Nutrient Criteria Development for Lakes

Scientific Subcommittee

MEC Conference Room, Columbia

January 22, 2007  1-3pm

In Attendance:  

UMC –Dan Obrecht, Tony Thorpe

EPA – Gary Welker, Rebecca Landewe

COE – Steve Fischer

MEC – Chris Zell

MDC – Cindy DiStefano

DNR – Georganne Bowman, Mark Osborn

SLU – Peter Goode

Opening Questions:

Purpose:  What is the end product going to look like?  What can we all agree to?  

Nutrient Criteria should be 

· Scientifically Defensible

· Sensitive to the heterogeneity of Missouri waters

· In balance with uses (fish growth and algae)

· Able to account for within system variability (due to rainfall, temps, etc)

· Able to develop a watch list for lakes that need additional monitoring, or lakes with very little data

· Simple to understand, and user friendly

· Tied back to beneficial use.

Time frame:  What level of commitment is needed to develop the framework for nutrient criteria?  Members of the group felt that meeting twice a month for 4 to 6 months was a reasonable level of effort.

Approaches:  What approaches can we use, or cross off the list?

1. Reference approach

· Current reference lakes don’t take into account differences in reservoirs, including flushing rate, watershed and landuse differences.

· Look at reference conditions 

· No CAFOs

· Or other point sources

· Look at reference condition as part of a wholistic approach – develop a more representative list of reference waterbodies.

2. 25 percentile  (as needed)

3. Literature values  (as needed)

4. Trisection  (as needed)

5. 35 ug/L of TP for all reservoirs.  

· Easy 

· Not protective enough for phosphorus limited waterbodies

· Reservoirs with large watersheds would not be able to achieve 35ug/L.

Which beneficial uses are appropriate to protect?

· Drinking Water

· Nitrates are regulated through standards

· Toxins such as microcystin in raw water are below WHO guidelines for treated water in majority of cases where detectable amounts are present.  Also, these toxins are not correlated to nutrient concentrations (oligitrophic lakes can have toxins, while hypereutrophic lakes may not)

· Aquatic Life

· Focus efforts here

· Whole Body Contact

· On hold for now – work on later

· In Missouri – clarity is often related to sediment, not algae.  

Ecoregion approach?

· Plains

· Directly tied to flushing rate?

· Farmland, 

· Increased sediment load

· Ozarks

· Thin soils

· Different topography

· Mainly forested, or pasture

· Big Rivers

· Issues with delination of watershed

Other considerations.

· Disturbance 

· Landuse – historical, presettlement, or at time of structure.

· Point sources

· Most, if not all of the large reservoirs (>2000 acres) have point sources discharges

· Few small reservoirs have discharges

Data needs?

Map of the state.  Showing the classified lakes with and without monitoring.  If the data could be tied to the map, we could pull up all the lakes with in a region, or with a certain phosphorus level.  (Mark will work on this)

Data from MDC fishery biologist.  At the NRC meeting, Cindy will ask for information from the biologists.  Dan will also talk during the meeting.  

Before data can be used for analysis, we need to assure there are 4 years of data.  Other items that need to be identified on the sample set include…


Time of year sample was collected


# of years used


# of samples collected per year. 

How to finalize decisions if members of the committee are unable to attend a meeting?

All decisions will be posted after the meeting.  During the following meeting, the topics will be open for additional discussion.  After that, the decision will be final.  

Parking lot issues:  

1. Biological response and aquatic community structure (as related to impairment)

2. Reference values by ecoregions  (Kansas – Carny)

