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Responsiveness Summary to Comments Concerning Arkaas’s Draft 2010 303(d) List

The Arkansas Department of Environmental Qualitp Q) appreciates all of those individuals
and entities who submitted comments concerningltag 2010 Impaired Waters List (303(d)

list). ADEQ would like to reiterate that this mestent request for public comments was for the
draft 2010 303(d) list. Several comments wereiveckaddressing other ADEQ documents or
issues, such as Regulation No. 2, that are not tgppablic comment at this time. ADEQ
encourages the authors to re-submit those comméras those documents or issues are opened
for public review and comment.

Below is a summation of the comments received b¥@®xoncerning the draft 2010 303(d) list
and a response to those comments.

Comment: The following is a comment received from Ralph Dasas, Ph.D.:
I'm 100% with Martin Maner for making the water Gtyareport more readable - it used to be
that way back when John Giese wrote it and i dédgitoundwater section - then Y'all messed it
up - worse, you have left out important stuff, ltke NWAR cave reports i used to do. Don't tell
me you don't have time - we did it right and sirlly worked about 1/10th of the time - Drowns
had more time than most - he even took on two f@bksad so much time and still listened to Eric
Clapton much of the day - just walk thru ADEQ amdixan see all the moribund folks eager to
be awakened and given a report to write! For gpp@eojects our old director would muster even
supervisors out of their stupor to take samplesierEldo Oil special project - just think "how
can i do it?" rather than the state employee dedfen looking and talking busy" - if you get a
rough draft together, I'll use my talents and eigueze to edit it for readability free!

ADEQ Response:ADEQ acknowledges the comment. The 303(d) listiifies water body
segments that are not currently meeting the caitget forth in “Arkansas’s Assessment
Methodology for the Preparation of the 2010 IntegptaNVater Quality Monitoring and
Assessment Report,” which is based on Regulatior2NArkansas’s Water Quality Standards
for surface waters.

Comment: The City of Springdale and the Springdale Watelitigts submitted a letter of
support to “remove Spring Creek and Osage Creek fhe state’s 2010 listing of impaired
water bodies.” They commented that the listin@efge Creek and Spring Creek in 2008 was
added “by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agefayd) based on perceived levels of excess
phosphorus.” They agreed that the de-listingguestified based on the “findings contained in a
Water Quality and Ecological Assessment of OsageSpring Creeks in the lllinois River
Basin” report prepared by the University of Arkansas QefwteAgricultural and Rural
Sustainability, University of Arkansas Division Africulture, and the Arkansas Cooperative
Extension Service on behalf of McGoodwin, Williarasd Yates.

ADEQ Response: ADEQ concurs with these comments.
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Comment: The Bentonville-Bella Vista Chamber of Commerabmitted a fax of support,
stating, “We agree with ADEQ’s proposal to removaa@e Creek and Spring Creek from the
proposed 303(d) list and believe that they wereraperly listed in the last cycle of revisions to
the 303(d) list.” They also referenced Wvater Quality and Ecological Assessment of Osage
and Spring Creeks in the lllinois River Basaport.

ADEQ Response: ADEQ concurs with this comment.

Comment: Individuals commented on the difficulty in ideging where the listed water body
segments are in the state. They mentioned thatighugls who are not familiar with hydrologic
unit codes would not be able to identify the paithc segments listed or may not be able to
identify the actual water body listed.

ADEQ Response: ADEQ agrees with this comment and understandditfieulty in

identifying water body segments for those individuaho are not familiar with hydrological
unit codes and stream segment identifiers. Atithe of public notice of the draft 2010 303(d)
list, updated maps of the impaired water body segsneere not finalized; however, maps will
be available with the finalized 2010 303(d) listdntegrated Water Quality Monitoring and
Assessment Report.

Comment: A comment was received that not all abbreviatiwibkin the text were explained in
the document.

ADEQ Response: ADEQ agrees with this comment and defined the nmggnior abbreviations
and acronyms within the document.

Comment: ADEQ received several comments requesting tlgaheats of Kings River,
Leatherwood Creek, and the Buffalo River be plaoegdategory 4 instead of Category 5. It was
also requested that the source be changed from ‘(UNKnown) to “MP” (Municipal Point).

ADEQ Response: Category 5 waters are those that have been idshtihi have an impairment,
but a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) has not yetdn established. There is not an
established TMDL for the noted segments of KinggeRiLeatherwood Creek, or the Buffalo
River for the listed constituent; therefore, theger categorization is Category 5.

Further, ADEQ does not have defensible documemtatidist these water body segments as
being impaired by municipal point sources. Uniitls data can be developed, the segments will
be listed as being impaired by unknown sources.
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Comment: Ms. Connie Burks requested that her entire comifperentered into the summary of
comments. It was received by fax as follows:

| oppose all such listings, present and proposednpaired waters in Madison and Newton and Searcy
Counties due to failure of ADEQ to coordinate witke Quorum Courts of those counties because they
have adopted Land Use and Management Plans asbéel@allowed by NEPA, et al, which requires state
agencies with federally attached programs/projprigbsals to coordinate with county officials PRI@R
initiating said actions. | am a landowner in bbtadison and Newton counties.

Further, | opposeall proposed listings due to inadequate notificatmthe public based on failure to
communicate actual data that the public can unaiedst Hydrologic unit codes are not acceptable
communication of data to the public, and | quesifdhey are even a properly promulgated method of
identification, due to an EPA document | have tals them “schemes: because they allegedly are not
accurate ways of delineating “watersheds.”

| also specifically oppose all present and propdistidgs of Crooked Creek as impaired because |
guestion and disagree with the methods of monigoaind assessing waters in Boone County wheredeesi
as well as ADEQ methods and assessment in all phiite state- which includes certain independent
and/or unprofessionally acquired data.

| require that this comment be entered in its etytito the record, including the summary of commsemo
not summarize this comment.

Connie Burks

ADEQ Response:The assessment of waters of the State and thaglistimpaired waters is
governed by the Clean Water Act and associateddedegulations, specifically 40 CFR 88
130.7, 130.8, and 130.10. ADEQ disagrees wittctmementer’s interpretation of the
requirements of NEPA.

ADEQ agrees with the comment concerning the diffycun identifying water body segments for
those individuals who are not familiar with hydrgical unit codes (HUC) and stream segment
identifiers. At the time of public notice of the draft 2010 308list, updated maps of the
impaired water body segments were not finalizeayeéneer, maps will be available with the
finalized 2010 303(d) list and Integrated Water Iguéonitoring and Assessment Report.

The commenter questions whether HUC codes areopéplly promulgated method of
identification” based upon an unidentified EPA doeant. Please note that ADEQ is identifying
individual water body segments, not watershed&er303(d) list. The use of HUCs to identify
stream reaches is accepted nationally, recommdngdg&®A, and has been used by ADEQ since
1992. The U.S. Geological Survey developed thesdiaation system based on extensive
surveys.

The commenter disagrees with the listing of Crookegeek and questions ADEQ’s methods and
assessment, both in Boone County and throughowtéte, because it “includes independent
and/or unprofessionally acquired data.” The comeretioes not identify the data to which she
refers. In accordance with the Clean Water Act4h€FR §8130.7, ADEQ is required to
“...assemble and evaluaddl existing and readily availablevater quality-related data and
information to develop the list required by §130){1) and §130.7(b)(2).” For the 2010 303(d)
list, ADEQ considered and evaluated all of the taxgsand readily available water quality-
related data for the period of record, which isiApy 2004 — March 31, 2009.
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Comment: A comment was received that ADEQ did not suppfgrimation regarding the
justification for removing water body pollutant gafrom the 2010 303(d) list.

ADEQ Response: Justifications for removing a water body from liseare not required, under
the Clean Water Act or its associated federal agguis, as a part of the List of Impaired

Waters. States are required to public notice ibedf Impaired Waters and to respond to
comments concerning the list. The List of Impaivédters are those waters that are classified as
Category 5 waters, or those waters “not currenggtimg water quality standards” (EPA
“Guidance for 2006 Assessment, Listing and Repgmequirements Pursuant to Sections
303(d), 305(b) and 314 of the Clean Water Act'. CFR 8130.7(b)(6)(iv) does require that,
“[u]pon request by the Regional Administrator e&thte must demonstrate good cause for not
including a water or waters on the list.” ADEQ Haky complied with the federal requirements.

The Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) submitted the following
comments:

ODEQ comment:

1. The 2010 List does not contain the waterbolitsd below that were included in the
2008 List. No rationale was provided in tloedment which would indicate why these
waterbodies have not been included in the 20410

Stream Name HUC Reach | Planning Segmen Cause
Poteau River 11110105 931 3J Siltation/T urbidity
Baron Fork 11110103 013 3J Pathogens
lllinois River 11110103 020 3J Siltation/Turbidity
lllinois River 11110103 028 3J Pathogens
Osage Creek 11110103 030 3J Total Phosphorus/Ratsiog
Osage Creek 11110103 930 3J Total Phosphorus
Little Osage Creek 11110103 933 3J Pathogens
Spring Creek 11110103 931 3J Total Phosphorus/Betisg

ADEQ response:

1. ADEQ has determined that the previous listegremnts of the Poteau River, Baron Fork,
lllinois River, Osage Creek, Little Osage Gnemr Spring Creek are currently meeting their
designated uses and water quality standardeeftire, they have not been included in
2010 303(d) list. Justifications for removiagvater body from the list are not required, under
the Clean Water Act or its associated fedemgiilations, as a part of the List of Impaired
Waters. States are required to public noheeltist of Impaired Waters and to respond to
comments concerning the list. The List of lingd Waters are those waters that are
classified as Category 5 waters, or those waddres “not currently meeting water quality
standards” (EPA “Guidance for 2006 Assessnigsting and Reporting Requirements
Pursuant to Sections 303(d), 305(b) and 3theflean Water Act”). 40 CFR
8130.7(b)(6)(iv) does require that, “[u]pon uegt by the Regional Administrator each State
must demonstrate good cause for not includingizr or waters on the list.” ADEQ has
fully complied with the federal requirements.
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ODEQ comment:

2. There are other shared streams and riveratbatontained in Oklahoma’s 2008 303(d) list
that are not found on the 2010 Arkansas [Bft.concern to the State of Oklahoma are the
lllinois River, Baron Fork River and Lee Creekhese waters are listed as Category 5 waters
in Oklahoma and it is becoming more appareait the State of Arkansas has not
conscientiously assessed the degraded comditithese waters. Although three segments of
the lllinois River are included in the 2010kAnsas List, none of these segments are listed for
phosphorus.

ADEQ response:

2. ADEQ has determined that the lllinois Riverr@aFork River, and Lee Creek are currently
meeting Arkansas’s designated uses and watdityjstandards, and therefore, were not
included on the 2010 303(d) list.

ODEQ comment:

3. Of the three segments in the lllinois Riveravahed that were listed as impaired by total
phosphorus in the 2008 List, three waterboftige Osage Creek reaches and Spring Creek)
have been completely removed from the 201{d0&t, and one other (Muddy Fork lllinois
River) has been delisted with respect to totaisphorus. No justification is offered for these
de-listings.

ADEQ response:

3. Justifications for removing a water body frdme tist are not required, under the Clean Water
Act and its associated federal regulations, part of the List of Impaired Waters. States are
required to public notice the List of Impaindthters and to respond to comments concerning
the list. The List of Impaired Waters aresbavaters that are classified as Category 5
waters, or those waters “not currently meetuager quality standards” (EPA “Guidance for
2006 Assessment, Listing and Reporting Reqerdgs Pursuant to Sections 303(d), 305(b)
and 314 of the Clean Water Act”). 40 CFR 8T8%)(6)(iv) does require that, “[u]pon
request by the Regional Administrator eacheStaust demonstrate good cause for not
including a water or waters on the list.” AQHas fully complied with the federal
requirements.

Osage Creek, Spring Creek, and Muddy Fork inaver been listed on any 303(d)

list through an independent action of ADE(heS3e stream segments were listed by EPA
based on EPA’s interpretation that they exedealrange of average phosphorus values
derived from least-disturbed, ecoregion refeesstreams. These values have not been
legally adopted as water quality standardswexe they established as criteria in the
Assessment Methodology. Arkansas currentgsdmwt have a specific promulgated water
quality standard for total phosphorus (eitherative or numeric); therefore, these water
bodies are not now, nor have they ever besesasd as impaired for total phosphorus by an
independent action of ADEQ. These water oteeve in the past, and are currently meeting
all of their designated uses. In additioestwater bodies have in the past, and are cwyrrentl
meeting the State of Arkansas narrative wgti@tity standard for nutrients.
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ODEQ comment:

4(a) Though no justification was provided for teenoval of these phosphorus impaired
streams, we assume that the “Osage andgSpreeks Water Quality and Ecological
Assessment,” conducted by McGoodwin, \&fifis and Yates, was relied on as a basis to
delist these streams. This study was takien to show that Springdale and Rogers
wastewater treatment plants do not hasigraficant impact on the watershed. The study
does not indicate that any of the aforaimaed water bodies should be removed from the
Arkansas 303(d) List.

ADEQ response:

4(a) ADEQ acknowledges the comment. The dataciatl in conjunction with the
McGoodwin,Williams and Yates report waslaaged in the decision not to list Spring and
Osage Creeks. However, that data doeprowide the sole basis for the decision. First,
ADEQ has also collected its own data althhuge stream segments. Second, ADEQ has
repeatedly argued that these streams simaalde listed as impaired for phosphorus. For
example, in response to the 2008 listinthefstreams by EPA, ADEQ stated:

Specifically, ADEQ once again disagrees with thditoh of 4 segments
on Muddy Fork, Osage Creek, and Spring Creek asinmeg for total
phosphorous (“TP”). EPA first proposed, and ADE@Gtfobjected to,
listing these streams on the 2002 303(d) list. EP#rs to their 2002
ROD in supplying justification for the continuedting of these water
bodies. In the 2004 ROD, EPA concluded “that Adamndid not provide
a reasonable rationale for not considering listidge to potential
exceedences of narrative standards absent approwpttmentation
procedures.” ADEQ finds several problems with thssessment and
listing methodology.

First, the standard for listing is to identify tleowater bodies for which
effluent limitations are not stringent enough tglement any applicable
water quality standards. Federal listing requinet®iedo not apply to
potential exceedences, but to actual exceedences of propddpted

water quality standards. ADEQ has properly adopteder quality

standards, with the requisite public participatimocess, for the surface
waters of Arkansas and those standards have bgmovagd by EPA.

EPA supports their listing of Muddy Fork, Osage ékrand Spring Creek
for TP by comparing ambient monitoring data witle tmational criterion

for TP. However, neither ADEQ nor EPA has adopted national

criterion as the numeric water quality standard Té&t. EPA cannot
unilaterally apply this numeric criteria without ggating this standard
through the appropriate process as set forth ire send federal

regulations.

Second, ADEQ believes that the “weight of evideragfroach EPA used
to list Muddy Fork, Osage Creek and Spring Creek T® is not a
scientifically defensible listing methodology. Theare several flaws with
this approach, including:

* The first flaw in EPA’s decision is based on EPAiserpretation of a
guideline that was included in Section 2.509 of lRagon No. 2 in 2004.
The total phosphorus concentration mentioned inti@e@.509 was a
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guideline and not a water quality standard and has since beaoved

from Regulation No. 2. EPA has failed to demoristi@a water quality
standard violation or use impairment, only that thedeline has been
exceeded.

* The second flaw in EPA’s decision is based on ERdtarpretation of an
ADEQ letter dated June 4, 2003, in which we suladitidditional data on
dissolved oxygen, pH, and turbidity for the reachreguestion citing no
violations for these parameters occurred in theaehes during the period
of record. ADEQ explained, “the methodology stathat narrative
criteria for nutrients must also result in diurf2® fluctuations which
violate the DO standard or result in violationspéf, dissolved metals or
other numeric standards, or result in a significtdration of the aquatic
life community structure.” EPA determined the asseent methodology
was not appropriate for flowing streams, especifiystreams of the type
found in the Ozark Highlands. “EPA believes tha¢aew of the DO and
pH profiles in these streams demonstrates swingsugmvard shifts in
these factors, along with evaluated average totdosphorus
concentrations at various locations, are indicatfeadverse impacts
resulting from nutrient enrichment and supportingt’ Yet, the record
contains no DO or pH data to support this conclusioln addition,
nutrient enrichment does not automatically equateadquatic life use
impairment.  Furthermore, without a specific numewater quality
standard for total phosphorus, there is no watalfityustandards violation
and therefore no impairment. Pursuant to 40 CFR 71EPA does not
have approval authority over the assessment melihgpgo However,
EPA is provided the assessment methodology andewsvithe
methodology prior to ADEQ expending time and researemploying the
methodology to evaluate the state’s waterbodiess dppropriate for EPA
to determine, long after the State has evaluatdd garsuant to its
assessment methodology, to unilaterally changebéses for listing. In
other words, the time to raise any questions abamustate’'s the
appropriateness of the assessment methodologydwrave been during
EPA’s initial review of the methodology.

* The third flaw in EPA’s decision is based on EPAiserpretation of
ADEQ’s 1997 Report. While nutrient levels are el®d and algal
production has increased in some reaches of streathg lllinois River
basin, EPA did not demonstrate that, “algal prouctvill interfere with
or adversely affect designated uses and/or fishvalulife propagation.”
Nor did EPA demonstrate that daily fluctuationsD@® actually caused
stress to game fish.

In addition, the recommendations of the 2004 repariWater Quality in
the lllinois River and Kings River Basins reliedampby EPA for their
listing decision point out the same problems thBXEQ finds with EPA
using this data and the weight of evidence apprdachmaking listing
decisions for the Muddy Fork, Osage Creek and §pfimeek. The
conclusions and recommendations listed in the 2@pért include, but
are not limited to:
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USEPA Region 6 and Region 6 states should develdpreake available
more definitive assessment procedures and tramsldtr assessing
narrative criteria and aquatic life use attainment.

The most common and potentially dramatic stressortliese streams,
sediment, was not explicitly considered in this easment. Total
suspended solids, sediment oxygen demand, and séument related
parameters should be investigated throughout lwath basins.

USEPA Region 6 should work with the states to dgved consistent,
guantitative methodology for a weight-of-evidengpmach when using
chemical, physical and biological data to determimeneficial use

attainment status.

Third, as the authors of the report state:

It is not accurate to state that "This study wadentaken to show that the
Springdale and Rogers wastewater treatment plaotsnat have a

significant impact on the watershed." Rather,gbgose of the study was
to "collect water quality and biological data fraargeted water bodies in
Spring and Osage Creek of the lllinois River wdteds in northwest

Arkansas in order to assess attainment of the mglif# use in those

stream reaches." The report concludes in the liimalon page 102 "There
appears to be no justification from this data flacpmg Spring and Osage
Creeks on the 303(d) list of impaired waters fopamment by nutrients."

Further, ODEQ did not provide any scientificallyfelesible information to substantiate the
listing of Osage and Spring Creeks.

Additionally, regarding the use of Little Osage €keas a "reference" stream,
according to the authors of the report referenge@DEQ:

The potential impact of NPS pollution on the biofaLittle Osage Creek
was recognized in the study design. This site ehasen as a reference of
urban and rural NPS impacts in the absence of & gource impact. The
goals of the investigation were to evaluate usairebility and evaluate
potential source(s) of impairment if detected. sThias the purpose of
selecting this particular reference stream; it wasintended to represent
pristine conditions, as clearly stated in the repor

With respect to the listing of Little Osage as im@a for Aquatic Life
Use in the 2008 303(d) list, ADEQ could find notjfisation for this
listing in EPA's Record of Decision. The only jiisation for listing of
Little Osage Creek as impaired is based uponoli samples collected in
August and September of 2006. This study was dedigo address the
impact of nutrients, not pathogens, relative to ADReg. 2. Neither
biota nor nutrients are mentioned in the 2008 ReadrDecision for the
303(d) listing of Little Osage Creek.
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ODEQ comment:

4(b) Little Osage Creek also has the highest percemblgay meadow and pasture of all
sampling locations. This site would hawegy high potential for nonpoint source
phosphorus loading due to land applicatibchicken litter. This also would seem to
disqualify Little Osage Creek for use ashd reference stream.

ADEQ response:
4(b) See authors’ response in comment 4(a) above pegaio use of Little
Osage Creek as a reference stream.

ODEQ comment:

4(c) Both water bodies used as reference strehittie Osage Creek and Chambers Springs
Creek) had geometric means of phosphornsestration which exceeded 0.037 mg/L total
phosphorus criterion for Scenic Rivers kigdboma.

ADEQ response:

4(c) According to the authors of the report reference @DEQ:
This comment is not relevant, as a geometric mehosghorous
concentration of 0.037 mg/L is not relevant to ADR&g. 2 criteria. This
threshold concentration has not been scientificalblidated as an
important level for biotic community structure. &heference sites were
both low in phosphorous concentration when comptrede point source
impacted sites. Chambers Springs Creek has beerestablished
reference site for Ozark Plateau stream biota Goyears.

ODEQ comment:

4(d) The periphyton assessment methods statsdhgtles were "collected from a riffle
considered to be representative of the §agipeach.” Sampling only in riffles is
problematic. Sampling should not be retddo a single habitat type within a stream.
Rather than sampling only in pools, riffles runs, a combination of habitat types should be
sampled in order to provide a more accuigpeesentation of the stream reach. Sampling
only in riffles is not representative oétstream reach.

ADEQ response:

4(d) According to the authors of the report refeestl by ODEQ:
The periphyton sampling procedure was designedatacmthat outlined in
EPA's Rapid Bioassessment Protocols Section 6. cifgadly section
6.1.1.2 states "For comparability of results, tleene substrate/habitat
combination should be sampled in all reference st streams. Single
habitat sampling should be used when biomass dplpgon will be
assessed.” Since we were sampling periphyton itondss comparison
between sites this is the appropriate method ta ugdso, artificial
substrate (passive diffusion periphytometers) samgplvas conducted at
all sites in addition to the natural substrate dalgp These passive
diffusion periphytometers were deployed in run/pdwbitats. The
methods used by the project team, documented iIQthadity Assurance
Project Plan, which was reviewed by USEPA Regionpkior to project
initiation, was scientifically valid and justified.
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ODEQ comment:

4(e) Large diurnal dissolved oxygen swings werasue=d for some monitoring sites, but these
variations were not discussed. Large swinghissolved oxygen are indicative of excessive
productivity and nutrient enrichment.

ADEQ response:

4(e) According to the authors of the report reference ODEQ:
These elevated swings of dissolved oxygen (DO) weoegnized and
discussed in the report (Pages 94 and 95). Withexteption, they did
not produce dissolved oxygen depletions below dassnally acceptable
minimums, or diel variations in excess of Regulaticriteria for Ozark
Plateau streams. The exception was also discuss#etail in the report
(Pages 94, 95, and 102).

ODEQ comment:

4(f) The report concludes that the WWTPs do not hasigraficant impact downstream. The
data clearly show that the total phosphsusls downstream on Osage Creek are more than
two times greater than even the selectddr#ace” streams. These findings provide no
basis for removing streams from the 303ist} |

ADEQ response:

4(f) According to the authors of the report reference@BDEQ:
The objective of this study was to measure the otgoaf the WWTPs of
Rogers and Springdale on the designated use atgainof Osage and
Spring Creeks. Thus, the objective was to evalumapairment according
to Arkansas Regulation 2; this regulation doeshave a numeric limit for
phosphorus. To accomplish this the chemical charatics, biota (fish,
invertebrates, and algae) and habitat of the dgi@snstream of the
WWTPs were compared to sites upstream of the WWams$ from
selected reference streams. The biota showed jar mgpairments from
the WWTPs. The report clearly describes the ingpathuman activities
in the watershed on the ecological condition of stream (Page 7). At
issue in this investigation was not impact, bubheatimpairment. No
evidence of impairment caused by either WWTP wadgcated in this 30
month study.

ODEQ comment:

4(g) The report states "the results clearly indidahat there were no upstream-downstream
impacts from the WWTPs that rise to thesleaf impairment of water quality.” This
statement cannot be made about nutriestsytients were not adequately addressed. One
of the goals of this study was to comparthe Arkansas Water Quality Standards. This
study failed to adequately address theatiae criteria found in the Arkansas Water Quality
Standards. There was no data collectedatyze for'objectionable algal (sic) densitiegir
"nuisance aquatic vegetatiorPeriphyton samples were only taken in riffles. gva&uality
Standards apply to more than just theestfl This does not adequately address if
objectionable or nuisance levels are oaegiin the stream.
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ADEQ response:

4(g) According to the authors of the report reference@BDEQ:
The periphyton biomass analyses and diel DO amalgsllressed the
"objectionable algal densitiestriteria The primary biotic impact of
nuisance algal growth is low night-time DO and D&@ngs over light-
dark cycles. This characteristic was measuredirmamtisly for 72 hours
two times during each critical season to insurén ldgnsity data for this
critical variable. As indicated in the report, ADEReg. 2 has very
specific criteria for this parameter. Althoughriaé no specific criteria in
ADEQ Reg. 2 for algal densities, the upper rangeaé&sthetic nuisance of
100-150 mg chl-a per square meter (Welch et aB8L9 In only three
instances was this range exceeded. In all oth&tances values were
within or less than this range. Most instancesavimlow this range at all
sites.

Habitat assessments included observations of aquaggetation
conditions for the entire reach. These observatware supported with
photographic records of stream conditions. Tha di& not indicate any
issue with tfuisance aquatic vegetatian" Riffles were selected for rock
scrapings in part because the scientific literasim@ws that increased algal
biomass is observed in areas of higher velocityafAl 1995 ; Hynes,
1970; Stevenson, 1997; Wehr and Sheath, 2003).

Works Cited:

Allan, J. D. 1995, Stream Ecology: Structure anddfion of Running WatersDordrecht,
Neth.: Kluwer. 388 pp.

Hynes, H.B.N. 1970. The Ecology of Running WateGaldwell, New Jersey, The
Blackburn Press.

Stevenson, R. J. 1997. Scale dependent detertsiaad consequences of benthic algal

heterogeneity. Journal of the North American Beldgical Society 16: 248-262.

Welch, E. B., J. M. Jacoby, R. R. Horner, and MSReley. Nuisance biomass levels of
periphytic algae in streams. Hydrobiologia 157(%51-168.

Wehr, J.D. and R. G. Sheath. 2003. FreshwateaeAtd North America: Ecology and
Classification Academic Press, Boston.

ODEQ comment:

5. In our February 22, 2006 letter to the ADE@, @klahoma Environmental Agencies
compiled and submitted additional water qyaldta to assist the ADEQ in evaluating the
waters bordering Oklahoma. There is stilenaence that the State of Arkansas has utilized
this and other pertinent data in its assessarahlisting processes.

ADEQ response:

5. ADEQ has considered all data that was submittethimevaluation of the water quality of
the streams of Arkansas, including the ODE@.d&urther, ODEQ does not identify what
data it believes has been excluded.
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Comment: GBMc & Associates commented that based on the Eeérd of decision for the
2008 303(d) list, all of the pollutant pairs froraFCreek, Salt Creek, and the ELCC Tributary
should be removed. In addition, the copper listnghe ELCC tributary should be removed
because the water quality in the tributary is dated by the effluent from the facility. The
facility has been in compliance with their NPDES$mpi throughout the 2010 assessment period
and, therefore, the water quality of the streanukhbe in compliance with water quality
standards.

ADEQ Response: ADEQ agrees with the comment and has removee thelutant pairs from
Flat Creek, Salt Creek, and the ELCC Tributary fiitve 2010 303(d) list. However, ADEQ
cannot delist a pollutant pair based on the compéehistory of a permitted facility; therefore,

the ELCC Tributary will remain on the list as imgad for copper. ADEQ must rely on in-
stream data from or near the location the origitsih was collected that previously placed the
pollutant pair on the list. In addition, there lie®n no new data collected to support removal of
the pH listing on Salt Creek, thus it will remain the list.

Comment: An individual commented that the report lackeduke of Categories 2 and 3. The
individual suggested that water bodies that hagestted impairments, or those that are of
special concern to the citizens of Arkansas, htkdd sufficient data to place them in Category 4
or 5, be placed in Category 2 or 3.

ADEQ Response: EPA guidance, “Guidance for 2006 Assessmentinigsand Reporting
Requirements Pursuant to Sections 303(d), 305@Bada of the Clean Water Act,” establishes a
5-part categorization for the placement of watesell on water quality assessment and
standards attainment levels. Water body segmdadegin Category 5 are the only ones
included in the List of Impaired Waters (303(dj)lisHowever, ADEQ does utilize Categories 2
and 3 in Appendix A of the Integrated Water Qualtgnitoring and Assessment Report (305(b)
Report) to identify waters where no current data @ack of sufficient data, exists to make a
valid assessment. The 2010 Impaired Waters Ljsisisone part of the entire Integrated Water
Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report that lsnsiited to EPA.

Comment: The following are comments submitted by Mr. Geldber on behalf of the
Friends of the North Fork and White Rivers:

Although the discussion of what is necessary fetr@am to qualify for inclusion on the impaired
stream list, | could not associate the various ingglastream segments with specific locations
shown in the lists of impaired waters. This matkesdocument essentially useless for public
information. Although HUC is defined as “eight digumber used to identify large sections of
streams and/or rivers”, | don’t know how to necegsé&ranslate this to the map shown at the
beginning of the document to know where this stresalocated and, as you know there may be
several creeks with identical names across the SRCH remains undefined as far as | can
determine. The “PLN SEG” numbers simply furthenftse the reader but obviously relate to
some portion of the named Stream. The documentiditiearly indicate how one determines
where the segment is located on a given strearso, the map which is included in the on-line
version is of insufficient quality to read the nuenb or text on the map.

I am also concerned that a stream such as Millldrekzard County which was inspected last
year by ADEQ and found to have been polluted hyasitl whose aquatic habitat and life remains
seriously damaged would not have been placed olistheEven if it is now on a list as a
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Category 2 or 3 stream, apparently lacking sufficéiata to place it on the Category 4 and 5 lists,
these categories are completely absent from thartrepbelieve many waters that fall under the
Category 2 and 3 designations would be of conaethe public, but have been omitted for an
unknown reason. | strongly believe that streantBaarwaterbodies where concerns for water
guality or aquatic habitat should be listed in ti@igort even if there is insufficient data to watra
inclusion in Categories 4 or 5. | feel this reirbuld bring attention to those streams that are
suspected to having been harmed even if the eatdrdarm or how long it may persist are not yet
fully understood.

ADEQ Response: ADEQ agrees with this comment and understandditfieulty in
identifying water body segments for those individuaho are not familiar with hydrological
unit codes and stream segment identifiers. Poigublic notice of the draft 2010 303(d) list,
updated maps of the impaired water body segments mae finalized; however, maps will be
available with the finalized 2010 303(d) list amdelgrated Water Quality Monitoring and
Assessment Report.

ADEQ acknowledges the comment that certain, laedsahg activities along the banks of Mill
Creek caused these banks to become unstable arigedas the erosion of sand into Mill Creek.
Modification of a stream’s hydrology by physicaleahtion of the stream banks or through
disruptions in the watershed that change the hgdyoinay be considered pollution and may
result in an impact to the physical integrity oé ttream. However, the regulations and guidance
concerning the 303(d) listing decision of impaiveaters requires listing and preparation of

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLSs) only for watemnpaired by a pollutant and does not
include hydrological modification or stream banktability. In the event that activities cause
violations of the water quality standards, ADEQ npaysue appropriate enforcement.

EPA guidance, “Guidance for 2006 Assessment, lgstimd Reporting Requirements Pursuant
to Sections 303(d), 305(b) and 314 of the CleaneWAtt,” establishes a 5-part categorization
for the placement of water bodies based on watalityiassessment and standards attainment
levels. Water body segments placed in Categorg 5h& only ones included on the List of
Impaired Waters (303(d) list). However, ADEQ doésze Categories 2 and 3 in Appendix A
of the Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Asseent Report (305(b) Report) to identify
water bodies where no current data, or a lack fhicgent data, exists to make a valid
assessment. The 2010 Impaired Waters List ioustpart of the entire Integrated Water
Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report that nsiited to EPA.

Comment: The City of Sheridan Water and Wastewater Departrmale the comment that
Big Creek, a tributary to the Saline River, shdoddlisted in Category 4a instead of Category 5
for turbidity because a TMDL has been established.

ADEQ Response: ADEQ agrees and will move this listing from Caigg5 to Category 4a.
Comment: A comment was received that a segment on the AdsaRsver should be evaluated
and delisted based on more recent data from théainionitoring station instead of relying on

the data from the special study that was perforega@ral years earlier.

ADEQ Response: ADEQ can only delist segments based on data e from the same area of
the river and in the same manner. When compadatiéebecomes available, it will be reviewed.
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Comment: A comment was received requesting that the nitistieg on Whig Creek be
removed based on the fact that the creek is no¢ctly nor is it scheduled to be used as a
drinking water supply.

ADEQ Response: ADEQ can only remove a listing or a designateslwken there is proper
documentation to do so. This commenter’s requestidwequire either new data that indicates
compliance with water quality standards, or a UtaiAability Analysis of the stream indicating
that the drinking water use is not currently baiigzed, nor will it be so utilized in the future.

The Beaver Water District offered the following conments:

BWD Comment:

1. Beaver Water District (BWD) generally suppdrts inclusion of the streams in the Beaver
Lake Watershed (which include the upper reacfiehe White river, the West Fork of the
White River, War Eagle Creek, and Holman Cyewld of the upper portion of Beaver Lake
in the Proposed 2010 303(d) List.

ADEQ Response:
1. ADEQ acknowledges this comment.

BWD Comment:

2. The tables following page 20 of the ProposetD2803(d) List posted on ADEQ’s website for
public review are incomplete. For example, @ategory 4a listing of the West Fork of the
White River contains no information in the ‘fignated Use Not Supported,” “Water Quality
Standard Non-Attainment,” and “Source” colummgformation is missing for other stream
segments, as well. BWD suggests that ADEQiden posting the corrected tables and
extending the public comment period to all@wfull and complete public review.

ADEQ Response:

2. It was a typographical error that the tables folluywpage 20 were incomplete. In response to
the comment, ADEQ has included the missingrmftion on the tables following page 20.
The public comment period was not extendedbse ADEQ is not mandated to list Category
4a streams as part of the 303(d) list.

BWD Comment:

3. BWD requests that, as a part of any propos8&@d3dist of impaired waterbodies, ADEQ
include a list of the stream segments thapesposed for delisting and the reasons for
delisting. As it is, the public must go libg line through the tables to compare the 2008
303(d) list with the proposed 2010 list in@rdlo determine what stream segments are
missing or what individual water quality standl non-attainment has been removed for a
particular stream segment. It should be cgiitgple, on the other hand, for ADEQ to provide
this information along with a brief justificah for the delisting of the removal of an
individual water quality standard non-attaimheSee for example, the Draft Water Quality
in Oklahoma 2010 Report, with includes Oklalatsyproposed 2010 303(d) list and also
includes as Appendix D the “2010 Oklahoma 8p8elisting Justifications.” The Oklahoma
Draft Report currently is out for public naiend comment and is available on the Oklahoma
Department of Environmental Quality websit&idp://www.deqg.state.ok.us/MWQDnew
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ADEQ Response:

3.

States are required to public notice the digtmpaired Waters and to respond to comments

concerning the list. The List of Impaired Watare those waters that are classified as
Category 5 waters, or those waters “not culyeneeting water quality standards” (EPA
“Guidance for 2006 Assessment, Listing and Ripgp Requirements Pursuant to Sections
303(d), 305(b) and 314 of the Clean Water Actistifications for removing a water body
from the list are not required, under the Clé&ater Act or its associated federal regulations,

as a part of the List of Impaired Waters. #R®E130.7(b)(6)(iv) does require that, “[u]pon
request by the Regional Administrator eacheStaist demonstrate good cause for not
including a water or waters on the list.” ADB@s fully complied with the federal
requirements and the justifications are inctuohethe 2010 Integrated Water Quality
Monitoring and Assessment Report package stadnic EPA.

BWD Comment:

4.

In the 2008 303(d) List, the upper portion eaBer Lake was listed as a high priority,
category 5a waterbody for siltation/turbidiliye to surface erosion. In the Proposed 2010
303(d) List, the upper portion of Beaver Lakdéisted as not supporting its fisheries and
primary contact designated uses due to n@matent of the pathogen water quality standard
(WQS) in addition to the turbidity WQS, bugtpriority was changed from high to low.
BWD objects to this priority change. Accomglito the information in the “Category 5
Waters” table regarding this waterbody, theigigated uses are not being supported. This
waterbody does not, therefore, fit the defanitof a “Low” or “Category 5a” waterbody set
forth on page 1 of the Proposed 2010 303(sf). Lin addition, because Beaver Lake is the
source of drinking water for one in eight Ankans, we believe that the Lake and all of the
listed streams in its watershed should bergitie highest possible priority rankings.

ADEQ Response:
4. ADEQ concurs with this comment and the reagpfon the prioritization of the upper portion

of Beaver Lake and will make the appropridtarge in the table.

BWD Comment:
5. BWD questions the following proposed delistingf) the 23.8 mile segment of the White

River in Planning Segment 4K, HUC 11010001a¢®e027, which was on the 2008 303(d)
List for non-attainment of the WQS for dissaivoxygen (DO)(2) the 27.2 mile segment of
the West Fork of the White River in Plannirgg8ent 4K, HUC 11010001, Reach 024,
which was on the 2008 303(d) List for non-att@ent of the WQS for DO; an@) the 8.1
mile segment of the Middle Fork of the Whiteé® in Planning Segment 4K, HUC
11010001, Reach 026, which was on the 2008d3Q3st for non-attainment of the WQS for
Dissolved Oxygen (DO). BWD objects to thesbstings unless and until adequate
justification is provided by ADEQ.

ADEQ Response:
5. States are required to public notice the Lishypaired Waters and to respond to comments

concerning the list. The List of Impaired \&fatare those waters that are classified as
Category 5 waters, or those waters “not ctityeneeting water quality standards” (EPA
“Guidance for 2006 Assessment, Listing anddRiapg Requirements Pursuant to Sections
303(d), 305(b) and 314 of the Clean Water Acfustifications for removing a water body
from the list are not required, under the @l@&ater Act or its associated federal regulations,
as a part of the List of Impaired Waters. CHR 8130.7(b)(6)(iv) does require that, “[u]pon
request by the Regional Administrator eacheStaust demonstrate good cause for not
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including a water or waters on the list.” AQHbas fully complied with the federal
requirements and the justifications are inetlich the 2010 Integrated Water Quality
Monitoring and Assessment Report package stdxuiio EPA.

BWD Comment:

6. BWD notes that the identification of the “Desaied Use Not Supported” appears to be
missing from the proposed 2010 listing of 82 mile segment of the White River in
Planning Segment 4K, HUC 11010001, Reach O23he 2008 303(d) List, the agriculture
and industry water supply use was identifiethat supported.

ADEQ Response:

6. In accordance with EPA Guidance, a stream nedisted as impaired because it does not
meet either its designated use and/or itsiveptality criteria as set out in the assessment
methodology. The 6.2 mile reach of the WRiteer in Planning Segment 4K, HUC
11010001, Reach 023, was listed because $evater quality constituents are not meeting
the assessment criteria, not because itisdgib meet its designated uses. The magnitude
and duration of the exceedances are not sevnenggh, and there is no data to suggest, that
the agriculture and industrial water supplg issnot being attained in the water body.

BWD Comment:

7. BWD believes that information regarding the &mkas Pollution Control and Ecology
Commission (APCEC) Regulation No. 2, §2.507 $\Qr Escherichia coli (E. coli)n the
table on page 17 of the Proposed 2010 303étjd.incorrect. The information in the table
provides that thE. coli criteria calculated as a geometric mean are 1Rfhias per 100
milliliters for primary contact waters and 686lonies per 100 milliliters for secondary
contact waters and that these critapply only to Lakes, Reservoirs, Extraordinary
Resource Waters (ERWS), Ecologically Sensiti&aterbodies (ESWSs), and Natural and
Scenic Waterways (NSWs)This is contrary to the express language of Regui No. 2,
§2.507(A) and (B). Although this regulation thave been written more clearly, BWD is
confident that the only reasonable interpretadf the regulation is that the Coli criteria
calculated a geometric meapply to all waterbodies(according to the applicable primary
versus secondary contact designation), notguskes, reservoirs, ERWs, ESWs, and NSWSs.

BWD questions whether this was just a typolyiea error in preparing the table on page 17

of the Proposed 2010 303(d) List or whetherADEQ has been applying incorrect criteria in
its assessment of Arkansas’s waterbodies. |8lioe latter be the case, then a reassessment of
the data would seem to be in order.

ADEQ Response:

7. ADEQ acknowledges this comment, however, ADESQglees with BWD’s interpretation of
Regulations No. 2, 82.507(A) and (B) and thgeasment criteria for these regulations. The
geometric mean only applies to the water botisted in the Regulation No. 2.

BWD Comment:

8. The information of page 19 of the Proposed 2803(d) under the heading “Domestic,
Agricultural, and Industrial Water Supply” se®incomplete or at least likely to cause
confusion regarding how the Site Specific Mai€uality criteria of APCEC Regulation No.
2, 82.511(A) are to be applied.
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ADEQ Response:

8. ADEQ acknowledges this comment; however, for assesspurposes the standard is
250 chlorides/250 sulfates/500 total dissolselidls, as it states in the assessment
methodology on page 19.

BWD Comment:

9(a) In general, it is very difficult to reviemmé make sense of the Proposed 2010 303(d) List.
In ADEQ’s “Responsiveness Summary to Camis Concerning Arkansas 2008 303 (d)
Listing,” ADEQ notes on page 1 that “Seatlf&eomments were received stating that it is
difficult to determine what portion ofetlstream is listed because there are no reference
maps with the 303(d) list.” ADEQ’s resgerto these comments in the Responsiveness
Summary at page 1 was “ADEQ agrees aaspio include maps depicting the planning
segments and the major streams with &B03(d) lists [sic] publications” Unfortunately,
this was not done.

9(b) When ODEQ releases its proposed 303(d)disptiblic review, it is included as part of its
Integrated Report prepared pursuant to G&@&ions 303(d) and 305(b). The Integrated
Report includes numerous maps, well-coestd tables, and detailed information along
with clear, easily readable 303(d) listiAgain, a copy of the documents is available on
the ODEQ website http://www.deq.state.ok.us/WQDneWwDEQ stated on page 1 of its
“Responsiveness Summary to Comments CoimgeArkansas 2008 303(d) Listing” that
“the Draft 305(b) Report cannot be comgadletintil after the public comment period on
the List of Impaired Waterbodies, therefdhe report cannot be made available until
after the list has been reviewed.” If, lesvr, ODEQ can do this, why can't ADEQ?

ADEQ Response:

9(a) ADEQ agrees with this comment and understandsitheudty in identifying water body
segments. Prior to public notice of thafd2010 303(d) list, updated maps of the impaired
water body segments were not finalized; éwav, maps will be available with the finalized
2010 303(d) list and Integrated Water Quallonitoring and Assessment Report.

9(b) States are required to public notice the afdtnpaired Waters and to respond to
comments concerning the list. The Listopaired Waters are those waters that are
classified as Category 5 waters, or thasiers “not currently meeting water quality
standards” (EPA “Guidance for 2006 AssessnListing and Reporting Requirements
Pursuant to Sections 303(d), 305(b) ard@Xhe Clean Water Act”). The final 303(d)
list is incorporated into the 2010 IntagchWater Quality Monitoring and Assessment
Report (305(b) Report), which is made ke to the public after the 303(d) list is
finalized.

BWD Comment:

10. In ADEQ’s 2008 303(d) List, county locationene given for the listed lakes, but not for the
streams. In the Proposed 2010 303(d) Lasinty locations were omitted entirely. This is a
step backward in terms of facilitating pubkwiew of the list.

ADEQ Response:
10. ADEQ acknowledges this comment.
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Comments received at the February 24, 2010 Publicé4ring:

Comment: Martin Maner made the following comments:

1.

He commented on the difficulty in identifying @re the listed stream segments are in the
state, specifically the Saline River. He meméid that lay people are not familiar with
hydrologic unit codes and a cross referen@orething that would enable the general
public to see whether a stream is listed omwmild be helpful.

. He also commented asking if data from the US@®nitoring station on the Middle Fork of

the Saline River was considered for the peofoicecord (which was April 1, 2004 to March
31, 2009). Particularly concerning turbiditydasissolved oxygen, and if so, perhaps it should
be considered as a category 5 water.

ADEQ Response:

1.

ADEQ agrees with this comment and understanaidlifficulty in identifying water body
segments for those individuals who are not liamivith hydrologic unit codes and stream
segment identifiers. Prior to public noticettoé draft 2010 303(d) list, updated maps of the
impaired water body segments were not finalibedvever, maps will be available with the
finalized 2010 303(d) list and Integrated Waerality Monitoring and Assessment Report.

. ADEQ has considered all data that was submittethe evaluation of the water quality of the

waters of Arkansas and appreciates all of thigies that submitted data.

Comment: Allen Gates representing NACA made the followiognenents:

1.

First of all we’d like to commend the Departmémtthe work they’ve done and timely
preparation of the 303(d) list. We encourage tp stay on track and commend you for doing
So.

. He also commented wondering if all of the datalgding the data outside the period of

record) from the Marty Matlock, Brian HaggarttaArt Brown study on the Osage and Spring
Creek tributaries of the lllinois River werensidered. Additionally, he stated they would be
submitting the entire study and asked that itiade part of the public record.

ADEQ Response:

1.

2.

ADEQ acknowledges this comment.

ADEQ has considered all data (within the penbdecord) that was submitted for the
evaluation of the water quality of the streahérkansas. The complete report was
submitted into the record.
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ARKANSAS'S 2010 303(d) LIST (LIST OF IMPAIRED WATER BODIES)

Arkansas’s 2010 List of Water Quality Limited WiaBodies has been formatted to reflect
the most current guidance issued by the U.S. Enmiental Protection Agency (EPA). As part
of that guidance, EPA suggests placing water bedynents into categories reflecting their
attainment status. Category 5 is subdivided byAitkansas Department of Environmental
Quality (ADEQ) for planning and management purposes

1 = Attaining all water quality standards;
2 = Attaining some water quality standards, betehs insufficient data to determine if other
standards are being attained;
3 = Insufficient data to determine if any watealily standards are attained;
« No data available;
- The data does not meet the spatial and/or tempagalrements outlined in this
assessment methodology;
« Waters in which the data is questionable becau§p*dQQC procedures and those
requiring confirmation of impairment before a TMI¥._scheduled.
4 = One or more water quality standards not athlut does not require the development of
a TMDL because:
a. A TMDL has been completed for the listed pagtar(s);
b. Waters which are impaired by point source dispdsand future permits restrictions
are expected to correct the problem(s).
c. Waters that currently do not meet an applicaldger quality standard, but the
impairment is not caused by a pollutant.
5 = The water body may be impaired, or one or maer quality standards may not be
attained. Water bodies in Category 5 will beptized in the following manner:
a. High
* Truly impaired; develop a TMDL or other correctiaetion(s) for the listed
parameter(s).
b. Medium
* Waters currently not attaining standards, but magd»listed with future
revisions to Regulation No. 2, the state wataligustandards; or
» Waters which are impaired by point source discraegal future permit
restrictions are expected to correct the problem(s)
c. Low
* Waters currently not attaining one or more wateligyistandards, but all
designated uses are determined to be supported; or
* There is insufficient data to make a scientificalgfensible decision concerning
designated use attainment; or
* Waters ADEQ assessed as unimpaired, but were @added list by EPA.

Water quality data from a very large pool of stneand lake sampling sites was considered.
These stations were associated with either oneD&E@'s monitoring networks; special surveys
conducted by ADEQ); sites maintained by the U.Sidwal Park Service; sites maintained by the
U.S. Geological Survey; sites associated with tHeaAsas Natural Resources Commission
activities; and other entities that supplied ADE&Qad



Each table within the list contains the navhthe water body, hydrologic unit code (HUC)
and stream reach identifier, the number of streal@snaffected, and the monitoring station(s)
used to assess the segment. Some segments maydi@/than one designated use, or none at
all, assessed as not attaining. Some segmeniistatesolely because a water quality standard is
not being attained. Some stream segments arerigalgay multiple sources (i.e. municipal point
source and surface erosion) or causes (metalsil@neviile an individual cause (silt) may be
from multiple sources (municipal point source andace erosion).

The Water Quality Limited Water Body tables utilibe following abbreviations:

General: Designated Uses:

x = Designated Use or FC = Fish Consumption
Water Quality Standard not attained ~ FSH = Figtbri

H = High Priority PC = Primary Contact

M = Medium Priority SC = Secondary Contact

L = Low Priority DW = Domestic Water Supply

Al = Agriculture & Industry Water Supply

Water Quality Standard: Sources:

Tb = Siltation/Turbidity AG = Agriculture

AM = Ammonia SE= Surface Erosion

NOsz = Nitrogen RE = Resource Extraction

TP = Total Phosphorus SV = Silviculture

pH = pH UR = Urban Runoff

DO = Dissolved Oxygen RC = Road Construction/Maiatee

PA = Pathogen Indicators (bacteria) IP = Indusffiaint Source

Tm = Temperature MP = Municipal Point Source

CL = Chlorides HP = Hydropower

SO: = Sulfates UN = Unknown

TDS = Total Dissolved Solids

PO = Priority Organics

Be = Beryllium

Cd = Cadmium

Cu = Copper

Pb = Lead

Zn = Zinc

Hg = Mercury

Notes:

1 Previously Aquatic Life Use.
2 Surface Erosion — This category includes eroBimm agriculture activities, construction actiesi unpaved road
surfaces, and in-stream erosion mainly fromalvststream banks.



Glossary of Terms Used

Channel-Altered Stream— Water bodies mainly located in the State’s Dettaregion that have been
straightened for irrigation and flood control pusps.

Fisheries— Fish, macroinvertebrate, and plant life in aawétody.

Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) — An eight digit number used to identify largets@ts of streams and/or
rivers. Used in conjunction with the Stream Reatsntifiers.

Macroinvertebrate — Small aquatic organisms that live all or partidir life in the water. They are a
vital part of the food chain in the stream.

Nitrates — A chemical in the water derived from nitrogemceéssive nitrates in drinking water pose
serious human health threats. Excessive nitrategseams, rivers, and lakes can lead to exceskjae a
growth and can threaten the health of the aquédian those systems.

Pathogens- Bacteria, most commonly fecal coliforms andZecherichia coli.

Quiality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) — The procedures used when sampling, analyzing,
assessing, and reporting environmental data teérthat the data is scientifically defensible.

Regulation No. 2— Regulation Establishing Water Quality StanddodsSurface Waters of the State of
Arkansas (http://www.adeq.state.ar.us/regs/defanti).

Silt — Very fine particles of soil that are easily sparted in the water column of streams and rivers.
These particles settle out onto the bottom of treams and rivers and can impair the aquatic fithe
water body.

Stream Reach Identifier— Three digit numbers used to identify distince#irportions of streams, rivers,
and/or tributaries that make up larger hydrologiitsu

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS})- Those particles in the water column that exighe dissolved form and
typically do not settle out onto the bottom of gtieam.

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) - a determination of the total amount of a sulsteathat can be
present in a water body without adversely affectiregdesignated use(s) of the water body.

Water Body — A stream, river, lake, reservoir, or any portibareof being referred to.



INTRODUCTION

This assessment methodology considers the EPAS coorent 305(b) reporting and 303(d)
listing requirements and guidance following thegeet method. In addition, ADEQ follows the
specific requirements of 40 CFR Sections 130.718@8. The criterion within this assessment
methodology are utilized to make attainment deosiof the designated uses of a given water
body or water body segment. Monitoring data willdssessed based upon the frequency,
duration, and/or magnitude of water quality staddatceedances. A one-time exceedance of
water quality criteria due to anthropogenic disiopg may or may not cause a water quality
impact, but allows for the pursuit of enforcemectians.

ADEQ develops a biennial report on the conditibthe State’s waters. As per EPA
guidance, “Guidance for 2006 Assessment, ListirdjReporting Requirements Pursuant to
Sections 303(d), 305(b) and 314 of the Clean Wateduly 29, 2005,” these waters are
evaluated in terms of whether their assigned desgeghuses, as delineated in the Arkansas
Pollution Control and Ecology Commission’s ReguatNo. 2, Reg 2.302, are being supported.

The following assessment methodology will be usedetermine water quality standards
attainment from long-term and/or frequently ocaugrexceedances of the water quality criteria.

The primary data used in the evaluations is géeéras part of the ADEQ’s water quality
monitoring activities as described in the most nieeersion of the “State of Arkansas’s Water
Quality Monitoring and Assessment Program.” Iniidd, pursuant to 40 CFR 8130.7(b)(5),
ADEQ will assemble and evaluate all existing aratlily available water quality data and
information.

State and federal agencies and other entitiextilact water quality data are solicited to aid
ADEQ in its evaluation of the State’s waters. Adital submitted to ADEQ will be considered.
However, the data must:

« represent actual annual ambient conditions, agitesicbelow;

- have been collected and analyzed under a quaktyrasce/quality-control protocol
equivalent to or more stringent than that of ADEQh® U.S. Geological Survey;

- have been analyzed pursuant to the rules outlimétkel State Environmental Laboratory
Certification Program Act (Act 876 of 1985 as amexhxl

« be reported in standard units recommended in {beaet approved method;

+ be accompanied by precise sample site locatiolats), preferably latitude and longitude
in either decimal degrees or degrees, minutesnssco

« be received in either an excel spreadsheet or ciigpormat; and

- have been collected within the period of record.

The data set must be spatially and temporallyasgtative of the actual annual ambient
conditions of the water body. Sample locationstieams and open water bodies should be
characteristic of the main water mass or distiydrblogic areas. At a minimum, samples
distributed over at least three seasons (to indhige-seasonal variation) and over two years (to
include inter-year variation) will be utilized. Tldata set should not be biased toward specific



conditions, such as flow, runoff, or season. Naartbhan two-thirds of the samples should be in
one year or one season. The exception to thiwiamalysis of data for those designated uses
that require seasonally based water quality dagaprimary contact recreation, or
macroinvertebrate data that should be collected w@ seasons.

PERIOD OF RECORD:
Metals and ammonia toxicity analysis April 1, 2006 to March 31, 2009
All other analyses -April 1, 2004 to March 31, 2009

Data developed prior to the period of record stiauily be used for long-term trend analysis
because the data would have been evaluated asf@aprevious assessment. Data developed
after the period of record, including but not liedtto water quality data, the completion of
surveys (including the completion of the final repochanges in water quality standards, and the
completion of total maximum daily loads, will bensidered during the next assessment period.

ASSESSMENT

ADEQ must take into consideration the possibiityhaturally occurring disruptions that
may cause exceedances of a standard, but do nditiredesignated use impairment.
Exceedances resulting frodaturally Occurring Excursions (NOE), or determined to bdatural
Background conditions, as defined in Reg. 2.106, will notdssessed as impaired. These
determinations will be made on a case-by-case bakish will usually involve performing an
intensive survey of the stream segment as outiméoke “State of Arkansas Water Quality
Monitoring and Assessment Program, Revision 3, M&2@09.”

Routine water quality data collection generalljdas a monthly or bimonthly sampling
regime, producing 12 to 60 data points over a figar period. Therefore, a minimum of 12
water quality samples is required for water quadtgndards attainment decisions, unless
otherwise established by Regulation No. 2 or elsge/m this assessment methodology

For the assessment of water bodies with no neay tte previous assessment decisions will
be carried forward. However, if a significant chanig the water quality standards or the
assessment methodology has occurred, and thosgeshaould affect the previous assessment
decisions, the water body will be re-assessedimijithe dataset from the previous assessment.

The percent exceedance shown in the Assessmeeti&iiables are calculated using the
total number of samples collected. The number td gaints exceeding the criteria that are
necessary for an assessment decision will be eaériand rounded up to the nearest whole
number; e.g. 25% of 38 data points = 9.5, theretiemg10) exceedances equal 25%.

An evaluated assessment of attainment of watditggtandards, in the absence of data, can
be made for contiguous stream segments to moniteagers if there is reason to believe that the
segments are similar with respect to the watershadacteristics and watershed conditions.
Otherwise, the contiguous stream segments will rennaassessed.



An evaluated assessment of non-attainment carae for contiguous stream segments to
monitored waters if there is reason to believe thatsegments are similar with respect to the
potential cause and magnitude of impairment. Hawnean evaluation of non-attainment can not
be made for contiguous stream segments to moniteaters when the source or the origin of
the source of the impairment is unknown, and/ormitine magnitude or frequency of the
impairment is such that contiguous segments map@aiffected. In addition, an evaluation of
non-attainment can not be made for contiguousrstigsgments to monitored waters when a
tributary enters the water body either upstreamiasvnstream of the monitored segment, and
monitoring data for that tributary indicates impaént. In such cases, the contiguous stream
segments will remain unassessed.

Water quality standards, assessment criteriajraordtoring strategies are currently being
developed for the State’s lakes. Once these iteaws been adopted into Regulation No. 2 and
compiled into the State’s overall monitoring stgpt@lan, an assessment methodology can be
developed that will address lake water quality déaids. Until this has been accomplished, only
those water quality standards currently listed @giRation No. 2 can be assessed. In addition,
there has not been a significant quantity of datkected from any of the State’s lakes in the past
five years, except for a very limited amount ofadepllected from four lakes to determine
reference conditions.

Narrative Criteria

Waters will be assessed‘@®n-supportwhen violation of any narrative water quality
standard has been verified by ADEQ. This will beamplished by use of reports documenting
a water quality standards impairment caused bgxiceedance of a narrative criterion. The
validity of the report must have been verified loyADEQ employee. In addition, waters will be
assessed as “non-support” if any associated nursiamcard of a narrative criterion is violated
pursuant to this assessment methodology.

Numeric Criteria

All waters of the State with qualifying data wik assessed as eitlisapport or “non-
support based on the assessment of numeric criteria edtlim Section 4.0.

I mpairment Source Determination

For any water body segment where a water qudhtydsard has been evaluated as not
supported, the source(s) of impairment will be tdesul using available information (field
observation, land use maps, point source locationpoint source assessment reports, special
studies, and knowledge of field personnel famiéh the water body) and best professional
judgment.



WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

Antidegradation

A Tier 3 water body (e.g. Extraordinary Resouf¢aters, Ecologically Sensitive Waters,
Natural and Scenic Waterways) will be listed'msn-supportif the water quality that existed at
the time of designation has declined. For all othaters (Tier 1 and Tier 2) the listing
requirements discussed above will apply.

The following are ecoregion or stream segmentifipexssessment criteria that are used to
evaluate water body water quality standards attamnThese criteria were developed using
Arkansas water quality standards, EPA guidance documantshistorical surveys.

Designated Uses

Designated Use Parameters

Fisheries

(Regulation 2.302F) Biological Integrity (macroinvertebrate and/or fistata.

Compounds which are not easily removed by drinkvager
treatment facilities; compounds with establishezbadary
MCL'’s, e.g., Cl, SQTDS,

Domestic Water Supply
(Regulation 2.302G)

Primary and Secondary Escherichia coli (use Fecal Coliform bacteria data in the

Contact .

(Regulation 2.302D, E) absence oE. coli data).

Industrial Water Supply Compounds which interfere with industrial uses sash
(Regulation 2.302H) cooling water or the water used in certain manufaag
Agriculture Water Supply processes; or waters unsuitable for livestock wagesr crop
(Regulation 2.3021) irrigation; most often includes CL, QADS.

Arkansas bases its water quality assessmentsability of a water body to support the
State’s water quality standards. Two decisionsarployed — “Supporting” and “Not
Supporting.” A water body is assessed as “Suppgtif the water body meets all assessment
criteria for which data are available. A water podll be assessed as “Not-Supporting” if any
assessment criterion is not attained.

Key to the footnotes in the assessment criteriesab as follows:

1 - Except for site specific standards approvedater quality standards

2 - Criteria based on 8(ercentile of ecoregion values

3 - Refers to the number of data points insteaal pércentage (i.e. greater than one value
exceeding criteria = non-support).



General Criteria

Reg. 2.405 - Biological Integrity

The Fisheries designated use (aquatic life) velebaluated based on the biological integrity
(macroinvertebrate and/or fish communities) ofvitager body, if biological data exists to make
an evaluation. At a minimum, the data must hawenlmmllected over two seasons using
methods outlined in a quality assurance projeact pldh requirements equal to or more stringent
than that of ADEQ’s. The following tables outlitree evaluation protocol and the listing
protocol for biological integrity support determiizas.

Biological Integrity Evaluation Protocol

Indicator Data Type Supporting | Not Supporting

Until MBMI* is developed and critiqued, an upstre@mwnstream

comparison of communities will be utilized, or tt@mmunity data will be
compared to historical ecoregion data using: tateh richness, EPT, and %
dominant taxa. As these metrics are indicativpesturbation/degradation.

. Macroinvertebrate
Macroinvertebrate

Community Commqnlty Data Hilsenhoff Biotic Index (HBI),
Available Ephemeroptera/Plecoptera/TrichopterelBl, EPT, and taxa richness
(EPT), and taxa richness indices are| indices are not similar to
highly, generally, or fairly similar to | comparison site.**
comparison site.

IBI score either highly, generally, or
fairly similar; general presence of
sensitive and indicator species.

IBI score not similar; absence of
sensitive and indicator species.**

Fish Community

Fish Community Data Available

* - Macroinvertebrate Biological Monitoring |ed
** - The aquatic life will be assessed as fully paging if the low IBI score is caused by an almaloccurrence
in the aquatic life community, not an environmefigéaitor (low dissolved oxygen, low pH, toxicity).

Evaluation methods for the determination of sinitiyaas referenced in the table above are thosénedtin
Arkansas’s Water Quality and Compliance Monitor@gality Assurance Project Plan, May 2009
(QTRAK #07-350).

Specific Standards

Reg. 2.502 - Temperature

If more than 10 percent of the total samples feogite exceed the water temperature
standard, as listed in the following tables, beeafsa discernible man-induced cause, the water
body will be listed as not attaining the temperatstandard. However, if the water temperature
standard is exceeded due to a natural conditiamessxely high ambient temperatures, drought,
etc., the water body will not be listed as impaired



Fisheries Designated Use Listing Protocols

Evaluation Result : 303 (d)
Type of Data Fish M : tebrat Final Listin
Present ISh acroinvertebrate Assessment 9
Community Community Category
Fish Community, 2 NSS l'\:é ;
Macroinvertebrate NS S NS c
Communit
y NS NS NS 5
S NA FS 1
At Least One Né“ z '\Fli 11
cl?mloglca}tl NA S NA 1
ommunity NS NA NS 5
NA NS NS 5
Fish Community S S FS 1
and/or S NS NS 5
Macroinvertebrate NS S NS 5
Community NS NS NS 5
S = Supporting NS = Not Supporting FS = Fully Sanpipg NA = None Available
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR OZARK HIGHLANDS ECOREGION S TREAMS
PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 29C <=10% >10%
DISSOL\(/rES/S XYGEN Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
<10 m? 6 2 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
10-100 mi 6 5 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
>100 mf 6 6 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
Trout Waters 6 6 < 5 samples or <=10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 10 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 17 NTU <=20% >20%




ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR BOSTON MOUNTAINS ECOREGION STREAMS

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 31C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
<10 m? 6 2 < 5 samples or <= 10% >10%
> 10 m? 6 6 < 5 samples or <= 10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 10 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 19 NTU <=20% >20%

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR ARKANSAS RIVER VALLEY ECORE GION STREAMS

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 31C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
(ma/L)
<10 mf 5 2 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
10-150 mt 5 3 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
151-400 mt 5 4 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
>400 mf 5 5 < 5 samples or <= 10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%
TURBIDITY

Base Flows 21 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 40 NTU <=20% >20%
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR OUACHITA MOUNTAINS ECOREGIO N STREAMS

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 30C <=10% >10%
DISSOL\(/rEg)/SXYGEN Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
<10 m? 6 2 < 5 samples or < = 10% >10%
>10 mP 6 6 < 5 samples or < = 10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units <=10% >10%
TURBIDITY

Base Flows 10 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 18 NTU <=20% >20%
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ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR GULF COASTAL ECOREGION (typ ical streams)

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 30C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
<10 m? 5 2 < 5 samples or < = 10% >10%
10-500 mt 5 3 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
>500 mf 5 5 < 5 samples or < = 10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 21 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 32 NTU <=20% >20%

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR GULF COASTAL ECOREGION (spr ingwater influenced)

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA

TEMPERATURE 30C <=10% >10%

DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
ALL WATERSHEDS 6 5 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%

TURBIDITY

Base Flows 21 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 32 NTU <=20% >20%

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR DELTA ECOREGION (least altered)

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 30C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
<10 m? 5 2 < 5 samples or <= 10% >10%
10-100 mf 5 3 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
>100 mf 5 5 < 5 samples or <= 10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 45 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 84 NTU <=20% >20%
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ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR DELTA ECOREGION (channel-altered)

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 32C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
<10 m? 5 2 < 5 samples or <= 10% >10%
10-100 mf 5 3 < 5 samples or <=10% >10%
>100 mf 5 5 < 5 samples or <= 10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 75 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 250 NTU <=20% >20%
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR WHITE RIVER (MAIN STEM)
PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE
DAM #1 TO MOUTH 32C <=10% >10%
OZARK HIGHLANDS 29C <=10% >10%
TROUT WATERS 20C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
DELTA 5 5 < 5 samples or <= 10% >10%
OZARK HIGHLANDS 6 6 < 5 samples or <=10% >10%
TROUT WATERS 6 6 < 5 samples or <=10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%
CL/SQYTDS"
MouTH ToDAM #3 20/60/430 <=10% >10%
DAM #3 TO MO. LINE* 20/20/180 <=10% >10%
MO. LINE TO HEADWATERS 20/20/160 <=10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows - Delta 45 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows - Delt& 84 NTU <=20% >20%
Base Flows - Ozark Highlands 10 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows - Ozark Highlands 17 NTU <=20% >20%
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ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR ST. FRANCIS RIVER

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 32C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
ALL WATERS 5 5 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units <=10% >10%
CL/SQO/TDS
MOUTH TO 36 N. LAT.? 10/30/330 <=10% >10%
36" N. LAT. TO 36 30'N LAT! 10/20/180 <=10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 75 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 100 NTU <=20% >20%
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR THE ARKANSAS RIVER
PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 32C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
ALL WATERS 5 5 < 5 samples or <=10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units <=10% >10%
CL/SQY/TDS"
MOUTH TO L&D #7* 250/100/500 <=10% >10%
L&D #7 TO L&D #10 250/100/500 <=10% >10%
L&D #10 TO OK LINE* 250/120/500 <=10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 50 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 52 NTU <=20% >20%
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ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR THE OUACHITA RIVER

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE
L. MISSOURI TO S.LINE 32C <=10% >10%
ABOVE L. MISSOURI 30C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
ALL WATERS 5 5 < 5 samples or <=10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%
CL/SQ/TDS"
LA LINE TO CAMDEN* 160/40/350 <=10% >10%
CAMDEN TO CARPENTER DAM 50/40/150 <=10% >10%
R R QAM TO 10/10/100 <=10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 21 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 32 NTU <=20% >20%
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR THE RED RIVER
PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 32C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
ALL WATERS 5 5 < 5 samples or <=10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units <=10% >10%
CL/SO/TDS
o LNE TO CONFLIENCE 250/200/850 <=10% >10%
LITTLE RIVER TO LA LINE* 250/200/500 <=10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 50 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 150 NTU <=20% >20%
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ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER

PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 32C <=10% >10%
DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L) Primary Critical Primary Critical Primary Critical
ALL WATERS 5 5 < 5 samples or < =10% >10%
pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%
CL/SQ/TDS"
LA LINE TO AR RIVER* 60/150/425 <=10% >10%
AR RIVER TO MO LINE* 60/175/450 <=10% >10%
TURBIDITY
Base Flows 50 NTU <=25% >25%
All Flows 75 NTU <=20% >20%
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR LAKES
PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
DATA POINTS EXCEEDING CRITERIA
TEMPERATURE 32C <=10% >10%

DISSOLVED OXYGEN (mg/L)

5

< 5 samples or < =10%

>10%

pH 6 to 9 standard pH units < =10% >10%

CL/SQyTDS 205/205/500 < =10% >10%
TURBIDITY

Base Flows 25NTU <=25% >25%

All Flows 45 NTU <=20% >20%

Reg. 2.503 — Turbidity

Turbidity, Reg. 2.503, will be evaluated for bdaidse and all flows. If a water body is not
meeting either of these conditions, it will bedidtas not supporting the turbidity criteria.

Base flow values represent the critical seasamg duto October 31, when rainfall is
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infrequent. If four or more samples, or more tB&rpercent of the total samples, whichever is
greater, collected between June 1 and Octoberrdhdqeriod of record exceed the base flows
values, the stream segment will be listed as riainag the turbidity standard.

All flows assessment takes into account sampldeatell throughout the year. If more than 20
percent of the total samples (not to be less tHarc@lected from the Ambient Water Quality




Monitoring Network (AWQMN) sites exceed the allwite values, the water body will be listed
as not attaining the turbidity standard. For datitected from sites other than the AWQMN, if
five or more samples, or more than 20 percent®takal samples, whichever is greater, exceed
the all flows values, the water body will be lis&glinot attaining the turbidity standard.

Reg. 2.504 - pH

If greater than 10 percent of the samples colleetesed the pH standards due to a waste
discharge, the water body will be listed as natiaibg the pH standard.

Reg. 2.505 - Dissolved Oxygen

Dissolved oxygen standards are divided into tweg@aties: primary season when water
temperatures are at or below’22 and critical season when water temperatureseex22 C.
If five or more samples, or greater than 10 peroétite total samples collected, which ever is
greater, fail to meet the minimum dissolved oxygtmdard, the water body will be listed as not
attaining the dissolved oxygen standard.

Reg. 2.506 - Radioactivity

For the assessment of ambient waters for radiaggtat no time shall the concentration of
radium-226 exceed 3 picocuries/Liter nor shalldbecentration of strontium-90 exceed

10 picocuries/Liter. If qualifying data indicate axceedance of either of these parameters, the
water body will be listed as impaired.

Reg. 2.507 - Bacteria

For assessment of ambient waters, contact recne@éisignated uses will be evaluated using
Escherichia cali (E. coli) as outlined in Reg. 2.507. In the absence.abli bacteria data, fecal
coliform bacteria data will be utilized as outlinedReg. 2.507. In either case, a minimum of
eight (8) samples, all of which must be collectad aqually spaced within one contact
recreation season (May through September or Octbbaugh April of contiguous months) to
make an evaluation of non-attainment. Howeverjramum of six (6) samples, all of which
must meet the criteria, may be used to make amuatrah of attainment. The geometric mean
will be calculated on a minimum of five (5) sampésgially spaced over a 30-day period.

In either case, if either the single sample doteor the geometric mean is exceeded for the
period of record, the water body will be listedmpaired. Data sets of less than those described
above will be evaluated if they represent actuasseal or annual ambient conditions as
discussed earlier. Listings prior to 2004 may hiaeatified water bodies as water quality
impaired using fecal coliform data. These listimgge, and will be retained unless additional
data forE. coli becomes available. If data shows the curEeibli criteria are met, the water
body will be de-listed.
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Statewide Bacteria Assessment Criteria

Escherichia coli STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
ERW, ESW, and | 298 c0l/100 ml (May-Sept) <=25% >25%
5| NSW waters
s |<£ Lakes, Reservoirg GM 126 col/100 ml < = standard > standard
X =
a
8 All other waters 410 col/100 ml (May-Sept) <=25% >25%
ERW, ESW, and | 1490 col/100 mi(anytime) <=25% >25%
— | NSW Waters
:): Lakes, Reservoirg GM 630 col/100 ml < = standard > standard
e
z .
8 8 All other waters 2050 col/100 mi(anytime) <=25% >25%
n
Fecal Coliform STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT
PRIMARY CONTACT | 400 col/100 ml (May-Sept) < = 25% >25%
All Waters including
ERW, ESW, NSW’_ GM 200 col/100 mi < = standard > standard
Lakes, and Reservoirs
SECONDARY ; = 250 0
CONTACT 2000 col/200 mi(anytime) <=25% >25%
All Waters including
ERW, ESW, NSW’_ GM 1000 col/100 ml < = standard > standard
Lakes, and Reservoirs

In accordance with Reg. 2.508, metals toxicity Wwél evaluated based on instream hardness
values at the time of sample collection. If thebgant hardness value is less than 25 mg/L, then
a hardness value of 25 mg/L will be used to cateutaetals toxicity. If more than one
exceedance of the criterion occurs during the pesiaecord, the water body will be listed as
impaired for that criterion.

Statewide Metals Assessment Criteria

Acuté® Chronic
Support <=1 <=1
Non-Support >1 >1

Waters will be listed aghon-supportfor fish consumption if a primary segment of the
fish community (e.g., all predators or all Largentobass) is recommended for non-
consumption by any user group (e.g., general ptipalar high risk groups). However, if a
consumption restriction is recommended, e.g., ncertfttan two meals per month or no
consumption of fish over 15-inches, these watelisnwt be listed asnon-support.
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Statewide Fish Consumption Assessment Criteria

Support No restriction or limited consumption

Non-Support No consumption for any user group

Reg. 2.511 - Mineral Quality

Mineral quality will be evaluated as follows: assments for water bodies with site specific
criteria are made according to the specific valistsd in Reg. 2.511(A). For those water bodies
without site specific criteria, and those streagnsents that receive waste water effluent, the
criteria of 250 mg/L of chlorides, 250 mg/L of satds, and 500 mg/L of total dissolved solids
will apply. In either case, if greater than 10qest of the total samples for the period of record
exceed the applicable criteria, the water body belincluded on the 303(d) list as being
impaired for the mineral(s) assessed.

Statewide Minerals Assessment Criteria

Parameter Standard Support Non-Support
Site Specific Standards (mg/L) See Reg. 2.511(A) <=10% >10%
CL/SQ/TDS' 250/250/500 <=10% >10%

The Calculated Ecoregion Reference Stream Valuggl|) listed in Reg. 2.511(B) are used
to determine whether there is a ‘significant madifion of the water quality.” These values are
not intended to be used to evaluate designatedttament. Any discharge that results in
instream chlorides, sulfates, and or total dissbs@ids concentrations greater than the
calculated values listed below and greater thapetfent of the time will be considered to be a
significant modification of the water quality arftetprocess outlined in Reg. 2.306 should be
implemented.

CALCULATED ECOREGION REFERENCE STREAM VALUES (mg/L)

Ecoregion Chlorides Sulfates TDS
Ozark Highlands 17.3 22.7 250
Boston Mountains 17.3 15 95.3
Arkansas River Valley 15 17.3 112.3
Ouachita Mountains 15 20 142
Gulf Coastal Plains 18.7 41.3 138
Delta 48 37.3 411.3
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Reg. 2.512 - Ammonia

Total ammonia nitrogen will be evaluated using R2§12A - D based on instream pH and
temperature, as applicable, at the time of samgleation.

If more than one violation of the one-hour averagecentration of total ammonia nitrogen
exceeds the calculated Acute Criterion; or

If more than one violation of the thirty-day avesagpncentration of total ammonia nitrogen
exceeds the Chronic Criterion; or

If more than one violation of the four-day averagthin a 30-day period exceeds 2.5 times
the Chronic Criterion value, the water body willllsted as not attaining ammonia toxicity
standards.

Statewide Total Ammonia Nitrogen Assessment Crited
ONE-HOUR AVERAGE | THIRTY-DAY AVERAGE | 4-DAY AVERAGE

Support <=1in 3 years <=1in 3 years <=1in 3 years
Non-Support >1in 3 years >1in 3 years >1in 3 years

Domestic, Agricultural, and Industrial Water Supply

For assessment of ambient waters, the domesticutigral, and industrial water supply
designated uses will be evaluated using (Reg 2 &ilbjide, sulfate, and total dissolved solids
in accordance with the Federal Safe Drinking WAtr If greater than 10 percent of the total
samples for the period of record exceed the cait¢hie water body will be listed as impaired.

Statewide Water Supply Assessment Criteria
PARAMETER STANDARD SUPPORT NON-SUPPORT

CL/soyTDS! 250/250/500 <=10% >10%

REOCCURRING ISSUES

The evaluation of the fisheries designated usedtaglife) as impaired based solely on water
chemistry data instead of biological data has becamissue. Past and recent studies conducted
by ADEQ (Physical, Chemical and Biological Assessmef the Bayou Bartholomew
Watershed, April 2001; Physical, Chemical and Biatal Assessment of the Strawberry River
Watershed, December 2003; TMDL for pH, Mulberry &ivArkansas, 2009) have all indicated
that stream segments that were listed as not stipgpdhe fisheries designated use based on
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water chemistry data were in fact fully supportthg fisheries designated use. This list has over
130 stream segments, over 2100 stream miles, lesteabt supporting the fisheries designated
use; yet only five of these stream segments, le=ms 25 stream miles, have biological data to
support the listing.

Many streams in the state have low pH values arduaable to meet the minimum pH
standard of 6 standard units. Arkansas’s pH staisgdadopted in the 1970s, were established to
protect the variable life stages of the most semstaquatic life species. These standards were
based on data generated in a laboratory settindceumost of Arkansas’s other water quality
standards that were developed by utilizing the tldedurbed ecoregion reference stream
approach. In addition, the current assessmenbgubts from an EPA guidance document that
establishes a nationwide exceedance criterion. s,Theither Arkansas’s current pH standards,
nor the assessment criteria, can adequately eeahadtiral occurring conditions.
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Category 4a Waters: Impaired Waterbodies (Streams) With Completed TMDLSs.

STREAM NAME HUC RCH PLNG MILES MONITORING
SEG STATIONS
Dorcheat Bayou 11140203|-022 1A 8.4 REDO015A
Dorcheat Bayou 11140203|-020 1A 119
Dorcheat Bayou 11140203|-026 1A 11.7 UWBDTO01,02
Dorcheat Bayou 11140203|-024 1A 7.0
Days Creek 11140302|-003 1B 11.0 REDOO04A
Rolling Fork 11140109|-919 1C 12.8 REDO0058
Oak Bayou 8050002[-910 2A 18.3 OUA0179
Boeuf River 8050001)-019 2A 49.4 OUAO0015A
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205|-001 2B 60.1 OUA0013
Bearhouse Creek 8040205|-901 2B 24.4 OUA0155
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205|-002 2B 17.9 UWBYBO1
Deep Bayou 8040205|-005 2B 28.9 OUA0151
Melton's Creek 8040205(-903 2B 8.7 OUA0148
Harding Creek 8040205|-902 2B 4.6 OUAO0145
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205|-006 2B 82.3 OUA0033
Cutoff Creek 8040205|-007 2B 16.8 UWCOCO01
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205|-912 2B 82.7 UWBYBO02
Cross Bayou 8040205|-905 2B 2.4 OUA0152
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205|-013 2B 33.9 UWBYBO03
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205|-012 2B 25 UWBYBO02
Chemin-A-Haut Cr. 8040205(-907 2B 30.5 OUA0012
Saline River 8040203|-001 2C 0.2 OUAO0010A,117
Saline River 8040204{-001 2C 2.8
Saline River 8040204|-002 2C 53
Saline River 8040204(-004 2C 16.4
Big Creek 8040204|-005 2C 28.9 OUA0043
Big Creek 8040203(-904 2C 10.0 OUA0018
Saline River 8040204|-006 2C 17.5 OUA0118
Ouachita River 8040202(-002 2D 4.0 OUA008B
Ouachita River 8040202|-003 2D 8.4
Ouachita River 8040202[-004 2D 28.9 OUA0124B
Moro Creek 8040201)-001 2D 12.0 OUA0028
Moro Creek 8040201{-001 2D 12.0 OUA0028
Moro Creek 8040201{-901 2D 57.9
Ouachita River 8040201(-002 2D 225 OUA008B
Ouachita River 8040201)-004 2D 25 OUA0037
L. Champagnolle Cr. 8040201{-903 2D 20.9
Champagnolle 8040201)-003 2D 20 UWCHCO01
Elcc Tributary 8040201(-606 2D 8.5 OUAOQ137A+
Flat Creek 8040201)-706 2D 16.0 OUA0137C
Salt Creek 8040201-806 2D 8.0 OUAO0137D
Prairie Creek 8040101)-048 2F 10.0 OUA0040
S. Fork Caddo 8040102(-023 2F 16.6 OUA0044
Caddo River 8040102|-019 2F 7.7 OUA0023
Caddo River 8040102|-018 2F 4.1 OUA0023
Caddo River 8040102|-016 2F 13.5 OUA0023
Fourche LaFave 11110206|-002 3E 8.7
White Oak Creek 11110203|-927 3F 10.0 ARKO0053

Designated Use Not Supported
FC FSH PC SC DwW Al

X
X
X
X
X
X X X
X X X
X
X
X X
X
X
X X
X
X
X
X
X X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X X
X X
X X
X

Water Quality Standard Non-Attainment

DO pH Tm Tb Cl

x
x

x

S04 TDS PA Cu

X
X
X
X
X
X
X X
X
X
X
X X
X X
X

Pb Zn

X X X X

Other

™

AM

AM

Hg
Hg
Hg
Hg
NO3
NO3

Hg

Hg

Hg

Hg
Hg
Hg
Hg

Hg
Hg
Hg
Hg
Hg

Hg
Hg
Hg
Hg

Hg

SOURCE
IP MP SE AG UR Other
UN
UN
UN
UN

x

UN

UN

UN

YN

UN
UN
UN
UN
UN

UN
UN
UN
UN
UN

UN
UN
UN
UN

RE
RE

RE
RE
RE
RE
UN
UN




Category 4a Waters: Impaired Waterbodies (Streams) With Completed TMDLSs.

STREAM NAME HUC RCH PLNG MILES MONITORING
SEG STATIONS

Stone Dam Creek 11110203|-904 3F 3 ARKO0051
Whig Creek 11110203|-931 3F 10 ARK0067
Whig Creek 11110203|-931 3F
Poteau River 11110105|-001 3l 2.0 ARKO0014
Poteau River 11110105|-031 3l 6.6 ARKO0055
Cache River 8020302|-032 4B 11.4
Cache River 8020302(-031 4B 3.4
Cache River 8020302|-029 4B 3.9
Cache River 8020302(-028 4B 5.9 UWCHRO04
Cache River 8020302|-027 4B 3.9
S. Fk. L. Red River 11010014{-036 4E 2.0
M. Fk. Little Red 11010014{-028 4E 12.0
M. Fk. Little Red 11010014/-027 4E 8.8 WHI0043
Strawberry River 11010012-011 4G 20.4 UWSBRO1
L. Strawberry River 11010012(-010 4G 16.0 WHI0143H+
Strawberry River 11010012(-009 4G 28.4 UWSBR02
Strawberry River 11010012|-008 4G 8.4
Strawberry River 11010012-006 4G 19.0 WHI0024
Strawberry River 11010012|-005 4G 0.7
Strawberry River 11010012(-004 4G 0.3
Strawberry River 11010012|-002 4G 9.4 UWSBRO03
White River 11010003|-902 41 3.0 USGS
North Fork River 11010006|-001 4F 4.2 USGS
West Fork 11010001-024 4K 27.2 WHI0051
White River 11010001{-023 4K 6.2 WHI0052
Holman Creek 11010001{-059 4K 9.1 WHI0070
L'Anguille River 8020205(-001 5B 19.7 FRA0010
L'Anguille River 8020205|-002 5B 16.8
L'Anguille River 8020205(-003 5B 1.8
L'Anguille River 8020205|-004 5B 16.0 UWLGRO1
L'Anguille River 8020205(-005 5B 44.1 UWLGRO02

Designated Use Not Supported
FC FSH PC SC DwW Al

X

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

X X X X X X X

X
X
X

Water Quality Standard Non-Attainment
DO pH Tm Th ClI SO4TDS PA Cu Pb Zn

X
X
X X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X X
X X

Other
AM  NO3
NO,
TP
Hg

SOURCE

IP MP SE AG UR Other

X

X X X X X X X X

x X

X X X X X

X X X X X

UN
UN
UN

HP
HP




Category 4a Waters: Impaired Waterbodies (Lakes) With Completed TMDLSs.

LAKE NAME HUC LAKE PLNG ACRES COUNTY ASSESS | FISH AQUATIC PRIMARY ECONDARDRINKING AGRI & SOURCE CAUSE TMDL Year
TYPE SEG COMSUMF LIFE CONTACT CONTACT WATER INDUSTRY 1 2 3 1 2 DATE Listed
Columbia 11140203] E 1A 3000 Columbia M N UN HG 2002 2002
First Old Rive] 11140201 D 1B 240 Miller M N UN NU 2007 2004
Grand 8050002 E 2A 900 Chicot M N UN NU 2007 2004
Grays 8040204 NC 2C 36 Cleveland M N UN HG 2004 2002
Monticello 8040204 B 2C 1520 Drew M N UN HG 2004 2002
Winona 8040203 A 2C 715 Saline M N UN HG 2002 2002
Ouachita Ashley
River Calhoun
Oxbows Union
below Bradley
Camden 8040202 2D Ouachita M N UN HG 2002 2002
Big Johnson 8040201 NC 2D 49 Calhoun M N UN HG 2004 2002
Felsenthal 8040202 E 2D 14,000 |Bradley M N UN HG 2004 2002
Cove Creek 11110202 B 3H 42 Logan M N UN HG 2002 2002
Nimrod 11110206 E 3E 3550 Yell M N UN HG 2002 2002
Dry Fork 11110206 3E 90 Perry M N UN HG 2002 202
Horseshoe 8020203 E 4A 1200 Crittenden M N UN NU 2007 2004
Frierson 8020302 C 4B 335 Greene M N UN Sl 2007 2004
Johnson
Hole 11010014 A 4E Van Buren M N UN HG 2002 2002
Spring 11110204 B 3G 82 Yell M N UN HG 2004 2002
Old Town 8020302 D 5A 900 Phillips M N UN NU 2007 2004
Bear Creek 8020205 C 5B 625 Lee M N UN NU 2007 2004
Mallard 8020204 D 5C 300 Mississippi M N UN NU 2007 2004
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Category 5 Waters: Arkansas's Water Quality Limited

Waterbodies (Streams) - 2010 303(d) list

STREAM NAME HUC RCHP?LNC MILES MONITORING | Designated Use Not Supported Water Quality Standard Non-Attainment SOURCE
SEG STATIONS FC FSH PC SC DW Al |[DO pH Tm Tbh CI SO4 TDS PA Cu Pb Zn Other[ IP MP SE AG UR Other Priority
Dorcheat Bayou 11140203(-026 | 1A | 11.7 UWBDTO02 X X X UN L
Beech Creek 11140203|-025 | 1A | 15.7 UWBCHO1 X X X X UN L
Dorcheat Bayou 11140203(-024 | 1A | 7.0 REDO0065 X UN L
Big Creek 11140203|-923 | 1A | 185 UWBIGO01 X X X X L
Big Creek 11140203|-023 | 1A | 185 UWBIG02 X X X X X X L
Dorcheat Bayou 11140203|-022 | 1A | 8.4 REDO0015A X X X X X UN L
Horsehead Creek 11140203)-021 | 1A | 16.8 UWHHCO01 X X UN L
Dorcheat Bayou 11140203|-020 | 1A | 11.9 e X X X X X UN L
Bodcau Creek 11140203|-007 | 1A | 7.8 RED0057 X UN L
Little Bodcau Creek 11140205|-010 | 1A | 19.5 REDO0056 X X X UN L
Bodcau Creek 11140205(-006 | 1A | 22.4 RED0027 X X X X X X UN M
Bodcau Creek 11140205(-002 | 1A [ 6.0 e X X X X X X UN M
Red River 11140106|-025 | 1B | 8.0 e X X X X X UN L
Red River 11140106|-005 | 1B | 25.3 REDO0025 X X X X X UN L
Red River 11140106/|-003 | 1B | 9.8 e X X X X X UN L
Red River 11140106|-001 | 1B | 34.8 e X X X X X UN L
McKinney Bayou 11140201(-014 | 1B | 21.6 REDO0055 X X X UN L
McKinney Bayou 11140201}-012 | 1B | 23.1 RED0054 X X X X UN L
Red River 11140201)-011 | 1B | 15.2 RED0046 X X UN L
Bois D"Arc Creek 11140201|-008 | 1B | 8.9 UWBDKO02 X UN L
Red River 11140201)-007 | 1B | 40.1 RED0045 X X X UN L
Red River 11140201}-005 | 1B | 12.0 e X X X UN L
Red River 11140201)-004 | 1B | 4.0 e X X X UN L
Red River 11140201|-003 | 1B | 15.5 REDO0009 X X X X UN L
Sulphur River 11140302(-008 | 1B | 0.8 e X X X UN H
Sulphur River 11140302|-006 | 1B | 6.5 REDO0005 X X X X UN H
Sulphur River 11140302(-004 | 1B | 0.7 e X X X X UN H
Sulphur River 11140302(-001 | 1B [ 6.3 e X X X X UN L
Sulphur River 11140302(-002 | 1B | 8.5 e X X X X UN L
Mine Creek 11140109|-933 | 1C | 1.3 REDO0048B X X X X X X H
Mine Creek 11140109|-033 [ 1C | 11.4 RED0018B X UN L
Saline River 11140109|-014 | 1C | 25.1 RED0032 X X UN L
Rolling Fork 11140109|-919 | 1C | 12.8 REDO0058 X X UN L
Bear Creek 11140109|-025 | 1C | 17.3 REDO0033 NO3 | x X H
Chemin-A-Haut Cr. 8040205(-907 | 2B | 30.5 OUA0012 X UN L
Main Street Ditch 8040205(-909 | 2B | 2.0 OUA0146 X X X X X M
Harding Creek 8040205(-902 | 2B | 4.6 OUA0145 X X X X X M
Bayou Imbeau 8040205(-910 | 2B | 7.5 OUA0147 X X X X M
Able's Creek 8040205(-911 | 2B | 14.6 OUA0158 X UN M
Bearhouse Creek 8040205(-901 | 2B | 24.4 OUA0155 X X X UN M
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205(-013 | 2B | 33.9 UWBYB03 X X X M
Cut-Off Creek 8040205(-007 | 2B | 16.8 UWCOCO01 X X UN M
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205(-006 | 2B | 82.3 OUA0033 X UN L
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205(-002 | 2B | 17.9 OUA0154 X X X UN L
Bayou Bartholomew 8040205(-912 | 2B | 82.7 UWBYB02 X X X M
Wolf Creek 8040205(-701 | 2B | 10.8 OUA0156 X X UN L
Overflow Creek 8040205(-908 | 2B | 9.9 OUA0012A X X X UN M
Saline River 8040203[-010 | 2C | 29.8 OUA0026,41 X X X X UN H
Saline River 8040204/-006 | 2C | 17.5 OUA0118 X X UN L
Big Creek 8040204(-005 | 2C | 28.9 OUA0043 X X UN L
Saline River 8040204(-004 | 2C | 16.4 e X X X UN L
Saline River 8040204(-002 [ 2C | 53 OUA0010A+ X X X UN L
Saline River 8040204(-001 | 2C | 2.8 e X X X UN L




Category 5 Waters: Arkansas's Water Quality Limited Waterbodies (Streams) - 2010 303(d) list

STREAM NAME HUC RCHP?LNC MILES MONITORING | Designated Use Not Supported Water Quality Standard Non-Attainment SOURCE
SEG STATIONS FC FSH PC SC DW Al |[DO pH Tm Tbh CI SO4 TDS PA Cu Pb Zn Other[ IP MP SE AG UR Other Priority
Smackover Creek 8040201(-007 | 2D | 29.1 e X X X UN M
Smackover Creek 8040201(-006 | 2D | 14.8 OUA0027 X X X UN M
Elcc Tributary 8040201(-606 | 2D | 8.5 OUA0137A+ X X X H
Ouachita River 8040201(-005 | 2D | 34.2 OUA0037 X X X UN L
Moro Creek 8040201(-001 | 2D | 12.0 OUA0028 X X X UN L
Moro Creek 8040201(-901 | 2D | 57.9 e X X X UN L
Jug Creek 8040201(-910 | 2D | 8.0 OUA0047 X X X L
Bayou De L'Outre 8040202(-008 | 2D | 10.6 e X X X X X X RE M
Bayou De L'Outre 8040202(-007 | 2D | 6.9 e X X X X X X RE M
Bayou De L'Outre 8040202(-006 | 2D | 32.4 QOUAO0005 X X X X X X RE M
Ouachita River 8040202(-004 | 2D | 28.9 OUA0124B X X UN L
Ouachita River 8040202|-002 | 2D | 4.0 OUA0008B X X X UN L
Walker Branch 8040206(-916 | 2E | 3.0 e X X X X RE M
Little Cornie Bayou 8040206|-816 | 2E | 3.0 e X X X X RE M
Little Cornie Bayou 8040206(-716 | 2E | 5.0 e X X X X RE M
Little Cornie Creek 8040206(-016 | 2E | 18.0 e X X X X RE M
Big Cornie Creek 8040206(-015 | 2E | 15.0 OUA0002 X X X X RE M
Cove Creek 8040102(-970 | 2F | 7.8 OUA0100+ X X X X X X X RE H
Chamberlain Creek 8040102(-971 | 2F | 2.5 OUA0104+ X X X X X X X X Cd X RE H
Cove Creek 8040102(-972 | 2F | 1.1 QOUA0103 X X RE H
Cove Creek 8040102(-974 | 2F | 0.7 e X X RE H
Lucinda Creek 8040102|-975 | 2F | 2.2 OUA0171B X X X X RE H
Cove Creek 8040102[-976 | 2F | 3.6 OUA0171C X UN L
Marzarn Creek 8040101(-045 | 2F | 23.3 UWMZCO01 X X L
Little Mazarn Creek 8040101(-047 | 2F | 14.8 UWSFMO01 X X UN L
Prairie Creek 8040101(-048 | 2F | 10.0 OUA0040 X X X UN M
D.C. Creek 8040102(-923 | 2F | 5.0 OUA0044T X RE L
Caddo River 8040102(-016 | 2F | 13.5 OUA0023 X X X RE L
Ouachita River 8040102(-006 | 2F | 12.1 OUA0030 X X UN L
Deceiper Creek 8040102|-027 | 2F | 24.4 UWDPCO1 X UN L
Freeo Creek 8040102(-901 | 2F | 33.9 UWFREO1 X UN L
White Oak Creek 8040102(-828 | 2F | 20.8 OUA0168 X UN L
Tulip Creek 8040102(-928 | 2F | 24.1 OUA0169 X UN L
Tulip Creek 8040102(-028 | 2F | 13.4 e X UN L
Cypress Creek 8040102(-801 | 2F | 30.0 OUA0170 X UN L
L. Missouri River 8040103(-008 | 2G | 19.6 OUA0035 X X X UN L
L. Missouri River 8040103[-022 | 2G| 17.6 OUA0022 X X UN L
L. Missouri River 8040103|-015 | 2G| 10.5 OUA0039B X X UN L
Caney Creek 8040103[-034 | 2G | 13.6 UWCYCO1 X UN L
Terre Noir Creek 8040103|-003 | 2G | 19.6 UWTNOO1 X UN L
Terre Noir Creek 8040103(-002 | 2G | 27.4 UWTNRO2 X UN L
Terre Rouge Creek 8040103(-031 | 2G | 14.5 UWTRCO1 X X UN L
Wabbaseka Bayou 8020401(-003 | 3A | 35.4 UWWSBO01 X X UN L
Bayou Meto 8020402|-001 | 3B | 4.3 e X UN L
Bayou Meto 8020402(-003 | 3B | 39.8 ARK0023 X X UN L
Bayou Two Prairie 8020402(-006 | 3B | 44.7 ARK0097 X UN L
Bayou Meto 8020402(-907 | 3B | 12.3 ARK0060 X X UN L
Bayou Meto 8020402(-007 | 3B | 44.8 ARKO0050 X X X PO X H
Fourche Creek 11110207|-024 | 3C | 11.2 ARKO0130+ X X X X UN L
Fourche Creek 11110207|-022 | 3C| 9.2 ARK0131+ X X X X X UN L
Cypress Creek 11110205|-917 | 3D | 11.2 ARK0132 X X X X L
S. Fourche LaFave 11110206(-014 | 3E | 26.1 ARK0052 X UN L




Category 5 Waters: Arkansas's Water Quality Limited

Waterbodies (Streams) - 2010 303(d) list

STREAM NAME HUC RCHP?LNC MILES MONITORING | Designated Use Not Supported Water Quality Standard Non-Attainment SOURCE
SEG STATIONS FC FSH PC SC DW Al |[DO pH Tm Tbh CI SO4 TDS PA Cu Pb Zn Other[ IP MP SE AG UR Other Priority
S. Fourche LaFave 11110206|-013 | 3E | 10.3 e X UN L
Fourche LaFave R. 11110206(-007 | 3E | 20.2 ARK0037 X X X UN L
Fourche LaFave R. 11110206|-008 | 3E | 25.7 UWFLRO1 UN L
Fourche LaFave R. 11110206(-001 | 3E | 25.7 ARKO0036 X UN L
Cedar Creek 11110206|-011 | 3E | 10.1 UWCEDO1 X UN L
Gafford Creek 11110206(-012 | 3E| 8.5 UWGAF01 X L
Stone Dam Creek 11110203|-904 | 3F | 3.0 ARKO0051 X X SE L
Arkansas River 11110203[-932 | 3F | 2.0 Special study X HP H
Chickalah Creek 11110204|-002 | 3G | 19.3 ARK0058 X X UN L
Petit Jean River 11110204(-011 | 3G | 21.6 ARK0034 X X UN L
Dutch Creek 11110204|-015 | 3G | 28.9 ARK0057 X X X UN L
Mulberry River 11110201[-009 | 3H | 9.1 ARK0138 UN L
Short Mountain Cr. 11110202|-043 | 3H | 14.9 ARKO0011B X X X H
Poteau River 11110105(-001 | 3l 2.0 ARK0014 X X UN L
Poteau River 11110105|-031 | 3l 6.6 ARKO0055 X X X M
lllinois River 11110103|-023 | 3J | 8.1 ILLO4 X X X L
Clear Creek 11110103|-029 | 3J | 13.5 ARK0010C X X L
lllinois River 11110103[-024 | 3J | 2.5 ARK0040 X X L
lllinois River 11110103|-024 | 3J 2.5 ARK0040 X X X L
Muddy Fork lllinois River 11110103|-025| 33 | 3.2 MFI0004 X X X L
Sager Creek 11110103|-932 | 3J 8.0 ARKO0005 NO3 X H
Town Branch 11070208|-901 | 33 | 3.0 ARKO0056 X TP L
Boat Gunwale Slash 8020304(-914 | 4A | 5.0 WHI0074 X UN L
Prairie Cypress 8020304|-014 | 4A | 26.1 WHI0073 X UN L
Big Creek 8020304(-010 | 4A | 34.3 UWBGCO03 X X X L
Cache River 8020302(-032 | 4B | 11.4 e X X X X L
Cache River 8020302(-031 | 4B | 3.4 e X X X X L
Cache River 8020302|-029 | 4B | 3.9 e X X X X L
Cache River 8020302(-028 | 4B | 5.9 UWCHRO04 X X X X L
Cache River 8020302|-027 | 4B | 3.9 e X X X X L
Cache River 8020302(-021 | 4B | 18.4 e X X X L
Cache River 8020302(-020 | 4B | 22.6 UWCHRO03 X X X L
Cache River 8020302(-019 | 4B | 13.7 e X X X L
Cache River 8020302(-018 | 4B | 25.0 UWCHRO02 X X X L
Cache River 8020302(-017 | 4B | 15.8 e X X X L
Cache River 8020302|-016 | 4B | 21.8 WHI0032 X X X L
Bayou DeView 8020302(-009 | 4B | 20.3 WHI0026 X X X X H
Bayou DeView 8020302(-007 | 4B | 18.2 e X X X L
Bayou DeView 8020302(-006 | 4B | 10.2 e X X X L
Bayou DeView 8020302(-005 | 4B | 8.6 e X X X L
Bayou DeView 8020302(-004 | 4B | 21.2 UWBDV02 X X X L
Lost Creek Ditch 8020302(-909 | 4B | 7.9 WHI0172 X X X X M
Departee Creek 11010013|-020 | 4C | 46.1 UWDTCO1 X X X L
Glaise Creek 11010013(-021 | 4C | 30.1 UWGSCO01 X X X L
Village Creek 11010013|-008 | 4C | 13.0 e X UN L
Village Creek 11010013|-007 | 4C | 1.2 e X UN L
Village Creek 11010013|-006 | 4C | 25.2 UWVGCO1+ X UN L
Wattensaw Bayou 8020301(-015 | 4D | 48.2 WHI0072 X UN L
Cypress Bayou 8020301[-010 [ 4D | 5.0 UWCPBO1 X X X L
Bull Creek 8020301(-009 | 4D | 29.0 UWBLBO01 X X X L
Bayou Des Arc 8020301(-007 | 4D | 36.4 UWBDAO1 X X X L
Bayou Des Arc 8020301(-006 | 4D | 17.8 WHI0056 X X X L
Overflow Creek 11010014|-006 | 4E | 21.7 UWOFCO01 X X X L




Category 5 Waters: Arkansas's Water Quality Limited Waterbodies (Streams) - 2010 303(d) list

STREAM NAME HUC RCHP?LNC MILES MONITORING | Designated Use Not Supported Water Quality Standard Non-Attainment SOURCE
SEG STATIONS FC FSH PC SC DW Al |[DO pH Tm Tbh CI SO4 TDS PA Cu Pb Zn Other[ IP MP SE AG UR Other Priority
Overflow Creek 11010014|-004 | 4E | 0.6 e X X L
Hicks Creek 11010004|-015 | 4F | 9.1 WHI0065 X X X H
Greenbrier Creek 11010004|-017 | 4F | 10.6 WHI0167 X X UN L
Current River 11010008(-017 | 4G [ 12.0 e X X X X UN M
Current River 11010008|-001 | 4G | 23.6 WHI0004 X X X X UN M
Fourche River 11010009|-008 | 4G | 25.0 WHI0170 X X X L
Spring River 11010010|-007 | 4H | 4.0 e X UN L
Spring River 11010010[-006 | 4H | 5.3 WHI0022 X X UN L
Crooked Creek 11010003|-048 | 4l | 31.7 WHI0048A+ X X RE L
Crooked Creek 11010003(-049 | 41 | 36.2 WHI0067+ X X X X UN L
Big Creek 11010005|-027 | 4J 2.6 BUFT18 X X UN L
Bear Creek 11010005(-026 | 4J | 23.9 UWBRKO1+ X X L
Buffalo River 11010005|-001 | 4J | 11.3 BUFR09 X X UN L
Holman Creek 11010001{-059 | 4K | 9.1 WHI0070 X X X X L
Leatherwood Creek 11010001|-916 | 4K | 7.6 WHI0012B X X UN L
Kings River 11010001)-037 | 4K | 19.1 WHI0009A X UN L
Kings River 11010001|-042 | 4K | 39.5 WHI0123 X X X UN L
White River 11010001)-023 | 4K | 6.2 WHI0052 X X X UN M
West Fork 11010001|-024 | 4K | 27.2 WHI0051 X X X UN M
St. Francis River 8020203|-014 | 5A | 22.8 FRA0008 X X X L
St. Francis River 8020203[-009 | 5A | 17.1 e X X L
St. Francis River 8020203|-008 | 5A | 55.9 FRA0013 X X L
Ten Mile Bayou 8020203(-906 | 5A | 17.3 FRA0029 X X UN L
Caney Creek 8020205(-901 | 5B [ 9.0 FRA0034 X X L
Second Creek 8020205(-008 | 5B | 16.4 FRA0012 X X X L
L' Anguille River 8020205(-005 | 5B | 44.1 UWLGRO02 X X X X X X L
L' Anguille River 8020205(-004 | 5B | 16.0 UWLGRO1 X X X X X L
L' Anguille River 8020205(-003 | 5B | 16.8 e X X X X X L
L' Anguille River 8020205(-002 | 5B [ 1.8 e X X X X X L
L' Anguille River 8020205(-001 | 5B | 19.7 FRA0010 X X X X X L
Prairie Creek 8020205(-902 | 5B | 12.8 FRA0035 X X X X L




Category 5 Waters: Arkansas Water Quality Limited Waterbodies (Lakes) 2010 303(d) List

LAKE NAME HUC RCHPLNG Acres MONITORING | Designated Use Not Supported Water Quality Standard Non-Attainment SOURCE
SEG STATION FC FSH PC SC DW Al |DO pH Tm Tb CI SO4TDS PA Cu Pb Zn Other| IP MP SE AG UR UN| Priority
Pickthorne 8020402| D | 3B 350 LARKO025A N UN X L
Blue Mountian 11110204 E | 3G 2910 LARKO028A+B N X X L
Swepco 11110103 B 3J 531 LARKO09A N UN X L
Greenlee 8020304 D | 4A 320 LWHIO06A N UN X L
Frierson 8020302 C | 4B 335 LWHI002A N X X L
Beaver - Upper 1101001] A | 4K 1500 LWHI013B N N X X X H
Poinsette 8020203] C | 5A 600 LMIS002A N UN X L




Arkansas's Imparited Water Bodies
Without Completed TMDLs (Category 5)
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