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January 22,2004

Mr. Jon Linc Stine
Commissioner
Minnesota Poluion Conrl Agency
520 Laayete Road
St.Paul, MN 55155-4104

Subject: Comments On The 2014 MPCA Draft Impaired Waters Lis
Dar Commissioner Stine

1 am writing on behalfo 3M Company (“3M regarding th decision by he MinncsoraPollaton Control Agency ("PCA") no o delist the catirtyofPoo) 2 oftc Misssspp! Riverfrom the 2013 Draf Impaired Wates List (he 2014 Impaired Waters List) as impaed” forpeluoroocane sulfonate (‘PFOS). In our view, the extensive dat tht has becn aencrtedsince 2009 renders MPCA's decision not 10 delist the fourth Assessment Urit wihin Pool 2 21ariteary and capecious. In fot, alr to delist the enti pool s inconsistent with te State'sown guidlines and regulations regarding impairment lisings. 3M requests that the 2014Impaired Waters Lis be modified to eliminate the inclusion of the four assessment unit NoAUID G7010206-502 Ge. the 15-nile stichof the Mississippi Rive from the Rock IslandRaiload Bridge (0 Lock and Dam No. 2) as impaired because of PFOS lel in fs tiseandlor water. Doing 50 will more accurately porrsy te health of Pool2 and i in the bestinterests of al who use and enjoy his importan body of water or commercial andorrecreational purposes.
The reasons why the entirety of Pool 2 shoud be delsed for PFOS re several,including but not Fmt to, the Plloing

1. ishconcentrarionsarebelow the thresholdforimpairment; The dats consistentlyShow PFOS fish ss evesar below th Uxeshald for impairment. Four extensive fi
sampling studies in 2009, 2011, 2012, and 2013' have collectively demonstrated thatmetsured PROS fish tissu concentrations have declined significantly since 2009. Thesedata, combined with past policy. the Ste’s own regulations and common sense dicate.that Pool 2 Should have been delisted as impaied when the Minnesota Department ofHealth (MDH) removed the one-mecl-per-month sh consumprion advisory fo PFO
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January 27, 2014 

Via Certified ?dail and Electronic ~[ail 

Mr. John Line Stine 
Commissioner 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, MN 55155-4 [ 04 

Subject: Comments On The 2014 MPCA Draft Impaired Waters List 

Dear Commissioner Stine: 

I am writing on beha~lf of 3M Company ("3M") regarding the decision by the Minnesota 
Poltution Control Agency ("MPCA") not to delist the entirety of Pool 2 of the Mississippi River 
from the 2014 Draft Impaired Waters List (the "2014 Impaired Waters List") as "impaired" for 
perfluorooctane sulfonate ("PFOS’). In our view, the extensive data that has been generated 
since 2009 renders MPCA’s decision not to delist the fourth Assessment Unit within Poot 2 as 
arbitrary and capricious. In fact, failure to de[ist the entire pool is inconsistent with the State’s 
own guidelines and regulations regarding impairment listings. 3M requests that the 2014 
Impaired Waters List be modified to eliminate the inclusion of the fourth assessment unit No. 
AUID 07010206-502 (i.e., the 15-mile stretch of" the Mississippi River from the Rock Island 
Railroad Bridge to Lock and Dam No. 2) as impaired because of PFOS levels in fish tissue 
and/or water. Doing so will more accurately portray the health of Pool 2 and is in the best 
interests of" all who use and enjoy this important body of water for commercial and/or 
recreational purposes. 

The reasons why the entirety of Pool 2 should be delisted for PFOS are several, 
including, but not limited to, the foliov, ing: 

Fish concentrations are below the threshold for impairment: The data consistently 
show PFOS fish tissue levels are below the threshold for impairment. Four extensive fish 
sampling studies in 2009, 2011, 2012, and 2013~ have collectively demonstrated that 
measured PFOS fish tissue concentrations have declined significantly since 2009. These 
data, combined with past policy, the State’s own regulations, and common sense dictate 
that Pool 2 should have been delisted as impaired when the Minnesota Department of 
Health ("MDH") removed the one-meal-per-month fish consumption advisory for PFOS 

During early Fall 2013, 3M commissioned Anchor QEA to conduct an extensive sampling of four fish species in 
Pool 2. Relevant details on the Fall 2013 fish sampling datasel are provided in Appendix A. 
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in June 2012. Arguably the impsiment should have ben removed based on the 2009
fish data bot is determination ecame obvious ith he June 2012 MDH guidance

2 the sole basis forthe delisting decision: In keeping with
established protocolwhere robust ih dataset is available (a in Pool2), a impairment
Gescrminaion shoud be. based on fish concentrations (versus water concentration
comparisons that attempt to. projec levels in fish). This has universally been the
precedent with espe to PFOS-bescd impaiment isings. MPCA. should ute the
Extensiveandmor relevant fish issue datha re avalale.

3. ImpairmentshouldbeevaluatedforPoo2 n ts emisey: Narrowing he mpaiment10a single assessment unit witin Pool 2 i contrary o the Sate Assessment
Methodology when assessing impairment relative o fish consumption.” The impairment
determination should be made for he entre pool, not for individual assessment nits
tha the poo.

4. Water concentrationsarebelowthethresholdforimpairment: Even if the Steinsists on improperly relying on PFOSwaterconcentration dats, Poo 2shoud tl notbe
Vised sc impaired, Wate samples collcied immeditly adjacent to Exst Cove should
ot have bn use in the sessment. According to MPCA'sown guidance, inclusion of
onrepreseniatve locations invalidates any asessent results, The remaining sampling
locations in AUID 07010206:502 consistently exhibit both geometric. means. and
aritmedi means blow the applicablewate aly sunderd

Eachof thee pints is discussed inmoredail below.
L Fish ConcentrationsAveBelowTheThreshold ForImpairment.

“The oval dta consistently show that verage PFOS fis tissue levels are below the
hrshold for impairment. These data, combined With past policy, theState'sown regulations,
and common sense dictate that Pool 2 should have been delisted as impaired when MDH
removedtheone-meal-per-month fish consumption advisoryforPFOS in June 2012.

Four extensive and robust fish sampling studs in 2009, 2011, 2012, and 2013 have
collectively demonstrated tht measured PFOS fish issue concentrations have decined since
2009 and remain wel below ical Ste thresholds. The geometric and arithmetic means of
{ih tse concentrations fo Poal 2 re shown in Table | for al four years by species. In

TMPCA. 2014, Godin Mina fo Asinhe Quy of Minnis Suc Wate a Deemiotin of
npn 2050)Reports 030) Ls F014 Asn cleCAMeBOSSRES
tn ft, cxpind fn si cm Gary Hoesen 3, Manin Hors ad Howard Markus, MPCA,ded
Novant7.20,Fok huld vrhveht Ti 1 pas or POSbaahe pant ing wiseepropretor rane, nai,expandnnJnSuess, Jot LI SiePCa, Sock November 33012, i MPCAhad 50 rer bs 1coinguy ofPol 238
mpdPROS m 3012

3M_MN03203478

2399.0002

Mr. John Linc-Stin¢ 
January27,2014 
Page 2 

in June 2012. Arguably the impairment should have been removed based on the 2009 
fish data but this determination became obvious with the June 2012 MDH guidance. 

Fish data should be the sole basis for the delisting decision: In keeping with 
established protocol, where a robust fish dataset is available (as in Pool 2), an impairment 
determination should be based on fish concentrations (versus water concentration 
comparisons that attempt to project levels in fish). This has universally been the 
precedent with respect to PFOS-based impairment listings. MPCA should utilize the 
extensive and more relevant fish tissue data that are available. 

Impairment should be evaluated for Pool 2 in its entirety: Narrowing the impairment 
to a single assessment unit within Pool 2 is contrary to the State Assessment 
Methodology when assessing impairment relative to fish consumption,z The impairment 
determination should be made for the entire pool, nol for individual assessment units 
within the pool. 

Water concentrations are below the threshold for impairment: Even if the State 
insists on improperly relying on PFOS water concentration data, Pool 2 should still not be 
listed as impaired. Water samples collected immediately adjacent to East Cove should 
not have been used in the assessment. According to MPCA’s own guidance, inclusion of 
non-representative locations invalidates any assessment results. The remaining sampling 
locations in AUID 07010206-502 consistently exhibit both geometric means and 
arithmetic means below the applicable water quality standard. 

Each of these points is discussed in more detail below. 

I. Fish Concentrations Are Below The Threshold For Impairment. 

The overall data consistently show that average PFOS fish tissue levels are below the 
threshold for impairment. These data, combined with past policy, the State’s own regulations, 
and common sense dictate that Pool 2 should have been delisted as impaired when MDH 
removed the one-meal-per-month fish consumption advisory for PFOS in June 20 ! 2.3 

Four extensive and robust fish sampling studies in 2009, 201 I, 2012, and 2013 have 
collectively demonstrated that measured PFOS fish tissue concentrations have declined since 
2009 and remain well below critical State thresholds. The geometric and arithmetic means of 
fish tissue concentrations for Pool 2 are shown in Table 1 for all four years by species. In 

2 MPCA. 2014. Guidance Manual for Assessing the Quality of Minnesota Surface Waters for Determination of 

Impairment: 305(b) Report and 303(d) List; 2014 Assessment Cycle ("Assessment Methodology"). 

3 In fact, as explained in a letler from Gary Hohenstein, 3M, to Marvin Hora and Howard Markus, MPCA, dated 

November 7, 2009, Pool 2 should never have been listed as impaired for PFOS because the impairment listing waz 

neither appropriate nor warranted. In addition, as explained in a lel~er from Jean Sweeney, 3M, to John Line Stine, 
MPCA, dated November 20, 2012, the MPCA had no rational basis for continuing to list the entirety of Pool 2 as 

impaired fer PFOS in 2012. 
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addition, the geometric meansoffish tse concentration for Pol 2 are shown in Figure | forll our year by species,
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addition, the geometric means of fish tissue concentrations t:or Pool 2 are showr~ in Figure I fbr 
all fi~ur years by species, 

Summary oj" PFO,S’ means irl fi.~ tis,sue samldcs, by species jbr 2009~ 20 l 1, 20’ [ 2 and 20’13. 

Bluegi~ 
Sunfish 

51,2 20,4 26.9 17,8 ~ 10, I 35,8 46,2 25.[ 

Common 

Carp 
30.7 NS 12.3 I0,8 77,4 NS 127 l &4 

Freshwater 
2g I         30,6       ~ 6.9        229        46.4       109        32,4 

Drum 

Smallmouth 

Bass           50,4 
28.8 283 NS 93.g 39.4 35,~ NS 

Bass          83.2         58 1         44.2       41 3        97,3        64. ~       47.5        45~ 1 

NS not samphd 

{:igure [, Geometric mean,fish tissue cot,~centration,~ ~2/ Pt.OS, by species, ,fi)r 2009, 201 I. 2012 and 201J. 

210 

,_.9. 

150 

120 

90 

60 

7~.2 

3O 
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Species N5 = Not Sampled 

Extensive and compreh, e~sive fish studies were conducted fbr Po,ol 2 ii~ 20(09 b.y MPCA, i~ 2011 by 3M, ffa 2012 
~y MPCA, and in 20,I3 by 3M. A total of 297 396, 296, and 761 i?sh fi’om targe~ species were a~alyzcd in the 2009, 
20! l, 2012, arid 20~ 3 studies, respectively, 
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“The robust natureof the four studies supports important and relevant conclusions. Firs,
al central tendencies (ss measured by geometric means) are clearly well below the MDH one-
mealper-month advisory level of 200 ng/g for PFOS. The geometric mean is preferred by
MPCA over the arithmetic mean in such siuations because. the data are not normally
disrbued”

Second, even using the higher arithmetic mean resuls, which are surongly biasedby few
elevated samples. no fish species exceeded the 200 ng/g one-meal-per month threshold in 2011,
2012, or 2013. In 2009, the only species whose arithmetic mean marginally exceeded the 200
nis threshold was freshwater drum. The data demonstrate that measured PFOS levels in the
reshwater drum have declincd since 2009, leaving no rational basis for listing the pool as
impaired

Third, the 2011, 2012, and 2013 studies clearly demonstrate ower average concentrations
than the 2009 study. In addiion. good agreement exists between the data from the 2011, 2012,
and 2013 suds. Thus, he overall data consistently show that average fish tssuc levels are
below the threshold ofimpairment.

Fourth, MPCAs adherence to MDH's fish consumption advice for impairment listings is
well-established.” That was evident when Pool2ofthe Mississippi River was listed as impaired
for PFOS on the 2010 Draft Impaired Waters List Specifically, MPCA asserted that Minnesota
Rule 7050.0150 Subpart 7 was “clear ond unambiguous” in demanding that “the [MPCA]
commissioner will use the residue levels in fish muscle issue established by the Minnesota
Department. of Healt...and] [a] water body will be considered impaired when the
recommendzd consumption frequency is less than one-meal-per-week. such as one-meal-per
month.”

Given MDH's decision in June 2012 to remove the onc-mealper-month fish
consumption advisory for freshwater drum, there is no rational basis for MPCA to continue to
list Pool 2, or any part thereof, 2s “impaired” for PFOS in fish issue. In fact, Subpart 7
continues with “[That is, 3 Water body will not be considered impaired if the recommended

T Geamt mesns (or rcdisne) spproprisely rec the cen endercies of the dat reponed in he 2000,
20113012 and2013saisbecuse he Tos dc moreclosely pprorates log normaly” dstibueddit
Vidins can be anche ifcine wayof suming th results nd are coe agreement wih te gromeir
Inca. As common for many enroamentl dat et, th esl, byspecies, iec herecent ish suisre
et normaly did. In such cues, MPCA (i te forsmenianed Assesment Methodology)recommends
Seidhe amet ean or aiating itrconcentrations,a reflected by the siemens J-dey rihmerc
manvd les he ut re. ck rwmalls tid, Hh cae a geome ean logmea ormedian is
i" Nail MPCA has sed emesis means wht cain Doacesmulton fact (BAF) valu.
WPCA, Misiipp River Pa 2 nerve Study of Prfroshenmicals n Fish nd Wer. 209 2010). ave
hp ps depewdone anid 1527
*Minpsots Rue70500150sup. 7
* Sex Appendix B for MPCs urpond basesfodesingto dels Pool 2 as impairedfo PROS in 2012. anc
SMPs planation sowhy tose basesar nt lid
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The robust nature of’ the tbur studies supports important and relevant conclusions. First, 
aH centra~ ter, dencies (as measured by geometric mean~)are clearly well below the MDH one- 
mea/-pero.mor~th advisory level of 200, r~g/g ~br PFOS, The geometric mean is preferred by 
MPCA over the arithmetic mean h’~ such situations because the data are not normally 

See’on& even ~.~sing the higher arithmetic mean results, which are strongly biased by, a few 
devated samples, r’to fish species exceeded the 200 ng/g one-meal-per-mot~th threshold in 201 I, 
2012, or 2013 I~ 2009, the ~mly species whose arithmetic mean margii~ally exceeded the 200 
ng/g threshold was fi"eshwa~er drum, The data demonstrate that measured PFOS leve~s in the 
freshwater drum have decli~ed since 2009, leavit~g no rational basis fbr listing the pool as 

7>m’d, the 201 I, 2012, and 20 [ 3 studies clearly demonstrate lower average concentrations 
tha~ the 2009 study, In ad.ditiom good agreement exists between the data from the 20I l, 20|2, 
arid 20/3 studies. ]hus, the overa/~ data consistently show that average fish tissue levels are 
below the threshold of impairment. 

I:’eurth, MPCA’s adherence to MDH’s fish consumption advice tbr impairment listings is 
welloestabli:shed? 7hat was evident when Pool 2 of the Mississippi River was listed as ~mpaired 
for PFOS o.n the 20!0 Dr’a~’t Impaired Waters list. Specifically, MPCA asserted that Mim~esota 
R~le 7050,0~50 Subpart 7 was "clear and unambiguous" in demanding that "the [MPCA] 
commissioner will use the ~"esidue levels in fish muscle ti~st~e established by the Minneso~ 

of [tealth~.[a~~d.~ [a] water body will ~ considered impaired when the 
recommended cot~st~mpt~on :~)’equency ~s ~ess than one-meal-per-week, such as one-meal-per 

(3iver~ MDH’s decision in June 2012 to remove the one-meal-per-month fish 
consmnption advisory ~br t)’eshwater drum, there is no rational basis fbr MPCA to continue to 
list Pool 2, or’ ar~y part thereof; as "impaiired" for PFOS in fish tissue] In 13ct, Subpart 7 
co~tirmes with ~[tlhat is, a water body will not be considered impaired if the recommended 

: Geomen’ic means (or media~si app~opria~ely reflect ~he c~,mtral tendencies of {he data re~ed in the 2009, 

20112(}~2, a~d 20~ 3 s~udies beemase ~be fi~h ~issue data more closely approximates ’qog-nonna[ly" distributed data. 
Mediates ~a.~ b,e m~other e~k~ct~ve way of summarizing the recurs and are in close agreement wiIh the geometric 
mear~s. A,~. ~s common ~b,r maW envtr:mmental da~a sets, the results, by species, in each of the recent fish studi~ are 
~o~ ~ormatly dis’~6bu~.ed~ h’~ such ca~es, MPCA 0n the atbremem~oned Assessment Methodology) recommends 
aga[~s{ the arithmelic mear~ ~k>r eval~a{ing wa~er ,concentrations, as reflecled by the stNement: "A 30-&{v aHlhme¢ic 
mean iX used, un4:s~s �,he data are ~)~ norma@ d~stributed, in which uase a geomewiu mews, IrN meant or median is 
~sed?’ Addi~i<ma/~y, MPCA has used geometri~ means when calculating bioa.cct~mulation faclor {"BAF")values. 
MPCA~ M*s~ssiN)~ River Poo~ 2 Inte~sive Study .of Perflt~orochemicals in Fish and Water: 2009 (201 ~), available 
a~ l~tt~ Y!~ww,pca, slate m~ous/i~dex,~p,hp/view-documeut.h~ml? gid=15 5 2 7. 

Mi~gesot~ R~.~te 70500 ~ 50 sabp, 7 

See AN~.dix B fbr MPCA~s p~o~;ed bases fbr declining to desist I:~1 2 as impaired for PFOS ~n 2012, and 

3M’5 e~p~a~a~o~ as lo why ¢~ose bases are no~ valid. 
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‘consumption frequency is one meal per week, or any les restricive recommendation such as
wo meals per week,forall membersofthe population”
TL. FishDataShouldBeTheSoleBasisForTheDelistingDecision,

In Keeping with established protocol, where robust fish dataset i evalable (as xiss in
Pool 2, an impaimment determinalion for 4 bioaccumulative chemical such a PFOS should be
based on fish concentrations, nat on waler concenirations. Inexplicably, or th firs time, the
Stae has listed 2 water body as impaired based on PFOS levels in the water column ss 2
sumogate for fish consumption. The 2014 listing is being proposed despite four extensive and
robust fish studies hat have been completed in recent years, sl of which were accompanied by
fewer water samples than fish saruples

“The gremer relevance of fish tissue data (where availble) over water column data is
clearly evident. For cxample, in MPCA’s ImplementationPlanfor Minnesota's Statewide
Mercury Total MasimumDailyLoad. October 2009,i is noted that “(dh ultimate indicator of
the Statewide Mercury TMDL is mercury concentrations in fish in Minnesota lakes and rivers.”
As another example, US. FPA's Elementsof a State Water Monitoring and Assessment
Program, March 2003 generally lists Perssint, Biosccumuliive, and Toxic Pollutants as
“Recommended Core Indicators” under the category of “FishShellfish Consumption” while
chemicalsofconcem in thewatercolumn relistedss “Supplemental Indicators.”

Measuring fish issue concentrations allows a direct assessment of whether fish tissue
levels exceed the tissue concentration citrion for impairment. In conlrast, measuring weicr
column concentrations and comparing thes against the water quality criteria (“WQC") that has
been derived to theoretically prevent excess accumulation of PFOS in fish introduces
considerable uncertainty. Several factors contribute10 this les rfible approach. Forexample,
ater concentrations ofen fluctuate significantly depending on water levels in th rive andlor
proximity to known or unknown point or non-point discharges. Furthermore, there is
considerable. uncertainty in the bioaccumulation factor (BAF) that enters in to the WQC
derivation.
I. ImpairmentShouldBeEvaluatedForPool2 InIts Entirety.

By proposing to delist he upper thee assessment units within Pool 2 while maintaining
the PROS impaiment fsing for the fourth (Le. furhest downsicam) unit, MPCA is
contradicting its own Assessment Methodology. As stated on page 8 of the Assessment
Methodology:

Typical. the listing of impaired waters is by individual assessment wit. The
major exception to his isthe lstngofriversfor contaminants inish issue. Over.
the time it takes fish, particularly game fish. 10 grow to “catchable” size and
accumlate polluanis to unaccepiabl levels there is a good chance hey have
movedconsiderable distance to the sie wher they were sampled. The impaired
reachisdefinedb the locatonof significantbarriers to fshmovement suchas
dams upstream and downsircamof the sampled reach. Thus, the impaired
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consumption frequency is one meal per week, or any less restrictive recommendation such as 
two meals per week, for all members of the population." 

II. Fish Data Should Be The Sole Basis For The Delisting Decision. 

In keeping with established protocol, where a robust fish dataset is available (as exists in 
Pool 2), an impairment determination for a bioaccumulative chemical such a PFOS should be 
based on fish concentrations, not on water concentrations. Inexplicably, for the first time, the 
State has listed a water body as impaired based on PFOS levels in the water column as a 
surrogate for fish consumption. The 2014 listing is being proposed despite four extensive and 
robust fish studies that have been completed in recent years, all of which were accompanied by 
fewer water samples than fish samples. 

The greater relevance of" fish tissue data (where available) over water column data is 
clearly evident. For example, in MPCA’s Implementation Plan for Minnesota’s Statewide 
Mercury Total Maximum Daily Load, October 2009, it is noted that "[t]he ultimate indicator of 
the Statewide Mercury TMDL is mercury concentrations in fish in Minnesota lakes and rivers." 
As another example, U.S. EPA’s Elements of a State Water Monitoring and Assessment 
Program, March 2003 generally lists Persistent, Bioaccumulative, and Toxic Pollutants as 
"Recommended Core Indicators" under the category of "Fish/Shellfish Consumption" while 
chemicals of concern in the water column are listed as "Supplemental Indicators." 

Measuring fish tissue concentrations allows a direct assessment of" whether fish tissue 
levels exceed the tissue concentration criterion for impairment. In contrast, measuring water 
column concentrations and comparing these against the water quality criteria ("WQC") that has 
been derived to theoretically prevent excess accumulation of PFOS in fish introduces 
considerable uncertainty. Several factors contribute to this less reliable approach. For example, 
water concentrations often fluctuate significantly depending on water levels in the river and/or 
proximity to l~mown or unknown point or non-point discharges. Furthermore, there is 
considerable uncertainty in the bioaccumulation factor (BAF) that enters in to the WQC 
derivation. 

III. Impairment Should Be Evaluated For Pool 2 In Its Entirety. 

By proposing to delist the upper three assessment units within Pool 2 while maintaining 
the PFOS impairment listing for the fourth (i.e., furthest downstream) unit, MPCA is 
contradicting its own Assessment Methodology. As stated on page 8 of the Assessment 
Methodology: 

Typically, the listing of impaired waters is by individual assessment unit. The 
major exception to this is the listing of rivers for contaminants in fish tissue. Over 
the time it takes .fish, particularly game fish, to grow to "catchable" size and 
accumulate pollutants to unacceptable levels there is a good chance they have 
moved considerable distance to the site where they were sampled. The impaired 
reach is defined by the location of significant barriers to fish movement such as 
dams upstream and downstream of the sampled reach. Thus, the impaired 
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‘reaches often include several assessment units,andforlakes, will include all baysone lake (way belistedunder he -00 sufi, representingthe entre waterbody).
(emphasis added)

As you know, MDH follows this same spprosch when developing fish consumption
guidance or river systems, Because the fish daa supersedes he water daa (as discussed n
Section, above), determinationofimpaiment in Pool 2 should consider th entireof Pool 2,
followin the Suai'sown guidance and csablishd price,
IV. WaterConcentrations AreBelowTheThresholdForImpaiement.

Even if wate daa were an spprorise substiue for extensive fish dat, Poo 2 should
ill not be itd as impaired when pecorming the assessmentusing thewalcedat, th State's
‘Assesment Methodology, and. guidance for daa applicability. Using dea that may be
influenced by point sources i no acceptable according10MPCA's own guidanceto monitoring
groups’:

If a localized source ofpollution, such assedimentfrom a storm sewer
nietorfield runoff. is visible at a sampling location it may be tempting to collect
he sample inthe “plume to document the problem. 1 important 0 remember,
however, when samplingfor CWA [Clean Water et] assessments ha the results
ill be wed0 characterize the water qualityofth stream throughout th reach.
Sampling within the problems sone would imaldate th resus because it woul
Ino be represenatve ofthe whole ram. In sucha station, sample ouside the
localised problem zone, in a well-mixed area that beter represents the entire
stream reach
“Th highest PFOS concentrations in Poo2 are consistently measured in localized rca

in the immediate vicinity of East Cove, an area that hes recently undergone remedial scion
under the supervision and dirctonof MPCA. As such hs are i not representativeof AUID
7010206-502 and these data should ot be included in an evaluation of mpairmen. From the
2012 MPCA dataset, wate coun satons 7,89, 10, and 12 are more representativeof AUID
07010206-502: the geometric mean of these sions is ng/L. and th srihmetic mean is 10
ny. Neither ofthese values would result in a impaiment determination using  sandard of
14 nglL. Similarly, fom the 2011 3M study of Poo 2, sve miles S02505, 515, 16, and S18.
527 (ie. all of the sampling locations in AUID’ 07010206-502 excepting the location
immediately adjacent to East Cove) hadaJune 2011 geometricmeanand arithmetic mean of 2.0
and 2.0, respectively, and an August 2011 geometic mesn and arithmetic mean of 2.4 and 25,
respectively. Collectively, these studies result in no readings sbove the 14 ng/L standard in the
past three years and accordingly should not trigger an impairment determination, as per MPCA's.
wn Assessment Methodology

* MPCA, Volunteer Surfice Waker Monitoring Guide, Appendix D (2003), available afapteesPrRO FROME FERGIEJAsma
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reaches often include several assessment units, and for lakes, will include all bays 
on the lake (may be listed under the -00 suffix, representing the entire waterbody). 
(emphasis added) 

As you know, MDH follows this same approach when developing fish consumption 
guidance for river systems. Because the fish data supersedes the water data (as discussed in 
Section 1, above), a determination of impairment in Pool 2 should consider the entirety of Pool 2, 
following the State’s own guidance and established practices. 

IV. Water Concentrations Are Below The Threshold For Impairment. 

Even if water data were an appropriate substitute for extensive fish data, Pool 2 should 
still not be listed as impaired when performing the assessment using the water data, the State’s 
Assessment Methodology, and guidance for data applicability. Using data that may be 
influenced by point sources is not acceptable according to MPCA’s own guidance to monitoring 
groups8: 

If a localized source of pollution, such as sediment from a storm sewer 
inlet or field runoff, is visible at a sampling location it may be tempting to collect 
the sample in the "plume ’" to document the problem, It is important to remember, 
however, when sampling for CWA [Clean Water Act] assessments that the results 
will be used to characterize the water quality of the stream throughout the reach. 
Sampling within the problem zone would invalidate the results because it would 
not be representative of the whole stream. In such a situation, sample outside the 
localized problem zone, in a well-mixed area that better represents the entire 
stream reach. 

The highest PFOS concentrations in Pool 2 are consistently measured in a localized area 
in the immediate vicinity of East Cove, an area that has recently undergone remedial action 
under the supervision and direction of MPCA. As such, this area is not representative of AUID 
07010206-502 and these data should not be included in an evaluation of impairment. From the 
2012 MPCA dataset, water column stations 7, 8, 9, 10, and 12 are more representative of AUID 
07010206-502; the geometric mean of these stations is 8 ng/L and the arithmetic mean is 10 
ng/L. Neither of these values would result in an impairment determination using a standard of 
14 ng/L. Similarly, from the 2011 3M study of Pool 2, river miles 502-505, 515, 516, and 518- 
527 (i.e., all of the sampling locations in AUID 07010206-502 excepting the location 
immediately adjacent to East Cove) had a June 2011 geometric mean and arithmetic mean of 2.0 
and 2.0, respectively, and an August 2011 geometric mean and arithmetic mean of 2.4 and 2.5, 
respectively. Collectively, these studies result in no readings above the 14 ng/L standard in the 
past three years and accordingly should not trigger an impairment determination, as per MPCA’s 
own Assessment Methodology. 

s MPCA, Volunteer Surface Water Monitoring Guide, Appendix D (2003), available at 

htt~:~/www.pea.state.mn.us/index.php/water~water-m~nit~ng-aad-rep~rting/v~nteer-water-m~nit~ring/v~tmteer- 
surface-water-monitoring-guide.html. 
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V. Conclusion

MPCA has an affirmative duty to tke ito consideration th best vaiabe science and
daiincompiling its impaired waters ist An impaired water body should be removed from the
stif ne and reisble da indicate tha the wate body is metingwater quay standards.

Since June 2012, MDH has repeatedly assured the public that new and reliable data
demonstrate that none of the fish species in Pool 2 are subject to a PFOS advisory more
restrictive than one-meal per-veck. Simply put, MDI revised fish consumption advice, 35
referenced by state rule, removes any rational basis for continuing to list Pool 2 as impaired for
PFOS in fish tissue. This current consumption advice and subsequent sampling data from 2012
should eliminate any ambiguity about MPCA's bass for  PFOS impairment isting. In fc, the
regulation cited by MPCA in 2010, to defen is PFOS impaicment sting requires ft “asterody wil por be considered impaired if th recommended [fshlconsumpiion frequency sone:
meslpsrweck,or any les restive recommendation.”

MPCA, hover, now appears o be ignoring its own ridance and previous aionae in
not delisting th lower segment of Pool 2. The basis fo the lack of delisting is nt explicitly
statednor justified based on the MDH fish consumption guidance, fish PFOS concentrations, or
wate PFOS concentrators. Thus, in our view, MPCA's decision no o celit the nity of
Pool 2ofthe Misssipp Rive fromthe 2014 Impaired Waters List i rbitcaryandcapricious

5M requests that MPCA revi ts 2014 Impaired Waters List in accordance with MDH's
fish consumption advisory and it own procedural and regulatory requirements. Doing so will
provide the public with an accurate assessment of the health of Pool 2.

1 you have any questions or require addionl information, please do nat hesitate to
contact me at (651) 137.3565.
Sincerely,

Jean. Sweeney 2
Vice President, SM Environmen, Health, Safety and Sustainability Operations
Building 224-5W.03
cei Michelle Beeman, MPCA Deputy Commissioner

Rebeca Food, PCA Assistant Commissioner
Shannon Lotthammer, MPCA Dircto Environmental AnalysisandOutcomes Divison
Miranda Nichols, MPCA Draft Impaired Waters List Coordinator

DanAbelson, Metropolitan Council
Gary Hohensiin, 3M
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V. Conclusion 

MPCA has an affirmative duty to take into consideration the best available science and 
data in compiling its impaired waters list. An impaired water body should be removed from the 
list if new and reliable data indicate that the water body is meeting water quality standards. 

Since .rune 2012, MDH has repeatedly assured the public that new and reliable data 
demonstrate that none of the fish species in Pool 2 are subject to a PFOS advisory more 
restrictive than one-meal-per-week. Simply put, MDH’s revised fish consumption advice, as 
referenced by state rule, removes any rational basis tbr continuing to list Pool 2 as impaired for 
PFOS in fish tissue. This current consumption advice and subsequent sampling data from 2012 
should eliminate any ambiguity about MPCA’s basis for a PFOS impairment listing. In fact, the 
regulation cited by MPCA in 2010, to defend its PFOS impairment listing requires that "a water 
body will not be considered impaired if the recommended [fish]consumption frequency is one- 
meal-per-week, or any less restrictive recommendation." 

MPCA, however, now appears to be ignoring its own guidance and previous rationale in 
not delisting the lower segment of Pool 2. The basis for the lack of delisting is not explicitly 
stated nor justified based on the MDH fish consumption guidance, fish PFOS concentrations, or 
water PFOS concentrations. Thus, in our view, MPCA’s decision not to delist the entirety of 
Pool 2 of the Mississippi River from the 2014 Impaired Waters List is arbitrary and capricious. 

3M requests that MPCA revise its 2014 Impaired Waters List in accordance with MDH’s 
fish consumption advisory and its own procedural and regulatory requirements. Doing so will 
provide the public with an accurate assessment of the health of Pool 2. 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me at (651) 737-3569. 

Sincerely, 

lean B. Sweeney 
Vice President, 3M Environment, Health, Safety and Sustainability Operations 
Building 224-5W-03 

Michelle Beeman, MPCA Deputy Commissioner 
Rebecca Flood, MPCA Assistant Commissioner 
Shannon Lotthammer, MPCA Director Environmental Analysis and Outcomes Division 
Miranda Nichols, MPCA Draft Impaired Waters List Coordinator 
Dan Abelson, Metropolitan Council 
Gary Hohenstein, 3M 
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