A 3 1999) (heremaﬁer Femhzer Instirute Repol’f) Claims Bave been made that e mezer
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E CONIN[ENTS OF THE NIISSISSIPPI RIVERWISE PARTNERSHIB
ON THE DRAFT HYPOXIA ASSESSMENT REPORTS

- -The Mtssxsmppt Rwermse Partnersh1p (MR.P), a coahtlon of envnonmental conservanon' oo
~ and sustainable agnculture groups that has formed to work on solutions to the Dead Zone L
o im the Gulf of Mexico, submit the following comments on the Draft ‘Hypoxia Assessment SRR
o Reporis (heremafter Draft Reports) issued by the Presxdent‘s Commlttee on the SR
S -"Envlronment and Natural Resources (CENR) AR ‘

S A General Comments

N ;Imtlally, the MRP would hke to thank the CENR for lmtlatmg such a comprehenswe o
."effort to analyze the existing data and applied existing models of the watershed-gulf * -
o '._system This assessment of peer reviewed data pextmmng to the extent, charactenshcs T T
" ‘and causes and effects (both ecologlcal and economc) of hypoxm in the Northern Gulf of R
" Mexico is an important first step in attempts to address nitrogen pollution within the - R
e Mlssmmppl River Basin that contribute to the Dead Zone. These Draft Reports make © . T
" 'important initial findings regarding the relanonsh1p between nitrogen and the Dead Zone EEREI
s ‘;sources of mtrogen entering the Mississippi River Basin; and potentlal strategles for
. reducing the levels of nitrogen reachmg the Gulf The Draﬂ Reports also 1dent1fy
’ = '_:"'nnportantresearchneeds R T e e

R ‘,'The CENRs mtegrated assessment isan unportant ﬁrst step However 10 make th.ts eﬂ‘ort".. : ER
- -*"“'worthwhile, the administration must ensuré that state and federdl agencies use the. =" " Sl
- "conclusions and recommendations of the Draft Reports as the basis for an action agenda R P
.10 address the root causes of nitrogen poliution in the Mlss1551pp1 River Basin. Moreover,” .. .
‘.~ itis imperative that the research needs identified in the Reports be mcorporated into '_ R
L _.appropnate agency budget priorities apd that full fundmg for all necessary researchbe .. . s -
.. -appropriated by Congress. ‘The MRP looks forward to  working with the CENR and the S R
E— ‘Mlssxsmppl River/Gulf of Mexico Nutnent Reductlon Task Foroe to ensure that the _.i L
"_';’:assessmentzsfullyutlhzed S e e L ST

1. The Findings of the Fertilzer Institute Report, although nof undemmmg the S
CENR Reports, should be dxscussed withm the Fmal CENR Reports R

S 'r'fj'Recently a report was completed for the Fertlhzer Instltute entlﬂcd "'I'he Role of the o
~ '.'_‘"_.MJssmmppl River in Guif of Mexico Hypoxia" (Envuonmental Institute Report 70, May

. roBesss Faymﬂmzm P Teghont 5014429824 S Bt kmmpaddm@ms -



Instltute R.eport somehow undermmes the ﬁndmgs of the CENR Draﬁ Reports These :
\:clalms are unfounded. A careful review of the Fertilizer Institute Report reveals that there
is no significant conflict between the conclusions reached in that Report and those
. reached within the CENR Draft Reports. Tn fact, the Reports agree on most issues.

8 ' Common findings include: 1) a relation between phytoplankton production in the Gulf |

~ -and nutrients exported from the Mississippi River; 2) the identification of agriculture as- _' -

: . the single most srgmﬁcant contributor of nitrogen to the Mississippi River; and Ja
* ..~ finding that anthropogeric changes in the Mississippi River basin watershed, mcludmg
.- significant loss of wetland habitats, increased levying of the River, and i increasesin -

. precipitation have influenced nutrient flux from the watershed. The sole purported -
_disagreement between the F ertilizer Tnstitute Report and the CENR Draft Reports is a’

s -drsagreement nnphed within the Fertilizer Institute Report itself regarding changes in -

- :mtrogen flux in the lower Mississippi River over the past 30 years. However, a careful -

™ reading of both reports makes clear that both Reports actually reach similar conclusmns
.. - ‘Both Report find that, although mean annual mtrogen flux has tripled in the last 30 years, -
cooclitle change in the annual N flux has occurred since the late 1970's or early 1980s, The '_ :
.. :.only disagreement bemg whether nitrogen flux stablhzed in 1979 or the' eerly 19805 =
o i:'I'hus the conﬂlets between the two reports are more ﬁctlonal than real

{ "'In the oplmon of the MRP rather than undermmmg the CENR Draft Reports the"‘g_ T
"' 'Fertilizer Institute Report confirms the need for a comprehenmve strategy, such as that .- " . .
s reflected in Draft: Report 5's recommendations. Those recommendatxons call for reforms . -
©7"in agricuftural practices, including needed changes in manure management, restoration 6f . .-
* riparian and wetland areas, reform of U.S. Corps of Engineers' approaches to flood control, © .

* careful design and operation of the lower MlSSlSSlppl River; and reduction of point sources,” - S

. including ‘strict ‘requiremnents for ‘tertiary. tréatment for ‘all' new “POTWs. " - These -,
.. - recommendations address all of the anthropogenic changes in the M1ss1ssxpp1 Basin pomted_ LT
% by the Fertilizer Institute Report as possible contributors to the Dead Zone in the Guifand SR
o thus are fully supported by that Report. Nonetheless, to-avoid claims that the CENR - [P
RTINS _f-Reportsaremoomplete we would ask that the ﬁndmgsofThe FerhhzerInshtu‘teReportbe TR

cn T ’friffully analyzed pnorto ﬁnahmuon of the CENRReports o . e

Insufﬁclent Attentxon is vaen to the Pollutmn Caused by Concentrated |

AnimatFeedmgOperatmns LT o L

e . CAF Os can contnbute to nutnent pollutlon ﬂtrough theu‘ emissions of ammonia and the s L
_“often excessive and concentrated application of manure onto the land.. Additionally, .~ .

" \CAFOs often utilize enormous lagoons to store their waste and these lagoons often break R
- orspill into surface’ waters, or leach jnto ground and surface waters. Pollution problems o

- are compounded since these operatlons ‘tend to concentrate around processing plants, w1th .
. the result that certain counties and regions create more waste than the environment can |

- | ) : .- : p0351bly absorb.: To its credtt, Draft Topic. Report 6 ack:nowledges that the_ mcreased
e -concentratmn ofammals has resulted mwater quahty problems (p 69) T ‘\

AnOther useful , _ature of nearly all of the draft papers is acknowledgment that manure _1s i
bemg over apphed_to the land andis a s1gmﬁcant contributor to the hypoma in the Gulf
of Mex1co Notabl 'Draﬁ: Toptc Papers 4 and 6 note that P and N in manure is bemg




_ apphed in excess of agrononuc rates. Helpful recommendauons are made throughout the
. draft papers calhng for soil testing and injection of manure below the surface. Draft . y
- - Topic Paper 4 also suggests that there may be critical areas in ‘which continued 1 manure .
applications should be restricted (p.23). Nearly all the draft reports call for the |
-application of manure at agronomic rates, but Draft Topic Report 6 comestothe - .. . -
- questionable conclusion that land appheatmn rates should be based ona mtrogen,rather -
' \ﬂlanaphosphorusstandard (p70) AT BT . L

l

o One of the most glanng omtssmns in the papers regardmg feedlot 1ssues is the farlure to L |

" recognize the damage caused by CAFO Iagoon failures. Toptc Report 6 states that while B

e  the authors understand that leaks from pits and lagoon cause water quality problems they

- will not be considered i in the analysrs Instead, it is assumed that all manure storage

. umtswereconstructed efﬁcrently’ (p 61)

- Rather than basmg a model on such an efroneous assumptton, the draﬁ reports should Lol
. highlight the lagoon failures that have becurred, ‘For example, in Iowa, in a period from Tl

o 1992 to 1997, there were 51 mantire spﬁls into'Towa streamis, Tivers, and lakes scnous

. ,'enough to prompt financial penalties. Overﬂowmg manure storage lagoons were the /o Lo
- .source of the brggest spills (lowa Department of Natural Resources Dadtabase, 1997) In
" the first quarter of 1998, 15 out of 22 randomly inspected manure lagoons in westem '

- Illinois were caught 111ega11y dlschargtng wastewater into streams: (Tilinais - LA N

S Envxronmental Protection Agency, 1998)." In Missouri between March 1997 and July

771998, one company, Premium Standard Farms, had at least 20 spills of "hog waste,-

‘totaling more than 250,000 gatlons of animal waste. (Izaak Walton League press release _' S

R - 6/17/99)." EPA’s Office of Water, Standards and Applied Scienice Division has created a e e

- other poliution problems from lagoons.

_-‘i‘f - shows fish kl].ls from lagoon spllls and other sources. To fully account for all nutnent S
- ‘--‘loadmg mto the Gulf of Mexrco, thc contnbutxon of lagoon faxlures must be mcluded

| “database of spills and other incidents from feedlofs that shows dozens of ﬁsh kllls and

 the Clean Water Network and the Izaak League of America are also assembling’ data that B

i

; . :__"AI].OthCI' pollutron unpact resulﬁngﬁom the use of open—atr lagoons is the contnhunon to :'.
. atmospheric deposmon -To its considerable credit, the Draft Topic 3. Report states that“a -~

- significant portion of the N in animal manure is lost during mariure storage, handling, and; '_ . |

L ;"apphcatton, and the Draft Topic Report 4 notes that the ammonia that i is mmerahzed

R R ammomum in atmosphenc dcposmon.

-from manure and other conﬁned animal operauons is one of two sources that cause the ' ) ST

L '}CAFO lagoons aiso leach manyre into ﬂre groundwater an unpact that is largely lgnored . L
.+ in these analyses ‘An Towa State Umversuy study found that 72% of the lagoons studted S

-were seeping more than allowed by the state seepage standard of 1/16 inch of secpage

; . lossa day. The report went on to say, “Since some basins weré not full at the time of *

= : measurement, further analysrs will be needed to adjust these rates upward to reflect the

L e (Dr. Melvin, Jowa State University, “Preh.mmary Report: Measurement of Seepage from
C e _'LEarthen Waste Storage Structures”, ':1999 ) Accountmg for the Vlagoon‘breaks spxlls and

| * seepage that m1ght reasonably be expected when all basins are Operating at full depth.” 7




leaching should lead to new pohcy recommendatrons in the Draﬁ reports that open a1r A
lagoons and other hqurd manure systems used by CAFOs be banned '

Sl Draft Toprc 3 Paper acknowledges that its assessment of manure’s contnbuuon wrthm the - =
-~ Nitrogen Yield Models and the Total Phosphorus Yield Model are based on consrderable -
© * uncertainty. Draft Topic Report 4 calls for more research on the impacits of large-scale -
" confinéd animal feedmg operatlons - The best way of ensuring better data availability -

- - (and to make CAFOs accountable for the pollution they cause) is to require CAFOs to .

- | ~ monitor and report on their water quahty, much like other point sources. Yet, Draft’
‘Topic Report 6 mfers thai water quahty momtonng is not recommended for polluted

E nmoﬁ' sources

S Gwen the madequate attenuon to lagoon fadures, groundwater contammanon, and the
. ‘data uncertainties that even the authors of the papers atknowledge, it is cléar that CAFOs -
.- " are gontributing miore pollution to the Gulf of Mexico than is calculated in these draft -

- " papers. In his presentation on Draft Report Topic 6 Dr. Otto Docring asserted that the -

-

- threat of nutrient pollution was more significant than the calculations of manure suggest.
“©  ”He further indicated that this was due to the concentrated industrial manner in whlch
.+ animals are now raised and their wastes d.lSposed ‘Dr. Doering’s conclusion ﬁnds
-, support in recent pubhcatlons See, Dr. Doering's conclusion finds support inrecent .. o
R pubhcauons See, e.g. Carey, et al. "The Role of the Nhssmsrppt River in Gulf of Mexico™ -
- " Hypoxia" p. 27 (anrronmental Institute Report 70,:May 1999); Clean Water Network ~~ - -
* " and Natural Resource Defense Council. America's Animal Facromes Haw Srates Fazl to R
N "Prevent PoIIutran ﬁ'am Lrvestack Wasre (December 1998) :

o .There are alternatrves to the hvestock productton that do not rely on the conﬁnement of ‘
A animals (and manure). These systems often utilize compostmg, pasture-based systems, - o
... -and may redistribute the livestock back to the farms Wwhere the feed is being producedso -+ .
.-~ the mantre can be econonncally and ecologrcally used ds a fertilizer. This re-opensthe =~ .- -

o "optron for sustamable nutrient ¢ycling.. Some alternatwes also feed perennial forage

e e . crops to the aniimals; the growth of perennial crops was acknowledged in the Draft
S '-Reports Topxcs 4 and Sas auseful means for reducmg nutnent pollunon. SR

I summary, the draft papers should be revised fo “’m"dY the ack of atenton given to
: ‘lagoon failures, to address groundwater contamination from lagoon seepage and land

. application practtces, and the data uncertainties that even the authors of the papers -

. ‘Asaresult, support for sustamabie hvestock systems must be akey policy
' 'recommendation in the draft papers In addition, the papers’ pohcy reeommendatrons
' . should include banmng open-air Iagoons and ‘other liquid manure systems used by
. ! CAFOs in order to address lagoon breaks spﬂls and Ieachmg o

. acknowledge.: Expanding the discussion of thesé topxcs will make clear that CAFOs are ;

contnbutmg more polllmon to the Gulf of Mexico than is calculated in these draﬁ papers

~




- B. Speclfic Comments Wlﬂl Regard To Indwidual Draft Reports _' o
Draft Report 1 Charactenzatlon of Hypoxm ‘ L

Dra;& Report 1 thoroughly analyzes the mteractlon between mtrogen entermg the Gulf of _—
Mexico via that Mississippi River and its relationship to the size and extent of the Dead -

| . - Zone in the Gulf of Mexico. The ﬁndmgs of the Draft Report 1 are clearly consistent
~ : . with the finding in other watersheds that anthropogenic sources of nutrients have

'7 : ‘pervaswe ecological eﬁ‘ects on shallow coastal and estuarine areas. See; Burkholderx |
- JM. etal., Rupture of a Iarge swine waste holding lagoon in North Carolina, U.S. A

B -Impacts on a coastal river and estuary, J. Environmental Quality (1997); Justi et al.,

- . Trends in oxygen content 1911-1984 and occurrence of benthzc mortalzty m the norrhern
"_adrmm: sea,. 24 Estuar Coastal Shelf Sc1 435-445 (1987) : .

" Dmaft Report 1 is also conswtent with the ﬁnd.lngs contamed ina rcport recently released EIE
“by the Council for Agnculmral Science and Technology, John A. Downing, et al.,”
Hypoxia in the Gulf of Mexzco Land and Sea Interactions, (June 28,:1999) attached

g - hereto as Appendix 1 and mcorporated herein by reference (heremaﬁer the CAST N R
e Report) The authors of the CAST report concluded that flood and ‘drought observations " v
. -supporta strong connection between river nutrients and hypoxla and that mtrogen is the-

7 tiver-borde nutnent ‘most relevant to phytoplankton productton in the broad manne S
‘reglon contnbutmg to hypoxla CAST Report, Chp 2, p ‘8- 12 T

e _:, '_ Draft Report 2 Ecologlcal and Economic Consequences Of HYPOXia

""" that the lack of obvious detrimental ecolog1cal and economic effects does not preciude .

o We are deeply concemed wnh t’ne concluswns stated \mthm thls Draft Report W1th1n the S ,7 W
- Executive Sumnmary, and elsewhere within the Draft Report, the authors note that "the | B
- _body of pubhshed literature dealing with hypoxia was lnmted." “They also acknowledge DS

- the possibility of ecological and economic disaster in the future. Yet, rather, than finding -
- that there is insufficient data to reach a conclusion regardmg impacts, the authors of Drafc
; Report 2 state in fairly ‘conchusive terms that "there is no clear indication of hypoxm .

- effects in fisheries or fish pOpulatxons in the published literature or data evatuated" (p S

~ 50), and that the "economic assessment based on fisheries data . ; ; failed to detect eﬁ'ects S
- attributable to hypoxna (@p. 8, 52). In the emotionally charged énvironment surounding e T

" the Dead Zone issue the implication from Draft Report 2 that existing research does rot

* support a finding ¢ of either ecological or economic harm takes on great mgmﬁcance, :
posmbly much greater than that intended by the authors. The authors of Draft Report 2.

E must exercise caution in crafting their conclusions lest they be mterpreted as the result of

. ‘_'. "The MRP would also assert thaiDraft Report 2is far to circumscrtbed inits subject
LR P .3I'matter Draﬁ Report 2 looks only at ecologlcal and econiomic 1mpacts of hypc)xm on the
L Gulf The Draﬁ Report does not address any ofthe ecolog1ea1 or economlc_consequences

C comprehenswe ana.lyses of 31gn1ﬁcant relevant data wluch, in the end, may dnve pohcy
decxsxons K R _ - e




of mtrogen pollutlon n Iakes, rivers, and streams throughout the Mlssmsxppr Rlver Basm c

* asit moves down the Basin; Nitrogen pollution has numerous economic costs to society,

For example, U.S. Environmental Protection data indicate that agriculture related |
- nutrients account for much of the degradanon of water quality expenenced inrivers - -
" throughout the Basin and significant impairment of lake acreage in dssessed waters. U.S.. ;
-+ Environmental Protection' Agency, National Water Quality Invenrary, 1994, -
"+ Nitrate/nitrogen levels in drinking water sources also srgmﬁcantly increases u'eaiment A
" -‘costs incurred by drmkmg water treatment facilities. All of the economic impacts or costs R
. '7 of mtrogen pollutlon in the M1551551pp1 Rlver Basm must be fu]ly consrdered N

8 th negard o the analysrs of 1mpacts to the Gulf both the Executrve Summary and the

- - "Conclusions of Draft Report 2 are misleading in their failure to acknowledge the poss1ble - R
" impact of hypoxia on- biodiversity. For example, the Report acknowledges thatemergy . - -
" . pulses associated with hypoxia favor short lived opportunistic species, over larger longer IR

N -lived species that betfer aerate sediments  helping to prevent the buildup of organic matter. L R

“Yet, the Conclusion does not note these effects, nor does it discuss the sxgmﬁcance of

" loss of blodrversxty Instead the Conclusion focuses pnmanly on "fisheries" and fish

| _* populations.” The body of the Report reveals &gmﬁcant impacts to benthic communities LA
*..-- that serve as prey for eeonomrcally 1mportant species. ‘Congress and the National Marme o
" " Fisheries Service both fecognize the importance fisheries habitat and prey speciesin = -

- . sustainable fisheries. See 16 U:S.C. Sections 1801 -1883. ~~Aeeordmgly, the Conclusion
. ‘must discuss i lmpacts to prey specres recognized in the text of the document. Moreover
- ;although noting possﬂ:le impacts to prey, the Report faﬂs to discuss the uncertainties -

- -regarding the i impacts that hypomc related changes in prey specres and habrtat have on | .' _ '. .

: economrcally 1mportant speexes

o In addltlon, the Report's analys1s of the 1mpacts on. ﬁshenes is to four eeonomrcally

. " important species: brown shrimp,- white shrimp, red snapper, and menhaden. Imtlally, ﬂle

= Executive Smn.mary and Conclusions of the Draft Report should clearly note the limited : ‘ f‘-'-.
" number of species subject to the ana.lysrs Addmonal}y, the authors should consider - -~ -~ -~ 0 o
* - inclusion of other potentially affected species that could provide additional findings. An:

S "excellent example of this would be red drum or other Sciaenids. Red drum, determined =" v 5
NI to be overfished by the National Marine Fisheries. Serv;ce, is aneconomlcally unportant e

L speeles that could be affected by hypoxw. Red drum generally feed off benthic

o organisms that are sub_]ected to hypoxic conditions.: Addrnonally, juvenile and subedult '\ }:A--rl- .
""" red drum spend time in'codstal wetlands before moving offshore as adults to spawn,

Therefore, the diet and movement patterns of adult and larva.l red drum may be aﬁ'eeted

R ‘,-bytheann“a“’cmence ofhypomamﬂchUIf

ST 'I‘he MRP is equally drsturbed that the Executlve Summary of the Report rmakes an .
""" apparent meqmvocal ﬁndmg that " [t}he économic assessment based on fisheries data
-+ failed to detect effects: attnbutable to hypoxia."(p. §). The body of the Draft Report notes
. - that in the absence of 4n existing body of analysis, the study described here involved -

s " what should be viewed as an exploratory.or preliminary analysis of existing data to -
- Videntify poss1ble hypoxic effects. Similarly, within the Draft Report comments regardmg

g the many assumpnons ‘that were made. 'the_hmlted number of data sets avarlable the fact o




* that proxies utilized were “rou preface almost every dlscussron of data and analyszs
- The authors obviously thought this limitation in data was important in terms of the -
ecological assessment for they qualify the ecological findings with the statement that -

e “[g]lven the hmrtatlons of the ecologlcal assessment....”. (p. 8).. We find it pecuhar that

~no similar quahfymg cIause is associgted wrth findmgs regarding the absence of any : .
economiic impact. This is partlcularly curious when one considers that more is actually .
- known about the ecologlcal effectsof hypox1a than is known about the potential and real =

o ‘economic effects at this point in time. - For ] purposes of clarity, the Executive Summary

i conclusions of the rep‘m m“St quahfy the ﬁndlngs regardrng economic 1mpact of the R
i} vlackthereof R - e

S Moreover the conclusxons set forth w1th1n the Draﬁ Report appear to ﬂy in the face of Co
_f"the conciusions reached in the CAST Report. The authors of the CAST Report concluded o
. that "[blecause hypoma bIocks and eliminated access of mrgratmg ]uvemle shnmp to L
"offshore feeding grounds Tost produiction is pmbably sagmﬁeant over as much as 50% of e

" the coastal shelf of Lovisiana." The CAST report also found that the fact that overall

”'_\ylcld has shown no "striking trend” since the late 1970's "cannot be interpreted to mea.n
- “that t the impact of hypoxra“has been muumal CAST Report Chp 3 p 17 To the

- 7;'contrary theyconcludethat R G b oo R

L f,Although declmes in overall ﬁshenes ylelds have not been dramatlc over . I
. the period ‘of increased hypoxxa . CPUE (catch per unit effort) data ﬁ~om R
.- the brown shrimp and white shnmp ﬁshenes in the Guif are consrstent T
- 'with the hypothesrs of increased’ envrronmental impact.. ‘Decadal average .- il
- CPUE's have declined contmuously since the 1960's, with the most rapid B
-+ - rate of decline between the 1980s and 1990s..: A srmllar but less steep - ‘
" decline has been observed in the white shnmp ﬁshery . CPUEsin these T
-7t fisheries have declined by more than 25% since the 19603 Although TR
+ - - declines in the shnmp mdustry may be linked to changes other than - AR
S hypox1a, there is no current evidence of recruitment ft—ulure thus the trend L
N ) consxstent wrth the hypothe51s of emnronmental 1mpact L

Gl - : /_ CAST Report at Chp 3 p 18 The authors of Draft Report 2 should careﬁ.llly consrder
L ‘.'fthese ﬁndmgs before ﬁnalmng thelr Report ‘ :

;.:"The MRP is also troubled that Draﬁ Report 2 falls to adequately drscuss the potentlal

- ‘economic impact of dlsruptxons in shrimp migrations. Draft Report 2 does look at the .
Yo eeologlcal impact of such m1gratron dlsrupnons and the economic impact of the p0331ble
. - .. .movement of shnmpers offshore. However, 1o consideration is given to the existence and
'econormc impact of east/west-movement. Yet, it is undemable that such an east/west -

- impact can have equally negative ecoriomic 1mpacts ‘Areview of historical data reveals

no correlation between good shrimp prodiction in coastal Louisiana waters and landings .- e

.+ 020 Dr, James Nance, National Maririe Fisheries Service). “You camvinfer from this that -
o 3 _.}_hypoxrc eondmons have Ied to 2 more east/West shnmp nngratxon pattern rather than a

- in Texas. Recent data, however, indicate that years of strong lnshore shnmp Productton in - Sl
- Lomsrana coincides with incredsed landmgs in Texas {(Personal corhmunication w1th




hlstoncal migration to the offshore’ waters south of Lomsmna Absent other factors, thrs
change in migration pattern undoubtedly causes Louisiana shrimpers to travel greater o
" distances in the ‘Gulf. Increases in distance traveled concomitantly increase the costs of .
~doing busmess (i.e. gasoline, ice, etc.), and decrease profits. See CAST Report, Chp. 3,p. -

- 18 (notmg that increased levels of effort requtred to catch shrimp due to the effects of
~ hypoxia on shnmp rmgratron patterns decrease net revenue to the fisheries, unpactmg
--"'-'socralweifare) s A

S 'The MRP also has eoncerns regardmg the methodology and conclusrons reached in the o

" Draft Report 2's analysrs of the economic effects of hypoxia. It is difficult to analyze the

. aggregate fisheries impact of degraded water quahty by examining landmgs or docksrde e
- -values. See CAST Report; Chp. 3, p.18. There are also dangers in using CPUEto .~ -~

N - estimate stock size. Consistent landings or CPUE can be ‘clouded by govemmental
L ,-‘management systems, increased technology; improved shrimp location data, or the -
-, grouping of shrimp due to hypoxxa For example, if technology i improves catch per umt

- effort the model employed in Draft Report 2's analysls would assume higher stock size.
- Yet, this assumptlon would clearly be erroneous. Additionaily, a finding that ﬁshery

G -"landings are constant is not an absolute indication that the ﬁshery is healthy. For - = - T
‘instance, with current increases in technology it could be assuined that fisheties landmgs‘ S

‘would be i increasing. The fact that they are not could be an indication that shrimp .

- '_.,populatmns are declmmg or it eould Just as easﬂy be the result of management measures. ,]i SRR

l s Addmonal concerns w1th the methodology employed mclude the select:on of * control )
- zone™. Thie authors of the economic analys:s note that statistical areas were grouped into .~

o . _'.three Zonges: Eastem Lomsmna Louisiana , ‘and Texas . The Eastern Loulslana and Texas

) +.zones were used as a "kind of control” to dlstmgmsh between effects due to hypoxia and
’.effects due to climate or other factors. “There are obvious dangers in the use of these -

. ”-‘l‘;\-zones as controls. Significant differences in habltat, climate and geologic processes are - ' e -
- found w:thm each of thesé regions, ‘These dlfference alone may skew the analysrs of '

B . _‘econonnc lmpacts caused by the dead zone

; __The authors of Draft Report 2 acknowledge that evrdence from other hypoxm zones’
. indicates that, inthe face of s worsening hypoxw condmons, at some pomt fisheries wiil =
- " decline, perhaps preclpltously Shnmp are an annual crop.. Changes in the stock of such
"~ annual species do not necessarily oceur slowly, as is often found in more long-hved
' '_;specles Instead, significant variations or reductxons in stock size can occur in as little as -
" one season. A dramatic reduction in stock size, were it to occur, would inflict potenhally g

' B devastatmg 1mpacts on 'what is economrcally the most important ﬁshery in'the Guif of
- . ‘Mexico. Yet, Draft Repoxt 2 includes no discussion of the impact such a potentlal .
(I ";_collapse woutd have on the ﬁshery, the ﬁshermen, or the coastal communities dependent :

"~ upon the ﬁshery ‘A simple réview of existing economic data regarding the economic . o s o
- value of the Gulf's shnmp ﬁshery would reveal the magmtude of the economic impact of e

»such a collapse ‘Such an analysis must be mcluded within Draft Report 2 1f the potenhal
economlc ramxficatlons of the Dead-Zone are to- be fully undcrstood TR




L The Reportnotes that SEAMAP data has not been analyzed SEAMAP isone ofthemost =~
;. extensive fishery databases in the Gulf. It would behoove the authors of Draft Report2t0 .. ..
- conduct a full analysis of this substantial database prior to issuance of their final report. It -
" is.quite possible that the SEAMAP data could provide answers to many questions -

: regardmg the ecological and econormc nnpacts of hypox1a that remaijn unanswered
: ‘MtbmtheDraftReport : .

‘ Draft Report 3: Flux and Sources of Numents m the Mlssmslppl-Atchafalaya Rrver : f-_', o

- Draﬂ Report 3 contains a thorough analyms of hrstoncal streamﬂow and water quahty e
~ data. Although p0551bly the most controversial of the reports, Draft Report 3 includes : an T

o analysis of all pertinent data and establishes conclusively that the states above the, . - el

-~ confluénce of the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers are the major contributors of nitrogento™ .. -7 - 7"
- the Mississippi River Basin and the Gulf. - The ﬁndmgs of Draft Report 3 are consistént .~ .

.. 'with the findings of the CAST Report. In fact, the percentages assigned within the two
. reports to the various sources of nitrogen are consistent. The CAST report notes’ that

. agriculture has been implicated in 60% of the assessmerits of river water quahty .
o degradanon in the United States. The Report in analyzmg the size of major mtrogen ;

- releases, also ¢oncluded that 55% of the nitrogen used or released to the basinis

' attributable to agricultural fertilizers; 26% from fixation by leguminous crops, 2% from -
_ human sewage and industry, 3% from nonagnculmral fertilizer use, and 15% from

" anthropogenic nitrogen deposition through precipitation.  The authors of the CAST . L

. -Report thus conclude, much like the authors of the CENR Draft Report, that "[a]lthough R

- 'may sources of nitrogen contribute to the problem, the sheer magnitude of Nusedin -+~
*-agriculture makes it hkely that the ma;onty of mcreased N transported by the Mssrssxppl SRR

o '-‘. IRrver is of agncultural ongm

B f _ N Draft Report 4 'Eﬂ'ects of Reducmg Nutrlent Loads to Surface Waters Wlthm the o

E * - Louisiana. The recommendations within that Report also seek to address significant - -
e e contributors of 1 mtrogen ‘through a ‘combination of wetland restoration; establishment of
T s ,:- -wetlands and npanan buffers as zones for demtnﬁcatlon and sequesu'atlon Of nutnents o

v M1ssxss1ppi River Basin and Gulf of Mexlco T R T P T AR
- Draft Re'p'ort,'S Reducmg Nutneut loads, especially nltrate-nitrogen, to surface IR
oo water, groundwater, and the Gulfof Mexico PR

" In general the ﬁndmgs and zecommendahons of Draft Reports 4 and 5 are accurate and SR \
' rreﬂect both in-depth anatysis and creative thinking; - Although initial reacuons from =
' some in the agricultural community ] have been negative, we believe thatthe - - . R

e recommendanons of Draft Report 5 reflect a creative, comprehensxve approaeh The R
~Draft Report addresses all possible contributors to mcrcased nitrogen levels to the Gulf, S

3 _mcludmg increases in nitrogen use, the rate of flow of water to the Gulf,. levymg, e e
' damming and channelmg of the Mississippi River, and the 10ss of wetlands in southern RN

o T el



s '~'I'he advantages of such an approach extends beyond the issue of mtrogen po]lunon

 providing the additional benefits of flood control, increased wildlife habitat, - B
R _detoxxﬁcatlon, erosion control and reduced sedimentation of water bodtes - objeenves T
" consistentt w1th other state and natxonal pohcy mmatlves . . N

o E We concur strongly thh the authors emphasxs on the need for strateglc placement of 3
* wetlands and riparian areas in the watersheds. To sucéessfully address the Dead Zone, e

, strategy implementation must target those areas that export high rates of mtrate-mu'ogen -

- ~'the aréas where they will do the most good. Random placement of wetland and riparian
- areas, while worthwh.ﬂe, will not aclneve the desu'ed result of slgmﬁcant reduction in

o mtrogen mputs to the Basm

" The recommended changes in farm pract:ces-the mtegmtlon of more perenmal crops

- reducing subsurface drainage, better timing of manure and fertilizer applications, and -

- nutrient accounting - are also praiseworthy. - “Most of these recommendanons, while’

'-freqmnng some adjus’nnents on the farmer's part, wﬂl likely work towards their (the Dol
-, farmers') long-term economic interests through more efficient use of nutrients, reducnon SRR
. of oﬁ'—farm mput costs and reduced pollutton hazards for well and pond water o

The authors also pomt out the nnportance of couplmg comprehenmve momtonng fo any
-program of nitrogen mmgatlon. It should be obvious that there is a need to monitor -

T _actions to see if they actually work and, if so, how well. Yet, historically needed -

- momtonng has oftén not occurred. Accordingly, it is essennal that the need for

. ‘-.":'_j momtonng be bzghhghted and not merely presmned

- We conéur w1th Draft Report 5's conelusmn that subsurface drmnage (txhng) isa -

.. significant contributor to and primary source of thh hitrate loads in the Corn Belt states.

" Inthe Midwest States there are about 50 million acres of intensively drained farmlands. -

. ~Most is dramed through the use- ofsubsurface tile. In fact, there has beena significant

- increase in tile drainage in recent years and it is likely that this trend will continue. In this . - )

S *area elevated levels of nitrat¢-nitrogen concentrations in dramage water will be Iostin** -~ -
e tile-drained soil regardless of fertilizer management practices. This tl:end wouid appear to -
- +.explain why, despite purported decreases in the use of fertilizers on corn, no s1gmﬁcant o

B decrease in nitrogen inputs to the stsws1pp1 River has been observed — the increase in .- '._ -

j-_"_tlle-dramed fields has potennaily offsét any reduction in fertilizer use. Yet, despite the
- -clear role that "tlhng plays in the levels of mtrogen entering the R.wer, Draft Report'5
- spends very Tittle time discussion management of these drainage systems. Moreover, -

x s - research mcommendahons listed in the DraftReport fail to identify the need for © -
- _"addmonal research on efforts to encourage producer adopnon of managed dramnge

Given the importance of thisi issue, more emphasis must be accorded w1thm the Fmal .,

) Report to recommendanons for management of t11e dmnage

. Draﬁ RCPOﬂ 5 also falls to acknowledge the use of COVET Crops as a means to. reduce S

"‘, L F-Tnltrate pollution.’ The use of non-legum,mous grasses as "catch crops” has long been a E

ey strathy for sequestenng soluble nun'lents and recyclmg them for subsequent crops




' Consrderable research has already been done on this techmque, much of it using cereal ,
~ rye and ryegrass--species adaptable throughout most of the MlSSlSSlppx RiverBasin, =
. Techniques for interseeding and overseeding these grasses have also been developed and

- there would be few barriers to implementation. In truth, cover cropping should, by now, -

- be well integrated into Best Management Practices for row crop productton ’

_Unfortunately, that change is also too slow i m conung n

L Fmally, Draﬁ Report 5i 1gnores the rcsults of studres that demonstrate the posmve nnpact
that whole farming systems - =-such as organic farming - can have on nitrogen pollution. -
Organic farming is an approach to agnmltmal production that replaces pesticides, soluble

fertilizers and monoculture with biodiversity, cultural practicés and inputs that are more S

-envrronmentally fnendly Recently pubhshed results of a 15-year study reveal that -
* nitrate leaching was 50% less under organic production systems than under the typlcal

- . conventional system Drinkwater, L.E. et al. "Legume-based cropping systems have . .

- reduced carbon and nitrogen losses,” Nature. Vol. 396 (19) pp. 262-265. (1998). Another

' . recent publication reports the large increases in nitfate leaehmg found when several

- Illinois farm fields were converted from diverse organic rotations and management to
- conventional corn and soybean production. Goldstein, W.A., ¢t al. " Impact of S
: agrrcultural management on nitrate concentrations in dramage waters _Amencan Joumal e

ofAlternatlve Agnculture Vol 13 (3) PP. 105-110 (1998)

o Draft Report 6 Evaluatlon of Eeonomlc Costs and Beneﬁts of Methods for
L : Redueing Nutnent Loads to the Gulf of Mexico S

L 'The MRP is concemed with the ﬁndtngs of Draft Report 6. As prevrously stated w1th
“regard to Draft Report 2, exlstmg studies do indicate that there is both an economic and

e ecological impact to the Gulf's resources as a result of the Dead Zone. The evaluation. L
- " attempted by Draft Report 6 cannot be oompleted until a full m-depth analysrs of those )

. rtrnpacts both economic and ecologmal are a.ssessed

L 'Addmonally, an analysm of the "beneﬁts of reducmg loads in the Mrssxssxppt Rlver

. Basin cannot be circumscribed only to those "benefits to the Gulf of Mexico". Nutrients .-
... are respons1h1e for sxgmﬂcant pollutlon problems throughout the Mississippi River Basm

. - and its tributaries. (See U.S. EPA, National Water Quahty Inventory (1994)). Reductton

of nitrogen will have benefits for these watersheds, as well as the Gulf. For examﬂe, R
‘national studies have found that the social benefits of decreasmg agricultural nonpoint . -
‘mutrient flux exceed private costs by a substantial margm “CAST Report, Chp. 6, p. 29.°

. (citing Prato, T. "Summary of MSEA Socroeconomrc Research” (unpubhshed report) .

* “Center for Agnculture Resource and Environmental Systems, Univ. of Missouri (1995))

- The economic and social benefits of nitrogen reduction for local communities throughout

~ the M1551351pp1 River Basin and its tributaries must be included within the analysrs of :
- "economlc beneﬁts of mtrogen reductton oontamed w1t111n the Flnal Report gt

_ Moreover, as prevrously dlseussed, the recommendattons of Draft Report 5 would have
,additional benefits beyond the reduction of nitrogen’ polhmon. For ‘example, restoranon

o of wetland and npanan areas have clear mphcanons for 1mprovement of 0verall water
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quality, mcréascd wildlife habxtat, and flood dé:hage reduction. These in turn créate :
additional ecological and economic ramifications. A full analysis must be made of ali of ..
the beneﬁts of the recommended action throughout the Mmswsxppl R.wer Basm

iz



