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The State of South Carolinav 2002 *J03(d) List 

Introduction 

The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (Department) developed this priority 
list of waterbodies pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and Federal Regulation 
40 CFR 130.7 last revised in 1992. The list identifies South Carolina waterbodies that do not currently meet 
State water quality standards after application of required controls for point and nonpoint source pollutants. 
Pollution severity and the classified uses of waterbodies were considered in determining priority ranking of 
the list. Use attainment determinations were made using water quality data collected from 1996 to 2000. 
The list will be used to target waterbodies for water quality improvement measures, including Total 
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). 

Over the past three decades, impacts from point sources to waterbodies have been substantially reduced 
through point source controls achieved via National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permits. Since 1990, steady progress in controlling nonpoint source impacts has also been made through 
implementation of South Carolina's Nonpoint Source Management Program. The continued expansion and 
promotion of these and other state and local water quality improvementprograms in conjunction with TMDL 
development and implementation is expected be effective in reducing the number of impaired waterbodies. 

In compliance with 40 CFR 25.4(c), the Department issued a public notice in regional newspapers March 8, 
2002 to ensure statewide notice of the Department's intent to update its list of impaired waterbodies. Public 
input was solicited. The notice included aperson to contact for information regarding the development ofthe 
list and asked for comments regarding the draft list and methodology. The notice allowed for a thirty nine 
day comment period in which to respond. The Department also provided notice to more than three hundred 
and fifty interested parties that included environmental groups, industries, private individuals, local 
governments, universities, research groups, other state agencies, and the EPA. The Department also posted 
the public notice and the draft list on its Internet website. A copy ofthe notice of availability ofthe draft list is.. 
pro;ided (Appendix A). 

Additional public input was solicited during public workshops conducted in locations within targeted basins 
during development of Watershed Water Quality Assessments. Since the 2000 listing cycle, the Department 
has held multiple workshops in the Pee Dee and Santee basins, and has held numerous public meetings in 
other basins that included discussions of impaired waterbodies and feedback from stakeholders. The 
workshop and other meetings are held in part to obtain public input on the 303(d) prioritization process and 
to solicit ideas for solutions from the public. Public participation in the .303(d) process will continue in 
accordance with the Department's watershed approach. 



Methodology for DelistingWaterbodies from the 2000 303(d) List 

The ~ e ~ a r t m e n treviewed the final 2000*303(d) list as the starting point for the development of the 2002 
303(d) list. All waterbodies on the 2000 '303(d) list were evaluated for appropriate inclusion on the 2002 
303(d) list as defined in40 CFR 130.2(j),and the August 27,1997, EPAGuidance Memorandum, N u 

Clarifvine.Guidance for State and Temtorv 303(d) Listine Decisions. 

As outlined in 40 CFR 130.7(b)(6)(iv) and the National Clarifvine Guidance, the Department prepared a list 
of .good cause*justifications for the differences between the 2000 and the 2002 303(d) lists. A compilation 
of waterbodies that were included on the 2000 .303(d) list, but not included on the 2002 '303(d) list is 
included below. Good cause for de-listing of waterbodies from the 2000- 303(d) list include the following: 1) 
the most recent data and information indicate that water quality standards are being met, 2) a TMDL has been 
developed and approved, and 3) the listing analysis conducted for the 2000 list contained errors (e.g., 
laboratory reporting error, QAIQC requirements not met, legal ruling). Any one or combination of these 
reasons may be used by the Department to de-list waters. 

Some waterbodies that were listed on the 2000 .303(d) list have been renamed or found to be in another 
watershed. These waterbodies appear on the 2002 303(d) list under the new name or appropriate watershed. 
Waterbodies listed for "BIO" (biological impairment cause unknown) on the 2000 list have been removed for 
BIO if a pollutant responsible for the impairment has been identified. These waterbodies remain on the list 
for that pollutant and TMDLs will be developed for the pollutant of concern. 

Waterbodies that appeared on the 2000 303(d) list that do not meet these justifications for good cause de-
listing remain on the 2002 n 303(d) List. 

Methodology for Listing: the South Carolina 2002 303(d) List 

In accordance with federal guidelines, the Department evaluated waterbodies identified as impaired for 
appropriate inclusion on the 2002 303(d) list. The Department uses a watershed approach, as encouraged in 
the August 8, 1997, EPA Guidance Memorandum: New Policies for Establishine and Imolementine Total 
Maximum Dailv Loads. to perform its permitting and water quality monitoring. This approach divides the 
state into five major river basin groups. Permitting and monitoring are performed according to a schedule that 
cycles through all basins in a five-year period. 

The Department has an extensive fixed ambient surface water-monitoring network throughout the State with 
more than 700 stations. The SCDHEC monitoring effort also includes 500 shellfish sanitation stations, 75 
aquatic macroinvertebrate stations, approximately 100 fish tissue stations, and selected phytoplankton 
stations. The cyclical nature of our permitting, monitoring, and data analysis results in a dynamic -303(d) list. 
As new waters are monitored, new impaired sites may be discovered which require listing. As a result of 
increased monitoring, more specific federal guidance, and changes in S.C. water quality standards, some 
waterbodies have been added to the 2002 *303(d) list. In compliance with water quality standards 
(Regulations R.61-68), waterbodies with standards excursions which are attributable solely to natural 
conditions are not included on the South Carolina's 303(d) list. 



South Carolina? 2002303(4 List 

The Department has considered the South Carolina Short List of waterbodies which was prepared in 1989 
pursuant to Section 304(1) ofthe CWA. This mane-time- 304(1) Short List identified waterbodies where the 
State did not expect applicable water quality standards to be achieved after technology-based requirements 
had been met due entirely or substantially to point source discharges of .307(a) toxics. The .304(1) Short 
List was considered as required, but not used for development of the 2002 '303(d) list since those water 
quality problems have already been addressed. If current data and information on water quality for the 
specific water bodies included on the 1989 '304(1) list ever indicate less than full support of uses, they will be 
included on the 303(d) list. 

Sources of Data and Information and Their Use 

For this listing cycle, the Department actively solicited data and information for the specific purpose of 
303(d) listing. The solicitation notice was published in an area wide newspaper and a copy ofthe notice was 

mailed to the same mailing list used for the *303(d) public notice of drafting mentioned above. The 
Department also placed the solicitation notice on its Internet website. A copy of the solicitation notice is 
provided (Appendix B). In response to this solicitation notice, the Department received three inquiries 
requesting further information on data needs and requirements. The Department considered data and 
information from these and other contributors. The entire list of contributors is given below. 

Multiple sources of information were used to compile the South Carolina2002 '303(d) list. The Department 
reviewed readily available data and information collected by the Department as well as from other sources, 
including that received through solicitation. For the 2002 303(d) list, the Department considered chemical, 
biological, and tissue data and information that had been obtained by the following: 

DHEC: Environmental Quality Control 

Water chemishy and biological data from over 700 surface water and sediment monitoring sites 
Approximately 500 shellfish growing monitoring sites 
Fish, oyster, and crab tissue monitoring data 
Stream macroinvertebrate assessments 
Lake water quality assessment data (-314) 
Environmental Surveillance Oversight Program (Savannah River Site) 
State Nonpoint Source Management Plan (. 319) 
.304(1) Short List 
State Shellfish Restoration Committee 
State Watershed Water Quality Assessments 
Special studies or general knowledge 

Other biological data 

Adler Biological Consulting 
Coastal Science Associates, Inc. 
E.T.T. Environmental, Inc. 
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
Shealy Environmental Services, Inc. 
South Carolina Public Service Authority (Santee Cooper) 
Swearingen Ecology Associates 



United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 

Other tissue data 

Georgia Department of Natural Resources .National Marine Fisheries Service 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
University of Texas 

Other chemical data 

United States Geological Survey 
South Carolina Public Service Authority (Santee Cooper) 
Haile Mining Company 
Breedlove Dennis Young and Associates, Inc. 

In order to ensure the validity and accuracy of data and information used, the Department developed an 
evaluation plan. The Department3 Quality Assurance Management Plan (QAMP) has been approved by the 
EPA as part of its requirements under Section 106of the CWA. All data and information sources used for the 
2002 303(d) list were reviewed in accordance with the QAMP. All data and information were readily 
accessible and met the Department's criteria for quality assurance. A checklist of QNQC considerations used 
by the Department can be found at: www.scdhec.net/water/oubs/aaac.v~. 

The following is a brief description of how the above data and information were used by the Department to 
make support determinations for aquatic life, recreation, and other designated uses. 

Determination of Attainment of Classified Uses 

Physical, chemical and biological data were evaluated, as described below, to determine if water quality 
met the water quality criteria established to protect the State classified uses defined in Regulation 61-68, 
Water ~lassificationsand Standards (www.loitr.st~te.sc.us/rer?s/2572.doc).To dstermine the approprint' 
classified uses and water quality criteria for specific waterbodies and locations, refer to Regulation 61-69,. -
Classified Waters, in conjunction with ~egulation61-68. These regulations are located onthe world wide 
web at: www.lvitr.state.sc.us/codere~s/chan61/61-tmThe use attainment decision process follows 
the basic approach set forth in the USEPA guidance for the preparation of state .305 (b) water quality 
assessments. 

Aauatic Life Use Suaaort 

One important goal of the Clean Water Act and State standards is to maintain the quality of surface waters 
to provide for the survival and propagation of a balanced indigenous aquatic community of fauna and 
flora. The degree to which aquatic life is protected (Aquatic Life Use Support) is assessed by comparing 
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important water quality characteristics, and the concentrations of potentially toxic pollutants to numeric 
criteria. 

Support of aquatic life uses is determined based on the percentage of numeric criteria excursions and, 
where data are available, the composition and fhnctional integrity of the biological community. Among 
the parameters assessed are: dissolved oxygen, pH, t ox ican t~ (~nor i t~  pollut&ts, heavy metals, chlorine, 
ammonia), nutrients, and turbidity. If the conclusion for any one parameter is that the criterion is not met, 
then it is concluded that aquatic life use is not supported and the waterbody is thus listed in this report. 

A number of waterbodies have been given waterbody-specific criteria for pH and dissolved oxygen, 
which reflect natural conditions. To determine the appropriate numeric criteria and classified uses for 
specific waterbodies and locations, please refer to Regulation 61-68, Water Classifications and Standards, 
and Regulation 61-69, Classified Waters. 

For DO and pH, if 10 percent or less of the samples contravene the appropriate criterion, then the criterion 
is said to be fully supported. A percentage of criterion excursions equal to or greater than 11% indicates 
impairment and results in inclusion on the current 303(d) list, unless excursions are due to natural 
conditions. Blackwater systems in the Sandhills and coastal plain are characterized by naturally low pH 
and dissolved oxygen concentrations, as are tidally influenced systems along the coast. 

For toxicants such as (heavy metals, priority pollutants, chlorine, ammonia), if the appropriate acute 
aquatic life criterion is exceeded more than once in five years, representing more than 10 % of the 
samples collected, the criterion is not supported. If the acute aquatic life criterion is exceeded more than 
once, but in less than or equal to 10 % of the samples, the criterion is considered partially supported but 
still listed. 

For turbidity in all waters, and for waters with numeric total phosphorus, total nitrogen, andlor 
chlorophyll-a criteria, if the appropriate criterion is exceeded in more that 25 percent of the samples, the 
criterion is not supported and the waterbody is listed. 

For aquatic life uses, the goal of the standards is the protection of a balanced indigenous aquatic 
community. Therefore, biological data is the ultimate deciding factor, regardless of chemical conditions. 
If biological data indicated a healthy, balanced community, the use is considered supported even if 
chemical parameters do not meet all applicable criteria. 

Macroinvertebrate community assessment data are used to directly determine aquatic life use support. 
Aquatic and semi-aquatic macroinvertebrates are identified to the lowest practical taxonomic level 
depending on the condition and maturity of specimens collected. The EPT Index (Ephemeroptera, 
Plecoptera, Trichoptera) and the North Carolina Biotic Index (BI) are the main indices used in analyzing 
macroinvertebrate data. 

Recreational Use S u ~ ~ o r t  

The degree to which the swimmable goal of the Clean Water Act is attained (Recreational Use Support) is 
based on the frequency of fecal coliform bacteria excursions. Standards for primary contact recreation 
were derived from public health data that estimate the potential risks to humans of contracting water 
borne illnesses after swimming due to exposure to pathogens. For fecal coliform bacteria, an excursion is 
an occurrence of a concentration greater than 400/100 ml for all Classes. If 10 percent or less of the 



samples are greater than 400/100 ml then recreational uses are said to be fully supported. A percentage of 
criteria excursions of 11% or greater indicates impairment of recreational uses and the waterbody is listed. 

Fish/shellfish consumption use support is determined by the occurrence of advisories or bans on human 
consumption or harvesting for a given waterbody or shellfish harvesting area. For the support of 
consumption uses, an advisory which prohibits, restricts or places harvesting conditions for fish andlor 
shellfish consumption or harvesting indicates nonsupport of uses. 

Note: Fish consumption advisories are updated annually in March. For background information and the most 
up-to-date advisories please visit the DHEC Bureau of Water webpage at http://www.scdhec.net/water/ and. -
ciick on "~dvisories'beneath the Water Program Index. 

A more detailed discussion of DHEC's use attainment determination methodology is contained in 
Appendix C. 

Methodology for Priority Ranking 

The ~ e ~ a r t m e n tutilized a point system for prioritizing the waterbodies on the South Carolina. 303(d) list. 
This approach is based on an evaluation of data and information by the watershed managers and other staff 
within the Department. This process ranks waterbodies based on the severity of the water quality impairment 
and the impaired use of the waterbody. The process involves an evaluation of each waterbody for all of the 
following factors: potential impacts to endangered species, the severity of the pollution, the uses of the water 
bodies, public support, and for waterbodies impaired by fecal coliform bacteria, the potential for primary 
contact recreation (swimming). Staff assigned numeric values for each factor. Points were totaled separately 
for each pollutant listed at a site. Based on the total numeric score, each impaired waterbody was given a 
priority ranking of 1,2, or 3 with 1 being highest priority. 

Aquatic Endangered Species: 
Species present and potentially adversely affected by pollutant (2 points) 

Severity of Pollution: 
Nonsupport of classified use (2 points) 

Classification: 
Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW) or Trout Waters (TN) (2 points) 
TPGT, TPT, or SFH (1 point) 

Public Support: 
High (2 points) 
Some (1 point) 

Likely Primary Contact Recreational Use (for impairment by fecal coliform bacteria): 
Yes (1 point) 
NoAJnknown (no points) 

Waterbodies listed for fish consumption were assigned a priority ranking based on the degree of restriction 
and coverage of the advisory. Waterbodies in which "Do not eat any" was advised for at least one species 
received highest priority. Waterbodies in which limited weekly consumption was advised were listed with a 
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lower priority. Waterbodies listed for shellfish consumption were assigned a priority ranking based on 
recommendations of the State Shellfish Restoration Committee. 

TMDL Development: Methodology for Targeting Impaired Waterbodies 

The 303(d) list serves to identify those sites that need additional management actions to meet water quality 
standards. TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load) development is o m  way in which the Clean Water Act 303 
(d)(l)(C) intended to promote these management actions. TMDLs will be developed for all .303(d) listed 
sites. 

A TMDL is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still meet 
water quality standards. It is the sum ofthe allowable loads of a given pollutant from all contributing point 
and nonpoint sources. It also incorporates a margin of safety and consideration of seasonal variation. The 
TMDL document specifies the level of pollutant reductions needed for use attainment, and management 
recommendations for achieving these reductions. Targeting for TMDL development of the priority ranked 
waterbodies is necessary to focus limited technical and monetary resources. TMDLs targeted for completion 
over the next two years were based on the following factors: 

Priority ranking in the .303(d) list 
Adequacy of existing and readily available data and information for TMDL development 
Adequacy of existing technical tools for TMDL development 
Hydrologic connection, allowing 'nestingar 'bundling-of TMDLs 
Identified funding or cooperators 
Degree of public interest and support for improvement of the waterbody 
Ongoing activities and water quality related initiatives in the watershed 
Recreational, economic, and aesthetic importance 
Other national and Departmental priorities and policies 

In cooperation with EPA Region IV, SC DHEC Bureau of Water is developing TMDLs. At the time of 
publication of this list, thirty five TMDLs have been approved by EPA in South Carolina. A list of these 
approved TMDLs is found in Appendix D. An updated listing of approved and draft TMDLs can be found at 
DHEC's TMDL web page: htto://www.scdhec.neUwater/htmVtmdl.htmI.These TMDLs have been 
incorporated into The Department's Continuous Planning Process as required under The Clean Water Act. A 
program for accelerated TMDL development is currently underway. DHEC Watershed Program staff have 
initiated a process for implementation of approved TMDLs. 
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The List 

The South Carolina 2002 .303(d) list is the first attachment. Waterbodies are listed by point locations; 
however, the impairment is considered to extend for some distance upstream andfor downstream of the point 
location listed. The Department will determine the extent of the impairment of the waterbodies during TMDL 
development. 

Waterbodies targeted for completion in the next two years are noted by an asterisk (*)on the list. The column 
headings included on the South Carolina 2002 303(d) list refer to the following: 

Waterbody -Waters of the State. 

Impaired Site - Brief description of the location of the impaired waterbodies. 

Station Number -The Department- station code where samples were collected. 

Basin -One of eight major basins contained in the State. 

County - County in which sampling site is located. 

Hydrologic Unit - Sub-basin unit in which the water body is located. 

Impaired Use - Use support impairment for aquatic life andfor recreational uses. 

Recreational Use (Swimming): REC 
Fish Consumption: FSH CON 
Shellfish Harvesting: SFH 
Aquatic Life Use: AL 

Cause - Pollutant(s) that resulted in nonsupport of the uses listed. The parameters are denoted as 
follows: 

Cesium: CS Macroinvertebrate: BIO 
Chromium: CR Mercury: HG 
Copper: CU Phosphorus: P 
Dissolved Oxygen: DO Polychlorinated Biphenyls: PCB 
Fecal Coliform Bacteria: FC Strontium: SR 
Hydrogen Ion Concentration: PH Zinc: ZN 
Lead: PB 

Priority -Ranking assigned to the site. 

Area Description - Shellfish harvesting area 

Acres -Acreage of impaired shellfish harvesting waters associated with the site. 
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AQUATIC LIFE AND RECREATIONAL USE IMPAIRMENTS 


LISTED ALPHABETICALLY 


'INDICATES TMDL SCHEDULED FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 2 YEARS 10 
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AQUATIC LIFE AND RECREATIONAL USE IMPAIRMENTS 


INDICATES TMDL SCHEDULED FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 2 YEARS 11 
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AQUATIC LIFE AND RECREATIONAL USE IMPAIRMENTS 


INDICATES TMDL SCHEDULED FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 2 YEARS 12 




'INDICATES TMDL SCHEDULED FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 2 YEARS 13 



INDICATES TMDL SCHEDULED FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 2 M A R S  14 
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AaUATIC LIFE AND RECREATIONAL USE IYPAIRYENTS 


.INDICATES TMDL SCHEDULED FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 2 YEARS 15 




'INDICATES TMDL SCHEDULED FOR DMLOPMENT WTHIN 2 YEARS 16 
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AQUATIC LIFE AND RECREATIONAL USE IMPAIRMENTS 
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AQUATIC LIFE AND RECREATIONAL USE IMPAIRMENTS 


LISTED ALPHABETICALLY 


WATEREE RIVER 

'INDICATES TMDL SCHEDULED FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 2 YEARS 
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FISH CONSUMPTION USE 


LISTED ALPHABETICALLY 
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FISH CONSUMPTION USE 


LISTED ALPHABETICALLY 


I I 

'DATA PROVIDED COURTESY OF THE GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

I 
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SHELLFISH HARYESTING USE 

LISTEDBY DESCRIPTION 
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SHELLFISH HARVESTING USE 




SC 2000 101(d) LISTED SITES NOT INCLUDED ON TNE ZOO2 lOl(d) LIST 

A W C  INlFXXASTbL WATER 



sc 2000 M3(d) USTED SITES NOT INCLUDED ON THE 2002 =(dl LIST 



SC 2000 303[d] USTED SITES NOT INCLUDED ON THE 2002 303(d) LIST 

UI(E MOULTRIE 

LAKf MURRAY 

NORTH FORKOFTHE EOISTO RNER 

REEDY R M R  

ROCKYCREEU 

SALUMRNER 



SC 2000 30316) LISTED SITES NOT INCLUDED ON THE 2002 30516) LIST 

UNNAJAEDCREEKFROMGSY 

NNAJAEDTRlB 




