paiticipatiou, EPA may defer its 
approval action until adequate public participation has been provided for, either by the 
State/Tribe or by EPA. 

Comment: 
Section 7 of the TJViDL explains the public participation process followed by MPCA. The 
process began in October 2004 when MPCA worked to form a Stakeholder Advisory Comrnittee 
(Appendix C of the TMDL). Tiie Cornmit1ee participated in the effort to develop two TJ\/[I)L 
work plans, one for water qnality assessment and one for watershed analysis. 

The Lake Pepin TMDL Science Advisory Panel was established in February 2005 (Appendix C 
of the Tlv!DL). The Panel worked on the proposal for the Sou,h 1\1etro and Lake Pepin modeling 
effmt, as well as providing input to the modeling effort. lvfPCA also held meetings with several 
sector-specific groups in 2008, including agriculture, conservation and environmental protection, 
and municipal v,1ast.ev.ratcr and stonnwater. 

MPCA also held several meetings with the public. Three technical conferences were held in 
2006, 2007, and 2008, and MPCA made presentations at many technical meetings and 
conferences. The draft Tlv!DL was public noticed from February 27, 2012, to May 29, 2012. 
Copies of the draft TMDL were made available upon request, in news releases, and on the 
Internet web site: http://wwv.'.pca.state.mn.us/index.plm/water/water-tvpes-and­
programs:minnesotas-imDaired-waters-ai1d-tmdlshmdl-Droiects/tmdl-projects-and-staff­
conta.cts.h.tm 1. 

During the public corrLrnent period. l\1PCA received over 400 comment letters. 20 of the 
cornment letters requested a contested case hearing under },{innesota R. 7000.1800. l\1PCA 
reviev'.1e-d toe comments:. and discussed the comments \\7itb the commentors. In October 2015, 
)v1PCA finalized the response w cornments on the South Metro TMDL Although there were 
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