>>> "Patricia Radloff" <Patricia.Radloff@tpwd.state.tx.us> 11/13/2006 3:09 pm >>>

Dear Dr. Jones, 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department appreciates the opportunity to

comment on the Bacterial TMDL Task Force Report, First Draft dated

October 30, 2006.

Overall, the first draft is not what had been anticipated, given the

scope of work of the task force as delineated in your email of October

17, 2006 to the Task Force expert advisers:

1. Review EPA TMDL guidelines and approaches taken by selected states to

TMDL and implementation plan development. 

2. Evaluate scientific tools, including microbial fate and transport

modeling, microbial source tracking, and others. 

3. Suggest alternative approaches to TMDL development, emphasizing

scientific quality, timeliness, and cost effectiveness. 

4. Suggest alternative approaches to TMDL implementation plan and

watershed protection plan development, emphasizing scientific quality,

timeliness, and cost effectiveness. 

5. Develop a 3- to 5-year science roadmap to guide and improve our

understanding of microbial fate and movement in Texas environments. 

We recognize that two sections of the document are not yet available.

That, of and by itself, makes it difficult to comment, as the

information that is presented lacks context.  However, we find the

discussion in the sections that are available, Bacteria Fate and

Transport Models and Bacteria Source Tracking, to focus on what has

already been done in Texas rather a comprehensive review, critique and

comparison of tools that are available.  As such, we wonder if item 2

above, "evaluate scientific tools" has actually been addressed.  

Given that this is a preliminary draft, we offer only the following

general comments.

1.       The issue of data quality is not addressed anywhere in the

document.  We believe that data quality should be a major discussion

point.  The selection of non-biased sampling locations and the use of

methodologies providing proven, accurate, reproducible data results are

requirements for any meaningful TMDL modeling effort.  We are concerned

that the use of source tracking is one of the least accurate such

methods.  The BST authors seem to acknowledge this themselves on pg. 15,

where they note efforts to "explore issues of geographical and temporal

stability of BST libraries, refine library isolate selection, and

determine accuracy of water isolate identification."  

2.       Numerical estimates of uncertainty, reliability,

reproducibility, and sensitivity are not presented in either the

modeling or BST sections.  The BST section makes some effort in this

regard, but we find the characterization of "high," "moderate," etc. not

to be helpful without the anchor of some numeric analysis.  Further, it

would be helpful to present information for BST regarding the tendency

for false positives (or negatives).

3.       In the modeling section, we found it helpful that a specific

example was presented for BLEST.  We note however, that the use of this

tool for Buffalo and White Oak Bayous was presented as if it was

beneficial use.  A discussion on the limitations of this method should

also be included.  We are particularly interested in reliability of the

calculations.

4.       The BST section provides some discussion of and comparison

between techniques, but does not provide the information necessary to

determine if BST has the potential to be useful in bacterial TMDLs in

Texas.  We felt the section lacked a clear, detailed discussion of both

the sampling requirements and problems with the method, such as

selecting unbiased sample locations, fecal library issues with variable

media, cross contamination, geographical variations, etc.; and the large

variation in analytical data which necessitates a high number of samples

to show statistically valid results. 

5.       In the BST section, the authors note on pg. 14 that the use of

a three-way split of pollution sources into domestic sewage, livestock

and wildlife source classes would likely be more scientifically

justified.  In this context, what does "scientifically justified" mean?

We note that such general classification would not be meaningful or

useful for Texas Parks and Wildlife Department in any efforts to manage

wildlife or its habitat.  

6.       In the BST section on pg. 14, please correct and clarify the

sentence that reads "Library-independent methods .... than

library-independent methods."  We suspect that one of these should read

"library-dependent, but we aren't sure which one.  Could the authors

provide more discussion or examples of library-independent methods?

7.       Editorially, we note that the BST section is not consistent in

its use of language.  In some places BST is used, while other paragraphs

use MST.  Some paragraphs refer to "this study."

8.       Appendix 2 presents information on bacterial TMDL development

in other states.  Much information is presented, but it is difficult to

interpret.  It would be helpful to provide a context for the discussion,

such as consideration of which TMDLs have been implemented successfully

and resulted in actual water quality improvements.  It would seem that

successful examples would be most important to Texas.   Alternatively,

it would be helpful if other states have critiqued the various available

techniques and to understand their decision-making process.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department,

Dr. Patricia Radloff, Coastal Fisheries Division

Dr. David Sager, Inland Fisheries Division

Dr. Duane Schlitter, Wildlife Division

