Questions on Nutrient Criteria for Reservoirs
Water Quality Standards Workgroup – September 6, 2007

TCEQ Staff DRAFT
I.  Selecting reservoirs for nutrient criteria:

TCEQ staff has expanded the reservoirs under consideration to include virtually all of those that have been assessed for their current level of eutrophication in the Water Quality Inventory.  We would like some additional suggestions and opinions on establishing the final proposed list. 
A. How many data points should be available for historical analysis and why? 

25?       30?       35?       Other?
B. For reservoir dam stations with less than x number of data points, should we:
Add other open water stations?
Add all stations in the reservoir?
Include additional available data not in TCEQ TRACS?  If so, where is it?

C. Are there other factors that should be considered to withdraw selected reservoirs from the master list, such as unusually high data variability?   If so, note specific reservoirs as examples.
D. Should we have a minimum default criterion, such as 5.00 micrograms per liter, for reservoirs with very low historical concentrations of chlorophyll a? 
II.  Addressing elevated nutrient/chlorophyll a concentrations:

Long-term exceedances of adopted numerical criteria for nutrients would eventually result in a listing on 303(d), a TMDL, and a TMDL implementation plan.

A. Several reservoirs have shown an increasing trend in eutrophication, and recent data indicates that they are not meeting the proposed criterion for chlorophyll a.  Should the proposed criterion be adopted for these reservoirs?

B. There are also several reservoirs that show an increasing trend in chlorophyll a, but they are not currently exceeding the proposed criterion.  Are there other measures TCEQ should consider, such as the development of a watershed rule in Chapter 30 TAC 311 or other options, to address increasing trends in nutrient loading?

C. What factors might be appropriate for deciding which, if any, reservoir watersheds to address with non-traditional measures such as a watershed rule?
III.  Monitoring and assessing compliance of reservoirs with nutrient criteria:
“Sampling” the historical data for each reservoir indicates that there is relatively small but significant chance that the proposed criteria will not be attained over the 5 year period used for assessing monitoring data.  TCEQ staff would therefore like comments and suggestions on the options below to minimize spurious noncompliance while still protecting water quality.
A. Should the assessment be based simply on the long-term arithmetic mean over 5 years of data, as with other average criteria (human-health criteria, dissolved minerals)?  

B.  Should assessment be based on the arithmetic average or the median of data collected over the 5-year assessment period?

C. Should TCEQ establish a “secondary” criterion for each reservoir based on total phosphorus (and perhaps eventually nitrogen), and stipulate that an exceedance of the chlorophyll a criterion is only an impairment for 303(d) if a secondary criterion for a nutrient is also exceeded?
D.  If a criterion is exceeded, should a second statistical test (such as a pooled t-test) be used to ensure that there’s a statistically significant difference between the sampling data and the historical data for the reservoir?
E.  Should the time period for assessment be increased, by (1) defining impairment as a criterion exceedance for two consecutive assessment periods, or by (2) increasing the period of data used for assessment from 5 years to 10 years?
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