Attachment B

City of
l-Dj Breckenridge

MOORHEAD

July 11, 2018

VIA EMAIL & U.S. MAIL

International Red River Board
Co-Chair, Col. Samuel L. Calkins
U.S. Section

Army Corp of Engineers

180 5th St. East, Ste. 700

St. Paul, MN 55101-1678

Co-Chair, Mr. Renouf

Canadian Section

Transboundary Waters Unit, Environment Canada
300-2365 Albert Street

Regina, SK S4P 4K1

RE: The Development of a Stressor-Response Model for the Red River of the
North Topical Report RS1-2611 RESPEC, June 2016

Dear Col. Calkins and Mr. Renouf:

We are writing on behalf of the cities of Breckenridge, Moorhead, Roseau, Warroad, and Thief
River Falls to express our concerns related to the International Red River Board’s (IRRB) effort
to develop nutrient targets for total phosphorus (TP) and total nitrogen (TN) to protect the Red
River of the North. Our cities each operate wastewater treatment facilities that discharge within
the Red River watershed and we care deeply about the health of the Red River and Lake
Winnipeg.

We are aware of and generally supportive of the IRRB’s efforts to develop uniform nutrient
targets and a nutrient reduction strategy to protect both the Red River and Lake Winnipeg that
apply consistently throughout Minnesota, North Dakota and Canada.

However, we recently became aware of the findings contained in a report on the development of
a stressor-response model for the Red River (RESPEC, June 2016). This report proposes new
restrictive numeric nutrient targets under the assumption that the Red River is impaired for TN
and TP. We are concerned with this finding, given that to our knowledge the river is not
presently impaired based on Minnesota’s recently adopted River Eutrophication Standards and is
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not listed as impaired for nutrients on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) impaired waters list of
Minnesota or North Dakota.

The recommended nutrient targets for TP and TN contained in the RESPEC report could lead to
multi-million-dollar expenditures for our communities if adopted or used by our states or the
federal government as the basis for regulating our treatment facilities. As a result, we want to
ensure that the methodologies used to assess the river, develop the recommended targets, and
develop nutrient reduction strategies are scientifically defensible and will lead to meaningful
water quality improvements.

Consequently, we requested that our regulatory and engineering consultants at Hall &
Associates (H&A) review the RESPEC report (attached). Their review raises serious concerns
regarding the methodology employed by RESPEC to claim (1) that the Red River is nutrient
impaired, and (2) that stringent TN and TP criteria are necessary to restore its ecosystem.

The H&A analysis identifies very important concerns regarding how conditions in the river were
characterized and how the data were evaluated to claim that aquatic life uses in the river were
impaired by TN and TP. As we understand their assessment, the RESPEC report based its
conclusions on data that are not representative of actual conditions in the river and used novel
and unprecedented methods to claim that the ecosystem is impaired and to derive numeric
nutrient criteria for TP and TN. These methods appear to conflict with those adopted by the State
of Minnesota and published by the U.S. EPA to evaluate nutrient impacts on rivers and streams
and to determine scientifically defensible nutrient criteria.

The proposed TP and TN endpoints in the RESPEC Report could be used to require the
expenditure of significant municipal resources if those endpoints are recommended by the 1JC
and used by the State of Minnesota or Federal government. Consequently, we are concerned that
such a novel approach will be used without being subjected to an independent peer review and
the public comment process, which is standard practice for both the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA) and U.S. EPA.

To ensure the success of the IRRB’s efforts to develop nutrient targets and comprehensive
implementation strategies to protect the Red River and Lake Winnipeg, it is essential to ensure
that the recommended targets and technical bases upon which the targets and implementation
strategies depend are scientifically defensible and subject to public scrutiny.

Accordingly, we request that IRRB convene an independent peer review of the RESPEC report
and the methodologies and recommendations contained therein, to ensure that they are
scientifically defensible. We suggest that the IRRB consider a process that engages the public
similar to that used by MPCA as identified in its Directive Regarding Peer Review of New or
Revised Numeric Water Quality Standards (July 14, 2017) (attached). Such a process would
allow for independent scientific review and meaningful public engagement during the
development of the scientific and technical framework undergirding these important efforts.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. We look forward to continue to work with
you on this matter and for your response to our request for an independent peer review. If you



have any questions or to assist coordinating any response to or discussion with our cities please
contact our attorney Daniel Marx at dmmarx@flaherty-hood.com or via telephone at 651-259-
1907.

Sincerely,

Jeff Pelowski, Mayor of Roseau

Brian Holmer, Mayor of Thief River Falls

Renae Marthaler, Breckenridge City Administrator
Christina M. Volkers, Moorhead City Manager
Bob Marvin, Mayor of Warroad

Attachments:

1. Technical Memorandum from Hall & Associates, Washington, D.C. (June 4, 2018);
2. Directive Regarding Peer Review of New or Revises Numeric Water Quality Standards
(MPCA, 2017).

CC:  Jim Ziegler, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (via email)
Nicole Armstrong, Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship (via email)
Mike Ell, North Dakota State Department of Health (via email)
Ted Preister, Executive Director of the Red River Basin Commission (via email)
Daniel Marx, Flaherty & Hood, P.A. (via email)
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Introduction

In its report, The Development of a Stressor-Response Model for the Red River of the North
(June 2016; hereafter, the Report), RESPEC developed total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus
(TP) targets for the Red River of the North to assist the International Joint Commission (1JC) in
its efforts to develop a collaborative, scientific, and watershed-based approach to reducing
nutrients with the goal of restoring and protecting aquatic ecosystem health and water uses in the
Red River watershed and Lake Winnipeg. This effort, which focused primarily on assessing the
U.S. portion of the Red River (bounded by MN and ND) was hampered by natural conditions
present throughout the Red River (sediment, turbidity) that significantly limit plant growth, the
primary metric used by Minnesota in assessing aquatic life protection.

As a consequence, the Report relied on artificial methods to encourage plant growth where it
does not normally occur. In addition, the Report utilized biometrics with no approved

or apparent relationship to aquatic life use impairment thresholds as a basis to evaluate the effect
of nutrients on algal conditions in the river. Based on these evaluations, the Report proposes
restrictive nitrogen and phosphorus targets for consideration by the 1JC. As discussed below, the
methods and the proposed endpoints should not be used to establish nutrient management goals
because none of the conditions assessed bears a reasonable relationship to actual ecological
conditions or aquatic life use protection needs.

Primary Issues of Concern

1. The recommended nutrient target limits presented in the Report (at 64) were based on a
skewed evaluation of non-representative data and are not related to any accepted metric
of aquatic life use impairment. Consequently, the recommended nutrient target limits are
not scientifically defensible.

The study included an evaluation of periphyton growth at 30 locations along the main stem of the
river. In order to evaluate periphyton growth, which naturally occurs on the bottom of the river?
when growing conditions are favorable, the researchers used glass slides on a floating apparatus
in an effort to maximize the growth of periphyton and overcome the naturally high turbidity in
the river which precludes growth on the benthic substrate. (Report at 23-24). Consequently, the
biomass and periphytic communities observed on these floating sample chambers do not reflect
the natural or existing condition of the river and cannot be used to infer any information with
respect to actual aquatic ecosystem health or impairment.

The biological metrics, used to assess whether the artificially-grown periphytic algal communities
are desirable, included measures such as saprobity metrics, nutrient tolerance, and nitrogenuptake
metabolism group (Report at 39 — 44). While these metrics are found in the literature, we are not
aware of any basis for relating these metrics or the proposed*“thresholds” used in the report to use
impairment or attainment. Consequently, the use of these metrics cannot serve as the basis for
establishing an aquatic or ecosystem impairment

! Minnesota Rules (7050.0150 Subpart 4.Y) define periphyton as algae on the bottom of a water body. In rivers or
streams, these forms are typically found attached to logs, rocks, or other substrates, but when dislodged the algae
will become part of the seston.
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threshold for TN or TP without a showing that uses are impaired when the metric exceeds a
specific threshold. Moreover, as noted above, the evaluation of these metrics was based on
growing conditions that are not representative of actual or reasonably projected conditions in the
river. Therefore, the relevance of these measurements to assessing aquatic ecosystem health in
this system is completely unknown.

In developing the proposed nutrient target limits, the report ignored the vast majority of the data
collected and considered only three locations which the authors claimed exhibited the strongest
taxonomic response to TN and TP. These sites were characterized as having the lowest biomass
and most desirable communities of periphytic algae (Report at 63). A site with the lowest
biomass is not a presumed condition that is required for a healthy aquatic ecosystem. In fact,
periphyton biomass was low (< 100 mg/m?) through the entire river to the US-Canada border (a
distance of approximately 350 miles), even under the artificially maximized growing conditions
used. Similarly, phytoplankton growth, as measured by chlorophyll-a concentration, was also
uniformly low and would not have been considered impaired under Minnesota regulations.

“In light of the complications within the Middle zone of the Red River where suspended
sediment was found to limit periphytic algal productivity, the analysis shown in Figure 7-14
sought to determine which sites from the study had the strongest taxonomic response to

phosphorus and nitrogen so that only nutrient results from these sites would be used for
nutrient target averaging.” (Report at 63)(Emphasis added.)

“[n]utrient averages of the three sites having the strongest negative correlation with high
nutrients were calculated resulting in 0.15 mg/L for TP and 1.15 mg/L for TN.” (Report at 64)

(Emphasis added.)

The average TP and TN concentrations for these three sites, which the reports suggests exhibit a “strong

taxonomic response,” was used to set the nutrient target limits. This is a skewed analysis

with no objective relationship to overall ecosystem protection needs. The majority of the study
sites did not show a “strong taxonomic response” even though the location of the
periphtyometers at the water surface should have ensured adequate surface light. The “strong”
response, to the degree it exists, represents only a minor portion of the overall river. The
apparent “strong” response was speculative, based on esoteric endpoints and confounded
influences of non-nutrient parameters which were not identified. (Report at 50)

2. The recommended nutrient target limits establish TN concentrations claimed necessary to
protect aquatic ecosystem health. The establishment of a TN target is inconsistent with
MPCAs adopted RES criteria and are not scientifically defensible because they are based
on metrics that are not accepted use impairment metrics.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency adopted river eutrophication standards (RES) in 2014
to protect aquatic life uses from the effects of cultural eutrophication. The RES are based on
measurements of TP, phytoplankton chlorophyll-a, biochemical oxygen demand, and dissolved
oxygen flux. TN is generally not considered a nutrient of concern with regard to eutrophication
in rivers because TP is generally considered the limiting nutrient for fresh water systems.
Consequently, the claim in this report that TN must be controlled to protect aquatic ecosystem
health, in addition to TP, requires specific documentation of the efficacy of such additional
regulation. The apparent basis for establishing the recommended nutrient target limit for TN was
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a taxonomic metric for nitrogen uptake metabolism by periphytic algae — this is not an
impairment endpoint for aquatic life and is therefore irrelevant to setting protective ecosystem
criteria.

A stressor-associated shift was also seen between the river zones with the nitrogen uptake
metabolism metric shown in Figure 7-8 and was accomplished through direct, constrained
ordination procedures. (Report at 59)(Emphasis added.)

The nitrogen-influenced metric shifted between the zones from taxonomic groups that were

tolerant of excessive nitrogen to those dependent upon it, which matches the dramatic
increase in total nitrogen and its constituents between the Headwater and Middle/Mouth
zones (Table 7-1). (Report at 60)(Emphasis added.)

We are not aware of any thresholds for this metric that delineate use attainment from
impairment. Consequently, the use of this metric cannot serve as the basis for establishing an
impairment threshold for TN without a showing that uses are impaired when the metric exceeds
a specific threshold. Moreover, the taxonomic measurements were taken from surface mounted
samplers in an effort to maximize periphyton growth in a system with limited periphyton growth.
Such measurements are not representative of actual conditions in the river and its relationship to

aquatic ecosystem health is unknown. Therefore, the recommended TN target has not been
shown to be necessary in this system.

3. The primary assessment metric, periphyton growth, was based on surface mounted
samplers that have nothing to do with actual plant growth conditions in the river.

The report discusses the use of floating substrates to overcome the high level of TSS present in
the river and maximize the growth of periphyton. (Report at 23-24). These data artificially
increase the actual level of periphyton present, are not representative of actual conditions in the
river, and cannot be used as the basis for establishing nutrient concentrations to protect aquatic
ecosystem health.

The Report notes at the outset that the river contains a substantial amount of suspended solids
that limit algal growth. These sediments are primarily contributed by the prevalent soils and are
fine-sized particles which remain suspended in the water column. (Report at 6) These sediments
significantly limit light and influence eutrophication response in the river. (Report at 21). As
discussed in the Report, surface mounted samplers were used to overcome the light limitation of
the ambient water and maximize algal growth.

Although identifying existing in situ substrate (e.g, wood, rocks, or mud) would have
provided a more natural estimate of periphytic algal growth in the river, the project team
determined that floating periphytometers were necessary to accurately survey the attached
algae along the river reach (see Section 6.1). (Report at 23)

Artificial substrates (periphytometers) that consist of float-mounted racks with glass
microscope slides, as demonstrated in Figure 6-1, were employed to collect periphyton
(attached algae) samples from the Red River during the summer of 2015. ... Colonization
slides floated just below the surface (approximately 1 inch). (Report at 24)
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Periphytometers were retrieved after approximately 4 weeks of repeated visits to ensure
maximum colonization yet no biomass sloughing. Flows within the Red River were low during
the time of deployment, which created ideal growth conditions. (Report at 35)

As described, the periphyton data were developed in a manner to disregard ambient limitations to
algal growth and maximize periphyton growth by limiting the effect of turbidity or biomass
sloughing. The results of such testing are artificial and have no bearing on actual periphyton
growth in the river or the ability of nutrients to stimulate such growth under natural conditions.

4. The Report claims to have followed USEPA’s stressor-response guidance (2010) in
developing the proposed nutrient targets, but it is clear that this was not done. The
analyses presented in the report are scientifically deficient and do not support the
proposed nutrient targets.

The USEPA Guidance on Using Stressor-Response Relationships to Derive Numeric Nutrient
Criteria (USEPA, 2010) was finalized after review of the draft document by the EPA Science
Advisory Board (SAB, 2010). The SAB noted that for stressor-response relationships to result in
scientifically defensible numeric nutrient criteria, the metrics used in the evaluation must be
clearly linked to aquatic life use impairment, confounding factors must be identified and
accounted for, and the explanatory power of the analysis must be sufficient to establish criteria
without significant over-protection or under-protection. None of these key components were
considered in the development of the proposed nutrient targets.

Several metrics were included in the analysis, including: periphyton chlorophyll-a (mg/m?),
various periphyton taxonomic metrics (saprobity metrics, nitrogen uptake metabolism metrics,
percent nutrient tolerance), phytoplankton chlorophyll-a (ug/L), and phytoplankton
cyanobacteria bio-volume. Of these, only phytoplankton chlorophyll-a concentration is used as a
numeric use impairment indicator (by MPCA), and the observed levels of periphyton and
phytoplankton chlorophyll-a are well below the level indicative of use impairment. (Report at 38,
Table 7-1). The taxonomic metrics have no reported thresholds for use impairment, but these
taxonomic metrics appear to be the basis for the proposed nutrient targets.

The stressor-response guidance indicates that confounding factors must be identified and
accounted for — not ignored by use of artificial means. (See, USEPA, 2010 at 5, 11).

[Clonceptual model diagrams provide a graphical means of identifying potentially
confounding variables, which are defined as variables that can influence estimates of
the stressor-response relationships (see Section 3.1). (Guidance at 5)

For example, clear lakes would require a lower TP concentration to meet a chlorophyll-a
threshold concentration while lakes with naturally colored water would require a higher level of
TP before the chlorophyll-a threshold was exceeded because color reduces the amount of light
transmittance through the water, thus limiting algal growth. Consequently, the water quality
criteria developed for Florida lakes provided separate TP criteria for colored and clear lakes. The
Report claims that it addressed confounding factors as described in the USEPA Guidance, when
in fact it expressly sought to disregard the confounding factors influencing nutrient dynamics and
plant growth in this system.



HALL & ASSOCIATES

“Covariables in the partial RDA allowed for the effect of nutrients on the algal community to
be more fully discerned without the influence of TSS. Coincidentally, this step satisfies the
final step (Step 4) of the USEPA stressor-response guidance [USEPA, 2010] of evaluating the
stressor with regard to a confounding variable”. (at 60) (Emphasis added.)

Rather than accounting for the effect of TSS on the ability of nutrients to influence the algal
community (e.g., nutrient impact not expressed due to high TSS), the analysis presented in the
report claims a nutrient-related effect on the algal community if the TSS present in the river
could be removed. This is contrary to the intent of the Stressor-Response Guidance and has no
bearing on the nutrient concentration targets necessary to protect aquatic ecosystem health under
the conditions actually existing in the river.

The Stressor-Response Guidance and the SAB review both discuss the importance of the
coefficient of determination (R?) for the regression models used to relate nutrient concentrations
to the metrics being evaluated. The R? measures the proportion of variance in the response that is
explained by the regression model. When this proportion of explained variance is low, the
confidence interval around the regression becomes large, making the uncertainty in the nutrient
target unacceptable. By way of example, the SAB commented that a large degree of scatter
remains for a R? = 0.19, resulting in an unacceptable interval between the upper and lower 90%
confidence interval. By comparison, the coefficient of determination reported for periphyton was
0.15 and 0.16 for phytoplankton. (Report at 60) The Report does not present upper and lower
confidence intervals so there is no way of knowing whether the proposed nutrient targets are
acceptable with respect to variability.

5. Reported effects on taxonomic metrics and algal growth may not be related to instream
nutrient concentrations but may be caused by adjacent land use characteristics.

Related to the lack of confounding factors analysis, the Report presents information suggesting
that the observed taxonomic metrics may be in response to adjacent land use characteristics and
not a response to nutrient concentrations in the river, particularly with regard to the saprobity
groupings which respond to oxygen saturation and BOD concentration.

Previous surveys by NDDH personnel indicated significant dips in DO adjacent to these
wetlands following minor flooding events. Personnel hypothesized a potential relationship
between the wetlands and DO because of potentially high BOD being introduced from the
wetlands. As is commonly observed, dense algal blooms occur in these oxbow wetlands,
which result from their retention and uptake of nutrients and the subsequent excessive
bacterial respiration associated with the dead algae decomposition. The MPCA DO data
discussed above (consistently measured below 5 mg/L) were collected from an area of the
river within the stressor-response study algal sample sites that were seen to be closely

associated with the percentage of riparian wetlands, as shown in Figure 7-13. (Report at
61)(Emphasis added.)

[jJust upstream of this sampling site is a small tributary that exhibits excessive algal growth,
as seen from somewhat dated (ca. 1991) aerial imagery (Figure 7-20) from Google Earth.

These same aerial views of the areas immediately adjacent to the algae clogged streams

indicated abundant agricultural practices in the area with a high potential for nutrient runoff.
This interesting pattern is not proof of causation but it definitely warrants additional
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investigation into the potential source of high BOD/low DO and subsequent stressor influence
on the biological communities. (Report at 62) (Emphasis added.)

The coefficient of determination associated with adjacent land use characteristics explained the
greatest amount of variance in the data. Ignoring this fact demonstrates that the analysis was
skewed and that confounding factors received no serious consideration.

Conclusions and Recommendations

As noted above, the Report relied on data that are not representative of actual conditions in the
Red River of the North. Consequently, the nutrient endpoints developed from an evaluation of
those data have no relevance to conditions in the river or nutrient requirements to ensure the
restoration and protection of aquatic ecosystem health. In addition, the report employed metric
targets (saprobity metrics, nitrogen uptake metabolism metrics, percent nutrient tolerance, and
phytoplankton cyanobacteria bio-volume) that are not recognized as measures of use attainment
by Minnesota, North Dakota, or Canada. Consequently, the nutrient endpoints bear no
relationship to use attainment and should not be used as a basis for restoring and

protecting aquatic ecosystem health and water uses. Finally, the recommended nutrient targets
were developed without a proper consideration of confounding factors. Not only did the
methodology attempt to negate the influence of natural suspended solids and turbidity in the
river, but it also ignored how adjacent land use characteristics influenced the response and
presumed the observed effects were caused by the ambient nutrient concentration. Because of
these manifest deficiencies, the proposed nutrient endpoints are not scientifically defensible.
Notwithstanding these flaws in the analysis, the recommended nutrient endpoints would suggest
that the entire river is impaired. This conclusion is in direct conflict with the MPCA/USEPA
approved River Eutrophication Standards which indicate that the levels of phytoplankton and
periphyton biomass found are well below the thresholds for use impairment.

Based on these evaluations, it is apparent that algal growth in the river is greatly reduced by the
ambient light limitations in the river, and cultural eutrophication is not causing excessive algal
growth or other use impairments in the Red River of the North. The future focus should be

on the restoration of aquatic ecosystem health and water uses in Lake Winnipeg, where

use impairments and TP targets are more easily defined.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: July 14, 2017
TO: MPCA Staff
ﬁ'aw;@- St
FROM: John Linc Stine, Commissioner

SUBJECT: Directive Regarding Peer Review of New or Revised Numeric Water Quality Standards

Water quality standards promulgated by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) are based on
sound science and the MPCA consistently uses peer review in multiple ways to check and confirm its
work.

Both the federal Clean Water Act and prudent public policy necessitate that we base water quality
standards on rational, sound science that has been peer reviewed. Make no mistake, MPCA always does
this.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) states: “The goal of peer review is to obtain an

independent review of the product from experts who have not contributed to its development” (see

EPA Peer Review Handbook, 4% Edition, 2015). The EPA defines peer review as:
“a documented process for enhancing a scientific or technical work product so that
the decision or position taken by the Agency, based on that product, has a sound,
credible basis...It is conducted by qualified individuals (or organizations) who are
independent of those who performed the work and who are collectively equivalent
in technical expertise to those who performed the original work (i.e., peers). Peer
review is conducted to ensure that activities are technically defensible, competently
performed, properly documented and consistent with established quality criteria...
the goal is to ensure that the final product is scientifically and technically sound.”

Peer review can and does happen following multiple pathways: through the publishing of studies in
peer-reviewed scientific journals; through the examination of MPCA-generated data and information via
a peer review panel; through EPA and other parties’ commissioning of independent scientific review of
MPCA’s proposed standards; and other peer review methods.

While MPCA always and consistently relies on peer-reviewed science in the development of
environmental standards, there continues to be confusion about the role of peer review in our work.
Stakeholders have expressed interest in having an opportunity to comment on documents that undergo
scientific peer review and to suggest review questions. To address the ongoing confusion and to bring
increased transparency to the MPCA’s scientific peer review process, | hereby direct MPCA staff to
supplement existing peer review efforts in developing new or revised numeric water quality standards
for all rules initiated after the date of this memo as follows:
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e Every new or revised numeric water quality standard must be supported by a technical support
document (TSD) that provides the scientific basis for the proposed standard and that has
undergone external, scientific peer review.

0 Exceptions include those numeric water quality standards in which MPCA is adopting,
without change, an EPA criterion that has been through peer review.
= |nthese cases, the Statement of Need and Reasonableness (SONAR) for the
rulemaking must briefly describe the peer review done by EPA.

e Every TSD developed by the MPCA must be released in draft form for public comment prior to
peer review and prior to finalizing the TSD.

e Public notice and information about the peer review should occur through the Request for
Comments (RFC) published at the start of the water quality standards rulemaking process.
0 The RFC must identify the draft TSD and where it can be found.
0 The RFC must include a proposed charge for the external peer review and request
comments on the charge.
0 Allcomments received during the public comment period must be made available to the
external peer reviewers.
0 Ifthe MPCA is not soliciting peer review because we are adopting an EPA criteria
without change, that must be noted in the RFC.

e The purpose of the external peer review is to evaluate if the TSD and proposed standard is
based on sound scientific knowledge, methods, and practices. It should be conducted as
follows:

0 The external peer review must be conducted according to the guidance in the most
recent edition of the EPA’s Peer Review Handbook.

0 Peerreviewers must not have participated in developing the scientific basis of the
standard.

0 The type of review and the number of expert reviewers should depend on the nature of
the science underlying the standard. Where the MPCA is developing significant new
science or science that expands significantly beyond current documented scientific
practices or principles, a panel review should be used.

e Inresponse to the findings of the external peer review, the draft TSD should be revised, as
appropriate.

0 The peer review findings must be documented and attached to the final TSD, which
must be an exhibit as part of the SONAR in the rulemaking to adopt the new or revised
numeric water quality standard.

0 The final TSD must note changes made in response to the external peer review.

Enhancing the Agency’s current peer review approach is intended to expand awareness and support for
our excellent scientific work, increase transparency about the important role that peer review plays in
the MPCA'’s standards development process, and ensure productive conversations about policy choices.
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