
wq-4rule4-08f





MnDOT COMMENTS ON MPCA WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH 

General Considerations 

The MPCA web site for these amendments states that the MPCA considers these to be “housekeeping 
amendments”.  Given the lengthy time between adoption in 1990/1998 of the HH-WQS and this update 
in 2014, the MPCA should include a complete table of current and revised HH-WQS for all priority 
pollutants or at least reference where to find them. 

It appears that a cost/benefit analysis for implementing these amendments would improve 
transparency and add justification? 

There are equations in the amendments where the chronic standard or chronic criteria include surface 
water ingestion and fish tissue consumption.  If these methods only apply to drinking surface water 
where people catch fish for consumption, that should be stated clearly.  It would be good to know the 
percentage of the Minnesota population that drink the same surface water that they eat fish from. 

7050.0218 Subd. 3, AA.  Food Chain Multiplier.  The definition states that values to calculate FCM are 
“developed using EPA models”.  The models used by the MPCA should be specified so that model 
validation can be confirmed by stakeholders.  A list of the models that could be used for FCM calculation 
should be included. 

7050.0218 Subd. 3,F.  Available and reliable scientific data.    The means of selecting “reliable scientific 
data” from specific scientific literature should be fully described so that the data meet specified quality 
(QA/QC, peer reviewed).  The process for specifying new sources of scientific data should also be fully 
described.  A list of reliable data sources (e.g.  journals, agencies producing reports) should be included 
so that data would be publicly available. 

7050.0218 Subd. 3 RR.   The MPCA states there are five uncertainty factors, of which one or more may 
be used as a divisor in the calculation of a Reference Dose (RfD).  No equation for the RfD is given.  No 
explanation about the value of each uncertainty factor is given and no limit on the number of factors 
used in one calculation is stated.  Even if the relative source contribution is limited to 3000, that is over 
three orders of magnitude.  This results in highly conservative CC or CS values.  It is doubtful that current 
analytical chemistry methods will achieve a meaningful detection limit for some chemicals.  MnDOT 
recommends that no CC or CS be adopted for any chemical unless the current published EPA analytical 
methods used by commercial laboratories achieve method detection limits less than the HH-WQS 
values. 

7050.0218 Subp. 5, E.  The MPCA states “If an approved chronic value for a commercially, recreationally, 
or ecologically important freshwater species is lower than the CCtox, the CCtox will be set to equal that 
chronic value”.  This statement does not consider analytical feasibility.  This sentence should end with 
“when analytical methods and Quality Assurance permit.” 



7050.0219 Subd. 5, Exposure Values.   MnDOT appreciates the need for precautionary adjustments to 
criteria when data or research studies are not available.  The default RSC value is stated as 0.2 for most 
pollutants unless there are no data deficiencies to produce a specific value.  In all 2014 Updated 
National Water Quality Criteria the EPA has used 0.2 for RSC values.  Are there sufficient data held by 
the EPA, MPCA or MDH to use a RSC with confidence?  The 0.2 RSC appears to be overly conservative 
and indicates a value that is policy driven rather than science driven.  MnDOT recommends that 0.8 be 
used as the default RSC in all cases unless sufficient site specific data exist for a site-specific RSC. 

Furthermore, multiplying RSC and UF drive the resulting WQC to extremely low concentrations where 
current laboratory analytical methods are insufficiently sensitive.  Extremely low WQC will create 
situations where false positive results are more frequent causing regulatory action that is unjustified.  
Revised WQC values should be listed with current EPA published analytical methods and their published 
detection limits to show revised WQC are achievable.  Where proposed WQC are less than analytical 
detection limits, the WQC should be three times (3X) the published method detection limit. 

7050.0222 Subp. F.  “Chemical breakdown products or environmental degradates … must be considered 
when meeting the objectives for toxic pollutants”.  This appears to be an over extension of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA).  The CWA is intended to address chemical discharges from primary sources and not 
intended to regulate all sources of risk.  While knowing that chemical breakdown products are present 
in surface water is beneficial for chemical fate considerations, including their concentration in the total 
chemical concentration value may, in many cases, overstate the health risk. 
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Attached is EPA’s letter regarding the proposed rule.

Linda Holst | U.S. EPA Region 5, Water Division, Water Quality Branch | 77 West Jackson Blvd., WQ-
16J, Chicago, IL  60604 | Ph. (312) 886-6758 | holst.linda@epa.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 


77 W E S T J A C K S O N B O U L E V A R D 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 


SEP 0 42014 
R E P L Y TO T H E ATTENTION O F : 


WQ-16J 


Katie Izzo 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road N 
St. Paul, M N 55155-4194 


[transmitted electronically: miniTrule7050.pca@state.mn.us] 


Dear Ms. Izzo: 


Thank you for the opportunity to review Minnesota's proposed Amendments to the 
Human Health-based Methods for Developing Water Quality Standards that are currently 
for public review and comment. My staff have completed review of the proposed 
revisions to Minnesota's water quality standards at 7050.0150, 7050.0217, 7050.0218, 
7050.0219, 70505.0222, 7052.0005, 7052.0010, 7052.0100, 7052.0110, 7052.0220, and 
7052.0230. We have no comments or recommendations to make on the proposed 
revisions. We commend the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency on its effort to 
incorporate the most current science on human health risk assessment into Minnesota's 
water quality standards. 


These comments are the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's preliminary review for 
purposes of technical support of Minnesota's rulemaking efforts and do not constitute a 
final EPA action under section 303(c) of the Clean Water Act. Consistent with section 
303(c) of the Clean Water Act, EPA must approve or disapprove new and revised water 
quality standards following adoption by the state and submittal of the adopted standards 
to EPA. 


Sincerely, 


Linda Hoist 
Chief, Water Quality Branch 


cc: Angela Preimesberger [angela.preimesberger@state.mn.us] 
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From: blfrismanis@mmm.com
To: Stine, John (MPCA); Izzo, Katie (MPCA)
Cc: jbsweeney@mmm.com
Subject: Comments on MPCA Proposed Permanent Rules Relating to Human Health Methods for Water Quality
Date: Thursday, September 04, 2014 4:04:29 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.gif

Correspondence to Mr. John Linc Stine and Ms. Katie Izzo.pdf

On behalf of Jean Sweeney, the attached letter will be coming to you via Certified Mail.  For your
 convenience and records, the following electronic copy is provided. 

Brenda L. Frismanis | Legal Administrative Assistant to Mary Cullen Yeager, Ann Anaya,
 Terry L. Beyl and David L. Peterson
3M Litigation & Preventive Law
3M Center, Mail Stop: 220-9E-02 Desk Location: 220-10E-A02 Mailing Address: P.O. Box
 33428 | St. Paul, MN 55133-3428
Office: 651 575 8157 | Fax: 651 736 2131
blfrismanis@mmm.com | www.3M.com
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