
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION VII
901 NORTH 5TH STREET

KANSAS CITY, KANSAS 66101

SEP I 3 2lXXI

Stephan Mahfood, Director
Missouri Department ofNatural Resources
P.O. Box 176
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Mahfood:

We have completed our review of the revisions to the Missouri Water Quality Standards
under Missouri's Code of State Regulations (CSR), Division 20, Chapter 7, which your Agency
submitted for review and approval to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
in two separate submissions on April 14, 1994, and December 9, 1996, as required under federal
regulations at 40 C.F.R. § 131.20.

Under Section 303(c) of the Clean Water Act (CWA), 33 U.S.c. § 1313(c), states are to
submit revised or new water quality standards to EPA for review and approval no less frequently
than every three years. Federal regulations at 40 C.F.R. §§ 131.20, 131.21 and 131.22 implement
these requirements. Missouri's previous review and revision of its water quality standards
regulations at 10 CSR 20-7.03 I was completed and adopted by the Missouri Clean Water
Commission (MCWC) on December 12, 1990. EPA approved the revisions on June 11, 1991.

The April 14, 1994, and December 9, 1996, submissions addressed by this letter consist of
three separate revisions of water quality standards conducted by the Missouri Depanment of
Natural Resources (MDNR) and adopted by the MCWC. The April 14, 1994, submission
included a single revision to Chapter 7 adopted by the MCWC on December 16, 1993, and the
December 9, 1996, submission included two separate revisions to Chapter 7 adopted by the
MCWC on March 13, 1996, and June 25, 1996. As part of the review process, the MCWC held
three public hearings to receive public input and comment on the proposed water quality
standards revisions adopted on December 16, 1993, March 13, 1996, and June 25,1996. EPA
considers the State's December 9, 1996, submission of the two most recent revisions to the water
quality standards to constitute the last triennial review. Based on our review, the State's public
panicipation process is consistent with and satisfies the procedural requirements of40 C.F.R. §
13 I.20. The State is presently preparing a comprehensive review of its water quality standards
regulations at 10 CSR 20-7.031 which will serve as its next triennial review.
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The State's adoption of a significantly larger number of numeric water quality criteria
under this revision provides a greater level of protection for State waters and is consistent with
the goals of the CWA. The addition of a number of stream segments and lakes to the
classification of surface waters represents an expanded coverage of the waters of the State by the
CWA and State water quality standards. EPA encourages the State to continue to expand the
number of water bodies protected under the CWA, including the designation of all waters for the
protection of aquatic life and whole body contact consistent with Section 101 (a)(2) of the Act,
33 V.S.c. 1251 et seq.

SECTION I: ITEMS EPA IS EITHER APPROVING OR DISAPPROVING

Several provisions either adopted or revised by the State as part of its revisions of the
water quality standards address the regulation of discharges to specific water bodies or types of
water bodies. EPA considers these revisions to constitute permitting regulations rather than
water quality standards regulations subject to EPA review and approval under authority at 40
C.F.R. §131.5. EPA is, therefore, taking no action under Section 303(c) of the CWA or federal
regulations at 40 C.F.R. §131.5 with regard to the State adoption of these provisions. In its
review of these specific revisions, EPA determined that all but one (i.e. 10 CSR 20-7.03 I(4)(P))
of the following provisions would not cause the State to take action which would potentially
impair designated uses, violate federal water quality standards regulations or generally be
inconsistent with the CWA.

A. Metropolitan No-Discharge Streams

Revisions to 10 CSR 20-7.031(6) would expand the application of the State's prohibition
against the discharge of water contaminants to streams identified in Table F of the standards to
the watersheds supporting those streams. The State also revised this provision to specifically
identify the circumstances under which "existing interim discharges may be allowed until
interceptors are available." Table F contains a listing of all Metropolitan No-Discharge Streams
and was revised to include Pearson Creek in the Springfield area. These provisions are intended
to be implemented in tandem with effiuent regulations at 10 CSR 20-7.015(5).

B. Lake Taneycomo

State adoption of 10 CSR 20-7.031(9) is intended to codify the MCWC's "wishes to
recognize the uniqueness of Lake Taneycomo.. .its importance as a trout fishery and as the central
natural resource in the rapidly developing Branson area and threats to the lake's water quality
imposed by development." This provision provides that more stringent approaches to the
development of effiuent rules, discharge permits and nonpoint source management plans and
permits are to be employed regarding activities within the Lake Taneycomo watershed. The use
of best treatment technology for point and nonpoint-source discharges in the Lake's watershed is
also required. These provisions are intended to be implemented in tandem with effluent
regulations at 10 CSR 20-7.015(3)(F).
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C. Losing Streams

State adoption of 10 CSR 20-7.031 (II) describes the timing of the process by which
"losing streams" are identified, how permits addressing discharges to these or nearby streams are
affected by such determinations and how existing facilities in proximity to these stream segments
subsequently determined to be losing are to be regulated. Table J was also added to the standards
and contains a listing of "losing streams" identified by MDNR. These provisions are intended to
be implemented in tandem with effluent regulations at 10 CSR 20-7.015(4).

D. Effluent Regulations

In its 1993 action, MDNR proposed certain provisions pertaining to Effluent Regulations
under 10 CSR 20-7.015. Provisions include: (I) the removal of the lagoon exemption from
compliance with special bacteria discharge limitations; (2) the inclusion of phosphorous
discharge limitations for Lake Taneycomo and tributaries; (3) the removal of small lagoon
exemption for discharges to losing streams; (4) the incorporation by reference of Federal
requirements for management ofbio-solids; and, (4) the addition of Bypass prohibitions and
requirements in anticipation of federal regulations (although not adopted in the MCWC's final
action). While these provisions are not subject to EPA review and approval under the water
quality standards regulations, we nonetheless commend the MDNR's actions in these areas.

E. Outstanding State Resource Waters

EPA acknowledges the addition of24 new waters to Table E -Outstanding State Resource
Waters (OSRWs) under 10 CSR 20-7.031 and the revision to one other previously listed water to
extend the length of its designation. These OSRSs fall between Tier 2 and Tier 3. EPA accepts
this additional tier because it is effectively a more stringent application of the Tier 2 provisions
of the anti-degradation policy and, therefore, permissible under section 510 of the CWA, 33
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

F. Specific Criteria

10 CSR 20-7.031 (4) Specific Criteria: (A) Application ofTable A Values

The addition of the reference to Health Advisories (HA) levels listed in Table A of
10 CSR 20-7.031 under subsection (4)(A) states that the MDNR will use these values in
"establishing discharge permit limits and management strategies until additional data becomes
available to support alternative criteria, or other standards are established." With the exception
ofbis-2-chloroisopropyl ether, which is an EPA listed priority pollutant, these health advisory
levels address pollutants for which there are no water quality criteria for the protection of human
health under section 304(a) of the CWA nor, for that matter, Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs) under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Rather, these values are derived from
Health Advisories published by EPA under the Safe Drinking Water Act. Despite the absence of
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federally recommended water quality criteria under the CWA or MCLs under the SDWA, the
state saw fit to regulate these pollutants in order to be more protective of the Drinking Water
Supply use. While the addition of the reference to HA levels is commendable, EPA cannot take
any formal action to approve this addition because of the absence of federally recommended
water quality criteria.

G. Groundwater

10CSR 20-7.031 CS1CAl Application onable A Values

The addition of the reference to Health Advisory levels listed in Table A of 10 CSR 20­
7.031 under section (S)(A) states that the MONR will use these values in "establishing
management strategies and ground water cleanup criteria, until additional data becomes available
to support alternative criteria, or until other standards are established." This language is nearly
identical to that adopted under subsection (4)(A) with regard to discharge permits and
management strategies. Again, with the exception ofbis-2-chloroisopropyl ether, which is an
EPA listed priority pollutant, these health advisory levels address pollutants for which there are
neither water quality criteria for the protection of human health under section 304(a) of the CWA
nor Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA).
Rather, the values are derived from Health Advisories published by EPA under the SDWA.
Because the CWA does not require state adoption of groundwater criteria, these pollutants would
not otherwise be regulated under Missouri's water quality standards. While the EPA commends
the state for adopting these values for use in ground water management activities and as clean-up
criteria, which both address potential exposure to surface waters under the influence of ground
water, the EPA cannot take any formal action to approve this addition because of the absence of
federally recommended water quality criteria and because the CWA does not require state
adoption of groundwater criteria.. Again, EPA acknowledges the state's effort to provide further
protection to human health.

10 CSR 20-7031 CS)CCl Application onable A Values to Aquifers

The State broadened the application ofTable A values for the protection of ground water
in aquifers under the State water quality standards by eliminating the reference to a vertical
component under subsection (S)(C) I. and areal restrictions under subsection (S)(C)2. The effect
of these revisions is to remove any limitation to the application of the water quality standards
applicable to ground water to any part of an aquifer. Previous standards limited the application
of criteria to a point at which ground water becomes waters of the State, which "will normally be
at the next downgradient property boundary." Because the CWA does not require state adoption
of ground water criteria nor defines ground water as a Water of the United States, the EPA
cannot take formal action to approve this addition. Nevertheless, the EPA commends the state's
effort to provide adequate protection of surface waters under the influence of ground water.
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H. Drinking Water Supply

Missouri adopted a value of90 ug/I for Bromochloromethane which the State relies upon
to protect its Drinking Water Supply and Groundwater uses. EPA has not published section
304(a) water quality criteria nor promulgated MCLs for this pollutant. Once more, this value is
less stringent than the current SDWA Health Advisory of 1.0 ugll for this pollutant. Although
we believe this value was adopted in error, EPA cannot take any formal action to disapprove this
addition because of the absence of federally recommended water quality criteria.

I. 10 CSR 20-7.031(4)(P) WET Chronic Tests

This provision describes the manner in which whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing is to
be conducted as part of the specific criteria applied to all classified waters. Subsection (I)(E),
which defines chronic toxicity, relates that "chronic toxicity is also indicated by an overreach of
WET test conditions of subsection (4)(P)". Hence, these tests serve to implement the definition
of chronic toxicity as applied to effluent discharges. According to this provision, WET tests are
to be conducted using "at least two representative, diverse species and provides that the State
may interpret the results of such tests considering the potential for pollutant volatilization and
bio-degradation in the mixing zone. This provision is principally a NPDES permits concern and
therefore is not subject to EPA review and approval under Section 303(c).

Although EPA cannot take formal action to disapprove this addition, EPA does have the
following comments concerning the application of this provision: Due to the lack of detailed
implementation procedures, the prevention of toxicity to receiving waters on a case-by-case
basis is not ensured and an impairment of uses may result. Current federal regulations at 40
C.F.R. §136 contain the testing methodology acceptable for purposes of determining compliance
with WET permit limitations under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES). This methodology specifies acceptable test species and testing conditions upon which
compliance with NPDES permits are to be measured. The State could address this issue during
the next triennial review of State WQSs by replacing language specifying species selection and
the interpretation of test results with language specifically referencing methods at 40 C.F.R. §136
for WET testing. Alternatively, the State could also develop it's own procedures detailing the
implementation of this provision.

SECfIO II: ITEMS EPA IS APPROVING

Under Section 303(c) of the CWA. the EPA administrator is charged with reviewing and
approving or disapproving state-adopted water quality standards. In order to determine if new or
revised state water quality standards are consistent with the federal regulations and the CWA,
pursuant to EPA regulations at 40 C.F.R. § 131.5 and 131.6, EPA must review the water quality
standards and determine: I) whether the state has designated beneficial uses for water bodies that
are consistent with the goals of CWA Section"] 0 I(a)(2), and if not, whether the state has
conducted a use attainability analysis to justify its designation, see 40 C.F.R. § 131.10; 2)
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whether water quality criteria were adopted to protect designated uses; 3) whether the state has
adopted water quality standards according to its legal procedures; 4) whether state standards that
do not include designated beneficial uses consistent with CWA Section 10 I(a)(2) were
developed in a scientifically appropriate manner; and 5) whether the state submission includes
minimum requirements for water quality standards submissions to EPA. The following items are
new or revised provisions which EPA is approving:

A. Definitions

The following definitions were revised to clarify the meaning or added to update the
reference to applicable guidance or regulations for particular terms within the State water quality
standards. These new and/or revised definitions outlined below are consistent with the CWA,
federal regulations implementing water quality standards, and EPA guidance or policy and are
hereby approved:

10 CSR 20-7.031 Water Quality Standards
(1) Definitions

(A) Acute toxicity;
(B) Aquifer;
(C) Beneficial water uses;

7. Human health protection (Fish consumption and secondary
contact recreation);

12. Wetlands (deleted from 1991 standards)
12. Storm- and flood-water storage and attenuation

(assumes the position formerly occupied by Wetlands in the
1991 standards);

13. Habitat for resident and migratory wildlife species, including
rare and endangered species;

14. Recreational, cultural, educational, scientific and natural
aesthetic values and uses;

IS. Hydrologic cycle maintenance;
(D) Biocriteria;
(E) Chronic toxicity;
(F) Classified waters,

3. Class L3 - Other lakes;
7.ClassW;

(G) Ecoregion;
(H) Geometric mean;
(L) Losing stream;
(M) Low-flow conditions;
(P) Outstanding state resource waters;
(R) Reference stream reaches;
(S) Waters of the State (deleted from 1991 standards);
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(T) Water hardness (assumed the position formerly occupied by "Waters
of the State" in the 1991 standards);

(Xl Wetlands (moved from (W) to (X); current definition was refined or
expanded.

B. Antidegradation

10 CSR 20-7.031 (2) Antidegradation, (Al and (ill

The State revised its antidegradation policy to provide more specificity regarding the
three levels of protection required under federal regulation at 40 C.F.R. §131.12. Subsection (2)
(A) of the State's antidegradation policy which describes the protection of high quality waters
(i.e., Tier 2) was revised and moved to an added subsection (2)(B). Subsection (2)(A) under the
effective water quality standards now describes the protection of existing uses under Missouri's
antidegradation policy (i.e., Tier 1). Subsection (2)(C) was added to contain the existing
language describing the protection of existing water quality in outstanding state resource waters
and outstanding national resource waters (i.e., Tier 3). The adopted revisions are consistent with
federal regulations at 40 C.F.R. §131.12 and constitute an improvement in the State's policy by
clarifying the application of the three tiered levels of protection to waters of the United States
within Missouri. These provisions are approved as this approach is consistent with EPA
regulation and guidance with respect to antidegradation policy and represents an improvement
over past antidegradation policies.

C. General Criteria

10 CSR 20-7.031 (3) General Criteria, illl

The State revised its General Criteria, which serve as the narrative water quality criteria
or "free froms" within Missouri's water quality standards, by modifying the provision under
subsection (D) which prohibits substances or conditions in sufficient amounts to "have a harmful
effect on human, animal or aquatic life" to instead prohihit substances or conditions in sufficient
amounts to "result in toxicity to human, animal or aquatic life." This revision clarifies and
allows for a more precise interpretation of this provision and is consistent with the CWA and 40
C.F.R. §131.1 I(h)(2) and is hereby approved. Other harmful effects, heyond toxicity, are
covered elsewhere under Missouri's General Criteria.

10 CSR 20-7.031 (3) General Criteria. (G) and (H)

The State revised its General Criteria to add a provision under subsection (G) which
prohibits "physical, chemical or hydrologic changes that would impair the natural biological
community." The State also added a provision under subsection (H) which prohibits placing
miscellaneous debris and solid waste into the waters of the State. These provisions are consistent
with the CWA, federal regulations at 40 C.F.R. §131.11 (h)(2) and clarify the level ofprotection
provided all waters of the state under its General Criteria and are hereby approved.
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D. Specific Criteria

10 CSR 20-7.031 (4) Specific Criteria

The introductory narratives under section (4), Specific Criteria, were revised to add
provisions qualifying the protection of the drinking water supply, the whole-body contact
recreation and the livestock and wildlife watering uses previously included under the General
Criteria at subsection (3)(D) I and 2. The movement of these provisions from section (3) to
section (4) did not involve any change to the original language and is hereby approved.

10 CSR 20-7.031 (4)(A)(3) Exceptions to the Application of Specific Criteria to Non­
Point Sources of Pollution

In its revisions to its water quality standards, the State removed a provision under
subsection (4)(A)(3) which provided an exception to the application of the Specific Criteria in
Tables A and B where a "stream or lake is subjected to degradation due to nonpoint sources of
pollution above the level of control which can be achieved through the use of feasible and cost­
effective best management practices...... This exception to the application of the State's numeric
water quality criteria was not based on any scientific justification, would not protect designated
uses and was not consistent with the CWA. Although certain activities might not be subject to
the application of certain controls under state or federal law, all "waters of the U.S." must be
protected under the State's water quality standards such that their designated uses are protected.
The removal of this exception by the State eliminates this inconsistency with the CWA and is
hereby approved.

10 CSR 20-7.031 (4)(A)5.A Mixing Zones

Revisions to the State's mixing zone provisions in subsection (4)(A)6.A of the 1991
standards included modifying the exemption from the chronic toxicity requirements for surface
waters within mixing zones to provide an exemption for these waters from the chronic criteria
requirements instead. This revision to the State's mixing zone provisions is consistent with
section 101(a)(3) of the CWA which prohibits toxicity in the "waters of the U.S .... As mixing
zones are limited areas within surface water segments in which numeric water quality criteria
may be exceeded as long as the designated uses of the segment are protected, the exemption
should apply to the application of the appropriate criteria rather than to toxicity. The CWA is
clear that there is to be no toxicity in surface waters. Given the proper placement and sizing of
mixing zones and recognizing all three components of water quality criteria design (i.e.,
magnitude of exposure, averaging period of exposure, frequency of exceedence), pollutant
concentrations can exceed applicable criteria without causing toxicity (TSD, 1991). For mixing
zones and zones of initial dilution, the chronic and acute criteria, respectively, can be exceeded
without causing chronic or acute toxicity if these areas are properly placed and limited in size.
This subsection was renumbered to (4)(A)5.A and is approved.
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Also within this subsection, the State modified its mixing zone provisions to add
language exempting thermal mixing zones from the application of the mixing zone size criteria
described under subsection (4)(A)5. Criteria for determining thermal mixing zone size were
moved to a new subsection (4)(D)6. This revision is approved.

10 CSR 20-7.031 (4)CA)5.B.mCa) Mixing Zones for Class C Streams and Streams with
7010 Low Flows of 0.1 cfs or Less

Revisions to the State's mixing zone provisions in subsection (4)(A)6.B.(I)(a). of the
1991 standards included reducing the mixing zone length for discharges to these streams from
one-half mile to one-quarter mile. This revision to the State's mixing zone regulations is an
improvement in the level of protection afforded these streams; however, there is a caveat
regarding this provision which should be addressed during the next triennial review of the State's
WQS. EPA's concern is discussed further in Section IV of this letter under the heading of
"Mixing Zones for Class C Streams and Streams with 7QIOLow Flows of 0.1 cfs or Less".

otwithstanding EPA's overall concern with this provision, the reduction of the mixing zone
length specified in this subsection, which was also renumbered to (4)(A)5.B.(I)(a), is approved.

10 CSR 20-7.03 I(4KA) 5. B.(III)(a) Mixing Zones for Streams with 7010 Low Flows of
Greater Than 20 cfs

The State modified its mixing zone provisions, contained in the 1991 standards at 10
CSR 20-7.03 I(4)(A) 6.B. (llI), to remove reference to thermal mixing zones and, specifically,
restrictions on their length. Criteria for determining thermal mixing zone size were moved to a
new subsection of the 1996 standards at 10 CSR 20-7.3 I(4)(D)6. This revision is approved.

10 CSR 20-7.031 (41(A)5.B.(III)(b) Zones of Initial Dilution for Streams with 70 I0 Low
Flows of Greater Than 20 cfs

The provision at subsection (4)(A)6.B.(III)b. addressing restrictions to the size of zones
of irtitial dilution (ZIDs) for discharges to these streams was modified to further restrict the
volume of dilution available within the ZID. Previous regulatory language restricts dilution
within ZIDs to one-tenth of the mixing zone width, cross-section or volume. The added language
further restricts the volume available for dilution within the ZID to "no more than ten times the
effiuent design flow volume unless the use of diffusers or specific mixing zone studies can justify
more dilution." This subsection was also renumbered to (4)(A)5.B.(llI)(b) and is approved.

10 CSR 20-7.03 I(4)(A)5.B.(N)(b) Zones of Initial Dilution for Lakes

The provision at subsection (4)(A)6.B.(IV)b. addressing restrictions to the size of zones
of initial dilution (ZIDs) for discharges to lakes was modified to eliminate the use of ZIDs in
these waters. This subsection was also renumliered to (4)(A)5.B.(IV)(b) and is approved.
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def'ult use is protective of the existing use or is consistent with the "fisbable/swimmable" goal
of the CWA. As discussed in Item B undec Section II1(b) of this letter (Re: Whole Body Contact
Use), Section 101(a)(2) of the CWA establishes the national goal as ''waterquality which
provides for the protection and propogation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife...and recre:ltion in
and on the water wherever attainable (i.e., fishable!swinunable). Funhermore, EPA's regulation
at 40 C.F.R. Part 131 interprets and inlplements these provisions by requiring that water quality
standards provide for a default use designation of "fishable/swimmable" unless those uses have
been shown through a use attainability analysis to be unattainable. In conclusion, any Water is
presumed to have a default use designation of "fishable/swimmable" under the reburrable
assumption, and it is the Agency's view that the States must protect Unclassified or unlisted
waters as well as classified waters for that default use. We note that although unlisted (i.e.,
unclassified) waters are protected by the general criteria in the Water Quality Standard, thece is
no cle:u- default use-<lesignation language in Missouri's WQS's for "unclassified waters". This
is an issue which EPA will want to discuss during the triennial review.

K Mixing Zones for Class C Stre:lms and Streams with 7Q10 Low Flows of 0.1
cfs or Less

EPA believes that allowing mixing zones of any size in intermittent or ephemeral
streams, or streams with a 7QIO of 0.1 cfs or less, might not protect the aquatic life co=unities
under all hydrological circumstances. With minimal dilution available in these small streams,
the mixing ofwastewater with stream water would be inadequate. In such instances, there is no
mi:'(ing zone. Therefore, chronic aquatic life cr.teria should be met, with the amount ofstream
dilution made available through State standards, at the point of entry into the stream. This
concept is already recognized within the State's mixing zone regulations for these streams by
prohibiting the application ofzones ofiIiitial dilution. The State should consider future revisions
to its mixing zone regulations for these streams such that mixing zones would be prohibited.

L. High Flow Exemption

EPA acknowledges that extremely high flow events might contribute to exceedences of
the fecal coliform bacteria criterion for whole body contact. We are aware that several states
have attempted to address concerns regarding the application of standards during extremely high
flow events. The exemption from the application ofMissouri's fecal coliform bacteria criteria at
10 CSR 20-7.03 I(4)(C) for periods when a stream or lake is affected by stormwater runoff might
not ensure that the whole body contact use is adequately protected. Federal regulations at 40
C.F.R. §§ I31.5(a)(2) and 13 I.l I (a) require that states adopt criteria that protect designated
beneficial uses. Of further concern to EPA, Missouri's high flow exemption is broad and
qualitative, providing for possibly inappropriate and arbitrary inlplementation. EPA has already
disapproved a more detailed and quantitative high flow exemption in Kansas. We very strongly
urge MDNR to review, revise or elimic:ne this provision as part ofycur triennial review process.
The State should consider other alternatives to addressing high flow issues such as the
application of variances or performance of use attainability analyses supporting use changes.
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SECTION Y: ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT CONSULTATION

EPA initiated discussions with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service in May 2000,
as required by the Endangered Species Act, to determine whether this approval action is not
likely to jeopardize the existence of federally listed species or result in the adverse modification
of designated critical habitat of such species. The Service has expressed concern only about the
State's chronic aquatic life use criterion for selenium. 11lrough a national consultation, the
Service and EPA have agreed on measures to update selenium criteria, and we anticipate that
EPA will be revising its recommended acute and chronic aquatic life use criteria for selenium by
January 2002. For now, however, the State's chronic aquatic life use criterion for selenium is
approved because it is consistent with EPA's current CWA 304(a) criterion.

Any necessary, subsequent promulgation offederal water quality standards for Missouri
by EPA under authority of Section 303(c)(4)(A) and (B) of the CWA will be conducted in
accordance with Section 7 of the ESA.

There is much more work to be done by both of our agencies regarding the development
of water quality standards which will fully protect the citizens and resources of the state of
Missouri. The approved state standards, however, represent significant progress in that .
continuing effort and I congratulate your staff in its efforts to date. I look forward to working
with you to bring the state into full compliance with the CWA, rendering the need for EPA's
promulgation of federal water quality standards for Missouri unnecessary.

If you have any questions regarding these co=ents or the actions taken by EPA, please
contact Cheryl A. Crisler, Water Resource Protection Branch Chief, at (91-3) 551-7820.

Sincerely,

~l-'~
r!'U· Gale Hutton, Director

Water, Wetlands, and Pesticides Division

Enclosures

cc: John Young
Edwin Knight
John Madras
Mark Wilson

MDNR
MDNR
MDNR
U.S. Fish and Wtldlife Service, Columbia, Missouri




