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Enclosed, at long last, is the briefing paper I 

promised you on the Utility Water Act Group's views about 
the use of mass limitations in steam-electric NPD~S permits. 

As you can see, we urge you to issue an interpretive 
mem6randu.Ttl construing the steam electric guidelines to require 

only the _use of concentration limits in NPDES permits. We 
believe that th~s will accomplish your regulatory objectives 

directly and simply, with little or no risk to the Agency, 

and will save both perm.it writers and· the reguLated utilities 

vast amounts of valuable time and energy as NPDES permits 
are issued~ 

Alternatively, we urge that you construe the guide­
lines to require.only the use of "flexible" mass limitations, 

set by use of permit language similar to that now used in the 
guidelines. 
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We strongly urge you not to·interpret the steam 
electric guidelines to require use of fixed, numerical 
mass limitations, because_of the extreme complexities 
and administrative burdens which such a requirement 

-would impose on permit issuers and regulated utilities 
alike, with little or no tangible environmental benefits. 

We would like to have an opportunity to sit down 
with you and your staff to discuss these issues. Please 
let us know whether you.need any further information 
from us, and whether such a meeting can be had. 

Thank you.for your assistance. 

65/755. 
Enclosures 
cc: Alan W. Eckert 

Bruce M. Diamond 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
Tur~er T.· Smith, Jr. 
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Introduction 

The Utility Water Act Group (UWAG)l/ submits this 

briefing paper to address three important questions relating to 

the use of mass limits in utility industry NPDES permits. 

These questions are: 

(1) Whether EPA's rules ·reauire fixed numerical mass 

limits to be imposed in steam electric power plant NPDES per-

mits (hereafter "utility permits"). 

(2) If not, whether such fixed numerical mass limits 

should.be imposed in those permits. 

(3) If such limits are imposed, what wastestream flows 

should be used in their calculation (and thus what: implicit 

wastestream flow,restrictions are to be imposed in permits). 

These questions arise because some NPDES permit issuers 

argue that technology-based effluent limitations for steam 

electric power plant discharges must contain fixed, numerical 

1/ UWAG is an ad hoc group of 81 electric utility systems 
that own and operate more than half the nation's generating 
capacity. The Edison Electric Institute and the National Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association are also members. UWAG was 
formed to represent its members' interest in matters relating 
to regulation under the Clean Water Act. 
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limits on the mass of pollutants discharged, rather than (or in 

addition to) limitations on the concentrations of pollutants in 

effluents.~/ Furthermore, these permit issuers have., in some 

instances~ proposed to use inappropriate values for wastestrearn 

flows (~, long-term average wastestream flows or historical 

maximum f.lows) when calculating such mass limits for certain of 

the affected wastestreams. 

Executive Summary 

As discussed below, use of fixed numerical mass limita-

tions in steam electric permits is not required by EPA's rules. ~ 

And any such use (1) cannot properly accommodate the complex 

flow variability of utility wastestreams, (2) risks improperly 

constraining electrical production capability and thus utility 

system electrical reliability, and (3) is a needlessly awkward 

and complicated method of making and implementing the basic 
.· 

regulatory decisions on control technology at steam electric 

power plants. Regulation by concentration, not mass, or at 

least by flexible mass limits of the "guidelines" sort outlined 

below, is far simpler, more direct, and better serves the ends 

of regulatory reform. . l 

2/ See Attachment A, a draft "Rationale for Objection" deliv­
ered to Duke Power Company by the State of South Carolina, and 
which apparently originated in EPA Region IV (hereafter Region 
IV Rationale). 

-
-5-



'l r 

For these reasons, UWAG urges EPA to abandon efforts to 

use fixed numerical mass limitations in utility permits. EPA 

should regulate power plants solely by concentration. EPA 

headquarters should produce a guidance memorandum for the 

reqions and the states that interprets its steam electric guide-

lines to this effect. 

If mass limits are used at all, they should be flexible 

(as opposed to fixed numerical) limits, tracking the language 

in the Agency's own present and proposed steam electric guide-

lines. If inflexible fixed numerical mass limits are imposed 

in permits, the wastestream flows used to calculate them must 

be based .on maximum anticipated flows during the permit term, 

so as to account fully for anticipated wastestream flow varia-

bility and to prevent interference with plant operating capa-

bility and electric system reliability. In the ut~lity indus-

try, such maximum flows must be measured by design (or "as 

built") flows and, where precipitation-related flows are in-

volved, by conservative estimates of runoff (~, including 

use of 10-year, 24-hour rainfall events). 

-6-
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Discussion 

A steam electric plant contains both continuous and 

intermittent wastestreams that are extremely variable in flow. 

Depending upon the particular plant, these wastestreams are 

combined for treatment in ash or other centralized treatment 

ponds prior to discharge, (hereafter referred to as combined 

treatment ash ponds}, a practice encouraged by EPA's 1980 

Development Document.~/ The particular combinations are accom-

plished in many different configurations~/ and the flow-through 

~/ EPA's proposed effluent limitations guidelines for elec­
tric power plants identify eight separate wastestreams: 

1. Once-through cooling water 
2. Cooling tower blowdown 
3. Fly a~h transport water 
4. Bottom ash transport water 
5. Low volume wastes 
6. Metal cleaning wastes 
7. Boiler blowdown 
8. Area runoff 

45 Fed. Reg. 68328, col. 3 (Oct. 14, 1980). (To this might be 
added sanitary sewage, a small, intermittent flow that is 
essentially de minimis for the purposes of this paper.) When 
speaking of "combined streams" hereafter, once-through coolfng 
water is ignored since it is normally discharged separately, 
directly to navigable waters, and thus is not normally involved 
in combined streams calc;ulations. While oil-fired, gas-fired 
and nuclear plants do ndt have all of these wast~streams a~~ do 
not normally combine wastestreams in ash ponds, they do some­
times combine wastestrearns before or after treatment. The 
principles discussed in this paper also apply to them. 

4/ See Appendix A for typical configurations. 
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characteristics of the treatment ponds themselves are extremely 

variable and complex. Thus, variability in the wastestreams 

ultimately discharged to navigable waters arises from multiple 

and complex causes. Many of these causes (like precipitation 

events) are not within the permittee's control. Others {like 

electric system demand) are virtually independent of the per~ 

mittee's control--at least in the short-term and at the plant 
: 

level. 

These two fundamental and inescapable facts--complex 

flows and electric reliability requirements--directly govern 

the wisdom, practicability, and legality of attempting to 

impose fixed, numerical mass limits in utility permits. 

I. EPA's Rules Do Not Reauire Fixed Numerical 
Mass Limits For Electric Power Plants. 

EPA's Consolidated Permit Regulations, 40 C.F.R. 

§ 122.63(f), provide that all NPDES permits are to have mass 

limitations except {among other cases) "[w]hen applicable stan-

dards and limitations are expressed in terms of other units of 

me a sur em en t . " 40 C . F . R. § 12 2 . 6 3 ( f ) { 1 ) ( i i ) ( 19 81 ) . The steam 

_electric guidelines, re9ognizing the unique char-acteristics of 

the utility industry, are "expressed in terms of other 

units."~/ They provide fixed, numerical limits only for 

5/ The "other units" referred to are obviously not limited to 
iuch parameters as·"pH, temperature, radiation, or other 

(footnote cont'd) 
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pollutant concentrations.~/ 

It is true that these guidelines speak of limiting the 

"quantity" of pollutants discharged, but in reality they do not 

regulate or limit quantity at all. They specify only concen­

trations, and require that the quantity of pollutants not 

exceed the specified concentration multiplied by the "flow."1/ 

~ince they do .not contain any fixed, numerical limits on 

maximum allowable flows, they do not limit flow.~ 

(footnote cont'd) 

pollutants which cannot appropriately be expressed by mass," 
since these are the subject of a separate exception. 40 C.F.R. 
§ 122.63(f){1)(i) (1981). 

§I For example, the BPT limits for low volume waste sources 
are structured as follows: 

The quantity of pollutants discharged 
from low volume waste sources shall not 
exceed the quantity determined by multi­
plying the flow of low volume waste 
sources times the concentration listed 
in the following table: 

Effluent 
characteristic 

Maximum 
for any 

1 day (mg/1) 

Average of daily 
values for 30 

consecutive days 
shall not exceed--(rng/i) 

TSS 100 30 

Oil and Grease 15 

40 C.F.R. § 423.12(b)(3) (1981). 

11 By definition, concentration (mass per volume) multiplied 
by flow {volume per time) equals quantity per unit of time. 

8/ One a£ EPA's own contractors concurs, observing that the 
effluent guidelines for the steam electric industry "establish 

(footnote cont'd) 

-9-
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The 1980 proposed guidelines for the industry also 

express the actual limitations only in units of concentration. 

See 45 Fed. Reg. 68328-56 (Oct. 14, 1980). And the preamble to 

these proposed rules speaks in terms of concentrations. See 45 

Fed. Reg. 68334-39 (Oct. 14, 1980). 

In addition to the-"expressed in terms of other units" 

~xception, there is another exception from the requirement for 

use of mass limits that applies to most utility permits. It 

applies where (1) case-by-case limits are set and (2) "lirnita-

tions expressed in terms of mass are infeasible because the 

mass of the pollutant discharged cannot be related to a measure 

of operation ... and permit conditions ensure that dilution 

will not be used as a substitute for treatment." 40 C.F.R. 

§ 122.63(f)(l)(iii) (1981). As for this exception's first re-

guirement, the steam electric guidelines govern on~y individual 

wastestreams. Yet, as already noted, these wastestrearns are 

usually combined into combined treatment ash ponds. They are 

(footnote cont'd) 

only (pollutant] concen-tration requirements," tnere being· no 
"flow restrictions," that the "guidelines for [the ore and coal 
mining and steam electric utility industries] ... require 
NPDES permits to be based on concentrations only," and that 
they contain "concentrations without a corresponding implicit 
flow limitation.~ Booz, Allen & Hamilton, The Water Bubble 
Concept as an Alternative Effluent Limitations Approach, at 
B-9, 8, (Nov. 25, 1980) . 

.. 
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"internal" wastestreams in these cases and the guidelines do 

not and could not apply to them. Thus, ash pond limits must be 

set case-by-case for combined treatment ash ponds. As for the 

exception's second requirement, EPA has already determined, in 

the context of the Agency's § 122.63(b) "actual production" 

rules, that the steam electric industry's wastestrearn flows, 

~nd thus its mass discharges, are not "based on production (or 

other measure of operation)."2/ As a result, they "cannot be 

related to a measure of operation", and the exception applies 

to combined treatment ash ponds. 

In short, the current effluent limitations guidelines 

and those more recently proposed do not limit mass discharges 

in the electric power industry. First, they impose no fixed 

numerical limit on flow, and thus none on mass. And second, 

the case-by-case combined treatment ash pond limit~ that must 

normal!~ be imposed in utility permits need not use mass limits 

because utility mass discharges "cannot be related to a measure 

of operation." 

9/ Thus, the "actual production" rules do not apply to the 
steam electric industry. See Attachment B, letter from Alan 
Eckert, Acting Senior Litigator, EPA, to Turner T. Smith, Jr., 
dated September 29, 1981. 

-11-
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II. Mass Limits Should Not Be 
Recruired In Power Plant Permits 

Fixed numerical mass limits set in guidelines or per-

mits necessarily impose implicit flow restrictions at whatever 

are the allowable pollutant concentration levels.10/ These 

flow restrictions impose intolerable rigidity in utility per-

~its. 

Masses and flows cannot legally be limited unless some 

flexible method of taking power plant flow variability into 

account is found. See Ass'n of ·Pac. Fisheries v. EPA, 615 F.2d 

794, 814 (9th Cir. 1980); Marathon Oil Corp. v. EPA, 564 F.2d 

1253, 1269-70 (9th Cir. 1977); FMC Corp. v. Train, 539 F.2d 

973, 980-81 (4th Cir. 1976). The method chosen must allow 

electric utility industry dischargers enough flow to fulfill 

all the necessary plant functions so as to supply the public 

with reliable electric service. One could not set the limit at 

the maximum historical flow ever experienced, let alone the 

long-term historical average flow, because a coincidence of 

worst-case events in the future might cause all or most of the 

plant's internal flows to peak at:the same time and set an 

10/ At flows above those amounts, the fixed mass limits in the 
permit would be violated even if the control technology in­
stalled was achieving the pollutant concentrations specified in 
the guidelines. 
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all-time flow record at a time when full plant operating 

capability was needed. A power plant might need, for example, 

to operate at peak capacity on high-ash coal during a record 

wet period. 

As will be shown below, fixed numerical mass limits, 

set at the time the permit is issued, are simply too inflexible 

~ regulatory tool to cope successfully with the flow 

variability conditions and the electrical reliability irnpera-

tives of the steam electric industry. The difficulty of their 

use increases geometrically when the complexities of combined ~ 

wastestreams, net limits, and recycle and reuse of wastestrearns 

are considered. Other simpler regulatory solutions must be 

sought.11/ 

1. Power Plant Wastestream Flow Variability. 

Flows in individual power plant wastestre~s vary 

widely from day to day and from month to month. These wastes-

treams are of three different types; some of them are contin-

uous but fluctuating over time; others are intermittent; and 

still others vary with rainfall. Metal cleaning waste flow, 

for example, may occur for two or', three days only once every 

11/ This is precisely the conclusion EPA's own Region VI 
came to in the cqrnments it submitted on the Agency's proposed 
steam electric guidelines. See Attachment C. 

-13-
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year or two when the boilers are chemically cleaned. Bottom 

and fly ash sluice water flows vary according to the ash 

content of the coal being burned, more water being required for 

higher-ash coal. In addition, those flows may have to continue 

even when the plant is shut down, since the TSS in ash 
-

transport water may settle in plant tubes and cause severe op-

~rating problems if a constant flow of ash transport water is 

not maintained. Substantial quantities of demineralized water 

are often used when a plant resumes operation after being 

shut-down, thus producing large flows of demineralizer wastes, 

despite relatively low plant loads at the time. The volume of 

cooling tower blowdown depends on the level of dissolved solids 

in the plant intake water. Cooling water flow varies to some 

extent with generating output, though a plant may require large 

flows at no output when it is. on "spinning reserve.," and 

nuclear_units require cooling water to remove decay heat even 

when they are shut down. Rainfall-related flows, of course, 

depend on the vagaries of the weather. The volume of coal pile 

runoff, for example, will be zero in dry weather and quite 

large during heavy rainstorms. 

Flows from combined treatment ash ponds. are equally 

complex and variable. Such variability mirrors, to some 

extent, the variability in the larger individual wastestreams 

-14-
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that flow into the ash pond. But pond retention times vary 

widely (from a few hours to 100 days or more) with the size and 

configuration of the pond. And long retention times smooth out 

individual cons~ituent wastestream flow variability. In addi­

tion, weather conditions such as precipitation (both that which 

falls directly on a large ash pond and that which falls on its 

9rainage basin) and wind (which can pile water up on one side 

or other of a large ash pond) affect ash pond flows. And in 

any case, flow through the pond itself is normally 

non-uniform--sometimes good mixing of all streams occurs, some-

times laminated flows occur, and in some ponds plug-type flows 

can occur. All three types of flows might occur in the same 

ash pond under different operating or weather conditions. The 

variability characteristics of flow and concentration at the 

ash pond outfall may therefore.bear little relation to the var-

iability.of these parameters in the influent streams. Peaks 

and valleys of the influent streams may be damped, but new 

peaks and valleys related to precipitation, other weather con-

ditions, and ash pond flow-through characteristics are intro-

duced. 

In short, unlike many industries in which wastestream 

flow variability is the result of variability in a single fac-

tor like production,12/ the electric utility industry, like the 

12/ See.~O C.F.R. Part 420 (1981) (Iron and Steel 
Manufacturing Point Source Category). 
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coal industry,13/ has no such single parameter indicative of 

flow. 

Thus, any mass limits imposed in utility permits would 

have to be flow-based. Yet fixed numerical mass limits of the 

sort employed in permits for other industries would be ex-

tremely difficult, if not impossible, to properly derive and 

~mplement in these complex and variable flow regimes. Many 

intermittent utility wastestreams, for example, are generated 
. . 

by discrete washing or cleaning events. Fixed mass limits are 

wholly inappropriate there, since the amount of flow (and thus ~ 

of mass) is determined by the needs of the particular cleaning 

or washing operation, and will vary with the operating condi-

tions of the plant and the time since the last cleaning or 

washing.14/ Fixed mass limits are also largely infeasible 

where the wastestream flow is·strongly influenced ~y rainfall 

or other precipitation related runoff, as EPA itself has recog-

nized by using concentration limits in the coal industry guide-

lines. Yet discharges from large utility industry ash ponds 

are strongly affected by precipitation events in terms of both 

13/ 40 C.F.R. Part 434 (1981) (concentration-based regula­
tions). 

14/ This appear~ to be conceded even by Region IVe Region IV 
Rationale -at 1. 

-16-



.. r 

flow and mass. Finally, as noted below, all of these 

difficulties are greatly exacerbated by utility system electri­

cal reliability requirements and by combined treatment and dis-

charge. 

2. The Imperatives of Electric 
System Reliability. 

Any flow restrictions imposed in utility permits must 

allow full use of the power plant in question during the permit 

terrn.15/ Electric utilities, unique among the industries sub-

ject to effluent limitations guidelines, are required under 

state law to supply their product to the public when and to the 

extent the public demands it. And the product cannot practica-

bly be stored. When system electrical demand fluctuates, power 

plant production must fluctuate right along with it. When that 

de~and peaks, power plant production must also be sapable of 

peaking.16/ Flow restrictions imposed as part of the 

15/ Whether or not the Agency could impose de facto limits.on 
plant operating levels when implementing water quality stan-. 
dards, it is clear that it cannot do so when setting 
technology-based limits. In the latter case, the level of 
plant operation is irrevelant to and cannot be constrained by, 
~~ the BAT decision. 

16/ In fact, the turbine control valves which limit the steam 
flow to the turbine and thus regulate the electric power pro­
duction at many ppwer plants operate automatically, in response 
to micro-wave communications from a central computer in the 
company's electrical system control room. This computer con­
tinuously operates the system's generating plants in the most 

(footnote cont'd) 
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technology-based standards, if imposed at all, must never be so 

low as to interfere with plant operation or maintenance17/ and 

impair the reliability of electric service. In short, a steam 

electric power plant must always be available to generate 

needed electricity at its full capability. 

3. Combined Wastestreams--The 
Straw That Breaks The Camel's Back. 

Use of fixed, numerical mass limits would be irnpracti-

cable for the reasons just set out, even if the various utility 

industry wastestreams for which limits are set in the steam 

electric guidelines could normally be directly and individually 

regulated. But they cannot be individually regulated, in any 

case, in most utility situations. Combined wastestrearns and 

centralized treatment are typical in the utility industry. 

Trying to apply fix~d numerical mass limits in this context in 

a legally defensible and administratively practicable way is 

(footnote cont'd) 

efficient mode in order to respond instantaneously to power needs in the company's interconnected regional electrical 
network. 

17/ A flow restriction lower than the plant's actual needs might, for example, restrict the removal of ash so that peak generating capacity could not be achieved or might prevent the operator from cleaning ~he boi~ers. And operational needs at one plant are often governed by sudden unscheduled outages for repair or maintenance at another plant. 

-18-



even more complex than doing so to separate 

wastestreams--indeed, it is virtually infeasible to do so in 

any rigorous sort of way. 

a. EPA's steam electric guidelines 
require use of a combined wastestream rule. 

EPA's steam electric guidelines separately regulate a 

~umber of typical power plant wastestreams. Most of these was-

testreams, however, are normally not discharged separately to 

navigable waters. They are, as. already noted, usually combined 

for treatment in many different, complex configurations. 

Because the guidelines are written only to apply to individual 

wastestreams, they do not contain specific limitations for the 

utility industry's most frequent type of discharge to navigable 

waters--the discharge from combined treatment ash ponds. 

EPA encourages the use of centralized treatment. As 

EPA's 1980 Stearn Electric Development Document says: 

"Consolidation of wastestreams to a 
centralized treatment system is per­
mitted and encouraged." (Dev. Doc. at 
470): 

And the Agency has been of this view all along. The 1974 

Preamble to the steam electric guidelines says: 

. -

It is also recognized by EPA that, due 
to the economies of scale, combining 
similar waste streams for treatment to 

-19-
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remove the same pollutants is 
generally less costly than separate 
treatment of these waste streams. 
The employment of cost saving alterna­
tives in meeting the effluent limita­
tions should not be discouraged. 39 
Fed. Reg. 36196 (Oct. 8, 1974). 

The Agency can take one of two approaches to regulating 

combined wastestrearns. In the first, it directly regulates the 

combined wastestream corning from centralized treatment systems 

(~, most utility industry ash ponds), subcategorizing the 

industry as necessary in order to develop numerical guidelines 

limitations for the different types of combined treatment dis-

charges within a given industry. These combined treatment dis-

charge types may vary both because different wastestreams are 

combined and because different treatment technologies are em-

ployed. The technology-based standard chosen for each subcate­

gory of combined treatment would directly reflect ·the treatment 

characteristics, capabilities, and costs of that type of com-

bined treatment. This alternative is the simpler and more 

straightforward ·one. The Agency did not, however, adopt it in 

the case of the steam electric industry. 

In the second approach, which it did use for the util-

i.tY industry, EPA sets effluent limitations guidelines for one 

or more of the cpnstituent wastestreams of a combined 

wastestream discharge, as if each were discharged separately. 

-20-
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The Agency then provides a separate "combined wastestream rule" 

that governs how limitations are to be set for that stream when 

it is combined with other regulated or unregulated streams18/ 

for treatment prior to discharge. When applied at the time of 

permit issuance, the combined wastestream rule has the effect 

of establishing effluent limitations for the first time for the 

~nregulated streams, since it determines an allowable limita-

tion for the whole combined wastestream discharge, including 

both the "regulated" and the previously unregulated streams. 

This was done in the case of the utility industry by providing 

a combined wastestream rule in the steam electric industry gui-

delines.l9/ This rule calculates an appropriate effluent limi­

tation for the combined stream discharge by summing allowable 

contributions from each individual wastestream combined into 

the ash pond. For the reasons already noted the s~eam electric 

effluent guidelines cannot actually be applied, in most cases, 

without ~e use of this combined wastestream rule. 

18/ As used here, the term "regulated streams" means a 
wastestream for which the applicable guidelines provide a limit 
for the pollutant in question when the stream is separately 
discharged directly to navigable waters. The term "unregulated 
stream" means a wastestream which the applicable guideline does 
not regulate at all or for which the guideline imposes no limit 
for the pollutant in question. For example, low volume wastes 
is a "regulated" stream for TSS but an "unregulated" stream for 
iron. Area run-off other ~han from coal piles is an unregula­
ted stream-for all pollutants. 

-
19/ E.G., 40 C.F.R. § 423.12(b)(10) {1981). 
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·. b. EPA's combined wastestream rule is almost impossible to apply rigorously to the utility situation, particularly since many utility wastestreams are intermittent, precipitation events must be considered, net limits are frequently needed, and recycle of certain wastestreams is sometines employed. 

To set a precise fixed numerical combined treatment 
mass limit by summing up the allowable mass limits for the con-
tributing wastestrearns, one must know the discharge flows for 
the variety of different wastestreams of different characteris-
tics, volume, and timing which move through the ash pond in 
non-uniform ways and times. One would determine the flow of 
each separate wastestream, make allowance for the transit time 
of the stream to the ash pond discharge point, and add up the 
mass units allocable to each stream as it passes that point. 

In practice, however, it will often be difficult and 
costly to determine the flows of the separate streams, because 
their flow is not monitored in most plants. In addition, each 
of the constituent wastestream flows is highly variable. For 
the reasons indicated earlier, the flows assigned to each would 
have to be high enough to "bound" ,such variability. Design 
flows would have to be used in the utility industry, since 
there are virtually no adequate historical flow records for 
these inte·rnal streams. 

-22-
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Further complications ensue since many of these 

wastestreams are intermittent. The full allowable mass for 

each would either have to be included in the allowable limits 

at all times, or complex "building block" mass limits would 

have to be devised that ap~lied different increments of allowa­

ble mass depending upon which intermittent streams were in op-

eration. And knowledge of the transit time through the ash 

pond would be necessary to set the duration of the increments 

for the intermittant streams. 

Another difficulty is that rainfall and other precipi-

tation induced runoff constitutes, at certain times, a substan-

tial portion of the total flow through many ash ponds, particu-

larly those with large drainage areas. These precipitation 

flows are, of course, intermittent, but they occur randomly. 

The volume of runoff can vary dramatically, even within the 

same drainage area, depending upon weather factors such as 

whether the ground is frozen. Furthermore, any "wet weather" 

increment devised for supplementing "dry weather" mass limits 

from the combined wastetreatment facility would again raise the 

transit ti:ne question, since the "wet weather".increments would 
~ ~ 

have to apply for a sufficient period of time to cover the 

precipitation-induced increase in ash pond discharges. Unless 

different-wet weather incremental mass allowances were devised 
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for differing levels of precipitation, conservative, "bounding" 

estimates (~, assuming a 10-year, 24-hour rainfall event) 

would have to be used in setting these limits. 

Finally, it will be difficult, if not impossible, to 

determine uniformally applicable fixed transit times for these 

individual streams from the point in each stream where flow is 

determined to the common point at the ash pond outfall, partie-

ularly in the case of large combined treatment ash ponds with 

long retention times and variable, non-uniform flows through 

the pond. Yet where the streams are large and highly variable, ~ 

or where intermittant or precipitation-related flows are in-

volved, transit time assumptions would be crucial. And where 

net limits were used, the transit time from the point of raw 

water intake would also have to be determined so as to properly 

match up intake credits with discharges. 

In short, calculated maximum fixed numerical mass 

limits for combined discharges would be extremely complicated, 

if not impossible, to derive in an administratively practicable 

and legally defensible manner. 

4. The Agency Should Use Concentration-Based 
Limits In Utility NPDES Permits. 

C~ncentrqtion-based limits are simple to set and admin­

ister, bypass the problems caused by flow restrictions, and are 

• 
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a far more direct measure of the treatment performance of the 

concentration-limited sedimentation (and sometimes precipita-

tion and oxidation) treatment technology employed by the util­

ity industry in its ash and other centralized treatment 

ponds.20/ It is undoubtedly for these sound, common sense rea-

sons that many of the first- round of utility industry permits 

imposed only concentration limits. 

Fixed numerical mass limits in the utility situation 

dramatically overcomplicate a very simple problem. Utilities 

routinely use combined treatment ash ponds at their coal-fired ~ 

stations. Those ponds are not complicated to design or oper-

ate. When properly designed and installed, they accomplish a 

certain level of treatment under normal plant operating 

conditions--a level that is largely, but not wholly, indepen-

dent of any further decisions or actions by the pe~mittee.21/ 

20/ The Agency has long recognized that "available waste water 
treatment systems are generally effluent concentration limi­
ted." 39 Fed. Reg. 36196 (Oct. 8, 1974) (Preamble to steam 
electric guidelines). 

21/ Of course, there are things that can be done to affect a 
pond's flow-through characteristics, like installing baffles or 
other devices to increase pond mixing and retention time. And 
in some cases certain decisions, including whether to combine 
certain wa?testreams in the ash ponds, can act to increase ash 
pond alkalinity and thus the amount of precipitation that takes 
place. 
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·. 
Once the regulatory decision is made that sedimentation 

technology (~, ash ponds) is BAT for steam electric plants, 

the only further regulatory decision is what concentration 

levels the sedimentation technology should be expected to 

achieve. And once those concentration levels are fixed, the 

simple and efficient way for a regulator to ensure that ash 

yonds are designed and installed to achieve those levels is to 

impose the chosen concentration limits directly, not to impose 

them indirectly through their incorporation into mass limits. 

This is particularly true when these mass limits would have to ~ 

be set at such conservative, "bounding" levels of flow that 

they would not, as a practical matter, constrain the permittee 

under most operating conditions. 

The Agency need not be concerned that power plant oper­

ators would engage in bad faith dilution of their wastestream 

discharges to meet concentration limits. Such dilution is un­

likely to occur in the electric power industry for two reasons. 

First, the volumes of water used at power plants are large, and 

they must typically be pumped such long distances that it would 

be expensive to increase the flow merely to dilbte the po~­

lutants and meet concentration limits. Second, increasing ash 

pond flows in some cases may increase, rather than decrease, 

the pollutant concentrations, since increased flow into ash 
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ponds will decrease retention time, providing less ·time for 

pollutants to settle and thereby sometimes increase· the pol-

lutant concentration levels in the ash pond discharge. 

Thus, EPA should use concentration-based limits, not 

fixed numerical mass limits, in utility industry NPDES permits. 

It is so much simpler and more direct. The steam electric ef-

fluent guidelines allow it. Common sense and the goals of reg-

ulatory reform demand no less. 

5. Even If Mass Limits Are Imposed In 
Utility Industry NPDES Permits, 
Flexible "Guidelines" Type Limits, Not 
Fixed Numerical Limits, Should Be Used. 

Given the facts outlined above, mass limits should be 

implemented in the electric industry, if at all, by a permit 

term drafted to track the language in the guidelines22/ --one 

which imposes flexible quantity limits that are enforced by 

multiplying actual "existing" effluent flow as measured at the 

time of enforcement by the actual concentration as then mea-

sured and comparing the resulting quantity to that determined 

by multiplying the same actual effluent flow by the 

22/ Such a permit term would read: 

The quantity of pollutants discharged [for the outfall in 
question] shall not exceed the quantity determined by multi­
plying the- flow of [the stream in question] times [the appro­
priate concentration). 
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concentration allowable for the combination of wastestreams in question. Such permit terms would allow the Agency to impose mass limits if it must, but to do so in a way that avoids most of the difficulties outlined above.23/ And even if the Agency tried to impose fixed, numerical mass limits, it would have to use this type of permit condition during a several year transi-Fion to the new mass-based system (at least for those streams where design flows are not available). Neither the permit issuers nor the utilities have sufficient flow data at present to make reliable enough estimates of ash pond or internal was- ~ testream flows to set flow-constraining permit limits. 
III. If Fixed Numerical Mass Limits Are, Imposed At Power Plants, "Design Flows" Should Be Used For Calculating Them. 

If fixed numerical mass limits are imposed in utility permits, t~e permit issuer needs guidance on what the word "flow" in the guidelines means, and thus how to calculate the allowable mass limits. The Agency's 1974 Development Document provides the nec:essary guidance. It indicates clearly that any mass-based effluent limitations are to be set on the basis of the actual or planned flow at the power plant, whatever it might be: 

23/ Even so, this·method imposes costs for discharge flow mon­
itoring while concentration-based limits do not. 
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The effluent limitations for a power 
plant are determined based on the 
existing or olanned flow rates of the 
individual waste sources at the plant and 
the effluent limitations corresponding to 
each of the waste sources. 

1974 Dev. Doc. at 414 (emphasis added). 

Any flow restrictions on electric power plants should, 

to be consistent with the Development Document, be no less than 
-
the actual flows anticipated to be used by the plant for its 

operations during the permit term. When determining what flows t 

represent the actual flows anticipated to be used by a steam 

electric plant during the ·permit term, the fact that it must be 

capable of going to full power production for as long as neces-

sary must be dispositive. Thus, maximum flows must be 

used--flows set at the most conservative level in order to· 

"bound" the highest anticipated flow. The only reliable esti-

mates of those flows now available are design flows (including 

the "as·built" flows, if they are higher).24/ 

24/ Allowance for recycling or re-use of wastewater streams 
that are included in the combined waste effluent--such as 
recycling of ash-transport water or use of cooling tower blow­
down for ash transport-~must be made by includirig in any com­
bined streams calculation the amount of make-up water lost by 
cooling-tower evaporation from the reused blowdown and/or the 
amount of make-up water that would have been required if no 
recycling or reuse was made. Otherwise, no allowance is made 
for the ampunt of pollutants in the recycled or reused wastes­
tream, even though those pollutants eventually contribute to 
the plant's discharge. There must also be no penalty for recy­
cle and reuse of wastestreams. The 1974 Development Document 

.. ... 
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When a utilities' intermittent 

or precipitation-influenced flows are involved, fixed flows of 

any sort could be set only with the greatest difficulty. For 

these wastestreams, it would make far more sense to use the 

!Oore fl~xible "guidelines-type" quantity limits of the sort 

discussed above.25/ If this were not done, then conservative 

."bounding" estimates would have to be used, based on 

(footnote cont'd) 

is quite explicit on this point: 

In each case, the effluent limitations 
for a particular wastewater source are 
based on the wastewater flow emanating 
from that source, regardless of the 
subseauent reuse, recycling, or 
combination of the wastewater with other 
streams, and regardless of the source of 
the water used by that source. A dis­
charger may find that the reuse of cer- . 
tain wastestreams results in a less · 
costly pollutant removal scheme than one 
employing no reuse due to the reduction 
in the final flow volume requiring 
treatment. Water reuse may also be em­
ployed to reduce the volume of water 
required by the plant or to reduce the 
cost of influent water treatment. 
(emphasis added).· 

,. - .'l 
'-• 

1974 Dev. Doc. at 417 (emphasis added); accord, id. at Figure 
A-X-1, Table A-X-1 (sample calculation of effluent limitations 
for a hypothetical plant); 39 Fed. Reg. 36196, Col. 3 (Oct. 8, 
1974). 

25/ Even Region IV apparently agrees. See Region IV Rationale 
at 1. 

... .. 

' 
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assumptions that intermittent flows are at maximum levels and 

are continuous26/ and that precipitation-influenced flows are, 

~, caused by 10-year, 24-hour precipitation events. 

26/ The 1974 Development Document makes just this ass~uption 
in its cost analysis and sample calculation of effluent limita­
tions for a hypothetical plant. 1974 Dev. Doc. at 417, Table 
A-X-1. 
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX 

A. COAL-FIRED STEAM ELECTRIC POWER PLANT FLOWS 

The wastestreams in a typical coal-fired plant are of 

~hree types: (1) those that depend on rainfall, like coal pile 

runoff and runoff from drains in the plant yard; (2} more or 

less continuous flows that may nevertheless vary over time, 

like once-through cooling water, and (3) intermittent streams ~ 

that occur only now and then, like boiler blowdown and metal 

cleaning wastes. Each of the wastestreams in these three cate­

gories varies in flow and differs in the pollutants for which 

it is subject to limitations under the current regulations. 

Rainfall Runoff 

Rainfall-dependent flows consist of material storage 

runoff (rainwater that soaks through coal and ash piles, carry­

ing off pollutants in the process) and other area runoff (~, 

rainfall flowing into r~of drains and yard drains, falling· on 

or running into the ash pond from the surrounding territory 

(the drainage basin of the pond), and running through construc­

tion areas). Coal pile runoff is regulated for TSS and pH. 

Other runoff is unregulated. These streams may be quite high 

in volum~, depending on how large the rainfall is and, in the 

case of runoff to ash ponds, such factors as how large the ash 
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pond's drainage basis is and what percentage of the rainfall 

runs off. 

Continuous Flows 

"Continuous" flows consist of once-through cooling 

water, fly ash transport water (which is essentially contin­

uous), and cooling tower blowdown. Once-through cooling water 

is regulated only for chlorine and pH. Its volume is very 

large. Fly ash transport water is regulated for TSS, oil and 

grease, and pH. Its volume is very large. Cooling tower blow­

down is regulated for chlorine and pH. Its volume may be 

large, but depends on the concentration in the intake water. 

Hypothetical flows for these and other streams are set out in 

Table A-X-1 in the 1974 Steam Electric Industry Development 

Document. 

Intermittent flows 

Boiler blowdown is an intermittant stream that is regu­

lated for TSS, oil and,%rease, pH, iron and copper. Its volume 

is generally small. 

Chemical metal cleaning wastes are re·gulated, like boi­

ler blowdown, for TSS, oil and grease, pH, iron, and copper. 

Chemical cleaning may take place every year or two, and the 

volume o~wastes is small. 

·' 
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Low volume wastes represent a mix of intermittent flows 

from a variety of sources. They are regulated for TSS, oil and 

grease, and pH. Despite their name, the total volume is inter­

mediate. They include metal cleaning wastes when only water is 

used to clean the boilers (fireside wash water), which may be 

rlone every six months or so. 

Bottom ash transport water is regulated for TSS, oil 

and grease, and pH. It is a large volume flow. Ash may be 

sluiced once or twice a shift (3-6 times daily) in some plants, 

and the volume is high. 

·Sanitary sewage has a minimum allowable chlorine con­

centration and is also regulated for TSS and oil and grease. 

Its volume is small. 

B. EXAMPLE COMBINED WASTESTREAM CONFIGURATIONS 

The complexity and great variety of ways in which was­

tewater streams are combined in steam-electric generating sta­

tions is illustrated by the following nine figures. They are 

water balance diagrams 'ictually submitted pursu~nt to Ite~· II.A 

of NPDES Application Form 2C. Included in the group are seven 

coal-fired plants, one nuclear plant, and one oil-fired plant. 

They range in size from 250 megawatts to 2900 megawatts, and 

are located in seven states and six different EPA regions. 

Some of the facilities are equipped with once-through cooling, 

and others have closed cycle cooling. 
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The flow diagrams show several types of wastestream 
combinations and several examples of wastestream reuse. 
Specifically: 

a) low-volume wastes are discharged to ash ponds from 
all seven coal-fired plants; 

b) chemical cleaning wastes are shown as being dis­
charged into ash ponds on four of these diagrams, 
and are otherwise known to be discharged to ash 
ponds at two other plants in the sample; 

c) cooling tower blowdown is used for ash transport in 
three cases; 

d) bottom ash transport water is reclaimed from the 
bottom ash pond or settling basin and used for 
transport of bottom ash or fly ash in three 

cases, and 

e) material storage (coal pile) runoff is discharged 
into ash ponds in all seven coal-fired cases .. 

It should be noted that stormwater runoff will probably 
·.affect the ash pond discharge fl~w rate shown on most of these 

illustrations, but flow data has been provided only on Figures 
3, 4, and 7. It should also be noted that the dry weather flow 
of 22 MGD ··on FigUre 7 would be increased to a flow of 85 MGD 
after the "design storm," which is the 10 year, 24 hour rain­
fall eve~t. 
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Rational• for Objection 

Quantity liaitationat EPA rogul~tiona and Efrluent 
. . Cuidalinee ror tho Stoaa Eloctric Power Generating 

. . 
Point Soureo Category require quantity li~itationa 

. aa well aa coneontration liaitctiono. £crlier (riret-
round) peraito ror power plants wori iaaued with only 

concentration liNitu duo to tho abaonco or derinitive 
.. 

data On come waato rloWDJ however, pormita aro now 

being iaaued with quantity li~itetiona (kg/day and 

lb/deyj also. Uaste Strc~ma r&quir~ng quentitf li~ito­
tiona include ·low v~lu~:~o woa.too, l!ch pond dioc~argo"J 

. . 

Attachm~nt A 

~et=l cleaning weateo end boiler blowdo~n. In co~e eoaec, . . ' vhora ~etc.l e!aanino wmBtas or !!.,oi lor blqwdown are 1ntor-

Q!ttont, batch treated, end/or oxtrcmoly varioblo in rlow, 

uoc or a ccntcn~o en cppliecblo porcit pcgec oueh ec tho . 
rollowing ~ould bG eecoptcblo& WQucntity or pollutcnto . .. . . . . ... . . --. . . ...... ~·- . . .. ·- ... . .. . . . . . . . . ... -·- .. -.--·-· ·----·--
discharged Chell not o~e~~d tho q~ontity obtcfnod· by 

autiplyi~g tho flo~ or ~ctcl clc~n~ng ~eotoa (boiler 
bl~~do~~j tiqc~ t~~ ~~~~e~ttetf~na limtod obova.• tr-- - --·- ·- -· ... -·:-· ··- ---:--· - - - • - .•.• · .•• ---· -· - •.• :..=..=...-:-. ": :-- .. 

·. . 
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flubnt g~idclincc (bO erR 42,~12(b) end (b)(3) through 

(G)) licit cceh point ooureo to o qucntity or pol!utcnto .. 
(Sco Attcchcont ~). rurthcr, eo ern '2),12(b)(lO) ro-

quirec ~In tho event thot ~cctc ctrcocc rron vcr!ouo 
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courcoa are eo~binad ror tract=ent or discharge, the 
·suantity (aaphmaia added) or each pollutant or 
pollutAnt property eontrolltd by paragrapha (b)(l) 
through (9) or thia aoetion attributable to each can­
trolled wa•t• source ahall not exeeod the epeeified 11•1-
-tctiona rar that ~cste oourco.• EPA regulationa relative 
to calculating li~itetiono aro eontmlned in 40 ern 1%%.63 
(Attacheant B) aa promulgatod on Hay 19, 1980. SDmpla 

cAleulationi wcro included in· tha 1974 Dcvelop~ont Docu~ent 
on pcgea 41•-~17. 
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Attachment B 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECtiON AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

September 29, 1981 

Turner T. Smith, Jr., Esq. 
Hunton & Williams 
707 East Hain Street 
P.O. Box 1535 
Richmond, Virginia 23212 

Dear Turner: 

OFFICE OF 

GENERAL. COUN5EL.. 

In response to your September 14, 1981 letter, I am 

writing to confirm that the actual production rule in 

Sl22.63(b)(2) does not apply to the electric utility industry. 

Since mass limitations for power plants are based on flow and 

concentrations contained in the steam electric guidelines, and 

not on production or other measure of operation, the require-

ments of §122.63(b)(2) do not apply. 

~ Sincerely, 

(f~J?.~· 
Alan W. Eckert 
Acting Senior Litigator 

_ .. 
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U1U?C , STATES ENVIRONM::NTAL PROTEct- ,f\ AGE:tCY 

DATE: HOY 2 4 ~so 

Attachment c 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

Cornents on Efnuent Guidelines, 40 CFR Part 423, 
Steam Electric Generating Point Source Category, 
F.R. October- 14, 1980 

Fred Humke, 6AEWP {rJ /"1 / 
Enforcement Division L/ ~ 
Region VI, EPA 
1201 Elm Street 
Dallas, Texas 75270 

TO: John W. Lum . 
. EPA Public Information Reference Unit 

Room 2404 (Rear) PH 213 (EPA Librar,y) 
401 H Street, s.w. 
Washington, D.C. 20450 

·• -..' 

. It is recommended that c1arifications be incorporated in the res~1ations 
that acknow1edge the permissible use of either mass ~nd/or·concen~ration 
1 imits in the drafting of NPDES permits h'here the pe;·;it draf:er has ~s­
sured that esthe quantity of pollutants .. discharged frv·:t each SO!.Jrce \\;11 ~ct. 
exceed tr.e quantity determined by multiplying the flo~ ... times the conc2ntr!-

.tion.• . 
·. . 

The stec~ electric category guidelines are not produ&11on b~se~ {i.e., the 
. m~~s of each po11ut.Gnt is no~ related to the generatillS capa:ity of the f:­

cility). The guidelines are based on the concentraticr~ le\'e1s (q~a1ity) of 
the pollutants in ecch waste source category. Consolic~ted re;~i~tio~s. 
under 40 CFR Part l22.63(f)(ii) and previous June 1979.regu1~:icr.s un~er 
Part 122.16{d){2) specifically exempted the strict adher~DCe to ~~ss limi­
tations fer concentration based regulations. In fact, the re~~1a:io~s 
under ~~t 423 are co~?arable to the milling guidelines under Par~ 440, sc:h 
AS 440.52{2). 

Whi1e it is agreed that ~ss limitations should be developed !nd !~plied 
when~ feasible, si.; years of Work with these guidelines has sh~·n·n tha~ c~~y 
of the sources at typical plants are not continuous b~t ate pe:iodic (se= 
J~~~ 1~7~ regulation under Part 122.16(C)(l)) and associ~ted w~th hi~h fiJw 
v~r.ab1l1ties. In the case of new source facilities it is of:en irn?ossi~;e 
tu ~red1ct years in· advance the 1eve1s of discharge which m~y be encoun­
t~rad und~r operating conditions. Even in the case of existing f!:i1ities, 
great flo" variabilities are often encountered on a day-to-d~J or ~n~h-~o-
mor;th basis. · 

• 

·' 

-·----
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If fixed flow 1evel ... reassumed, combined waste' .tment limitatlons 
often result in the total loss of identity or control of the s~;ller flow 
sources in the tota1 W3ste stream unless the pc~it drafter est o1ishes & 
basis for correcting these flow assumptions on a periodic basis. 

For these reasons. it is strongly recommended that the guidelines ackno~1-
edge that the permit drafter has the freedom to optimize each permit and 
its associated limitations to assure that •the quanti~y of pollutants asso­
ciated with each so~rce does not exceed the quantity determinec ~y mu1~i­
p1ying the f1ow times the concentration" rather than to inadve~ :!ntly 
require the application of fixed mass .lim'itations deve:loped frthJ pre-e:. .ab­
lished flows • 

. -
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Gulf Power Company 
75 North Pace Boulevard 
Post Office Box 1151 
Pensacola. Florida 32520 
Telephone 904-434-8111 

Gulf Power 
the southern electric system 

May 23, 1983 

Mr. Jim Newton 
u. s. Environmental Protection Agency 
345 Courtland Street, NE 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 

Dear Mr. Newton: 

This memo is just to confirm our conversation of 
May 17, 1983 regarding the Scholz NPDES draft permit. 

It was my understanding that the May 15, 1983, 
deadline for comments on the draft permit was not a formal 
date. It was more of a date to shoot for as far as com­
ments to be submitted on the draft were concerned. 

As i indicated, Gulf will be submitting formal 
comments on all three of Gulf 1 s draft NPDES permits within 
ten days. 

If this is not your recollection of the conversa­
tion, please contact me at (904) 434-·8311. Thank you for 
your consideration in this matter. 

JOV:en 

Sincerely, 

c:l .. ~-;IJ 
k~ 0. Vick 

Environmental Licensing 
Engineer 
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SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

UNITED STA • ...;S ENV-IRONMENTAL PROTECTION ..-.JENCY 

Visits to Gllf Power Co. Ia.nsirg Smith and Crist Generating Plants, 
July 20, 1983 Relative to Penmit Reissuances 

;!~57:~ , 

To: File 

1. On July 20, 1983, <llarles Kaplan and myself along with Ken Klos, 
FDER, 'Iallahassee, Ray Harry, Jim Vick, Olarles 'IUgwell and ran lblt 
of Gulf Power and Brad Burke of Southern Company Services toured the 
lansing Snith Electric C£nerating Plant. 'llie tour included an 
inspection of the intake and discharge structures, recycle ash pond 
facilities, metal cleaning waste treatment facilities, and chlorine 
injection equipment. 

Several problems were seen to exist at the facility: 

a) 'llie pH· of the ash pond tended to be low preventing proper 
treatment of metals. Acid is added in the ash sluice lines to 
lower the pH to meet penmit limitations. The acid was also used 
to prevent clogging of the ash sluice water recycle lines. It 
was agreed that if the proposed penmit allowed a higher ash pond 
pH, the acid could be injected in the return line thus allowing 
the pH in the ash pond to increase. 

b) The ash pond consists of an approximately 50 acre wet area and 
150 acres of dry ash. 'llie large dry area can create serious 
problems during high rainfall events by allowing transport of 
much of the normally dry ash either to the wet area or out the 
ash pond overflow. We recommended that some of the pond, 
particularly in the areas nearest the ash sluice lines be taken 
out of service. · Much of this area has no room for additional 
ash deposits and would serve a better purpose if capped and 
allowed to drain away from the ash pond reducing wet weather 
flows into the pond. 'llie company was very reluctant to do this. 

c) An additional 70-80 acres has been purchased to extend the ash 
pond. N:> definite schedule was available as to when the· 
additional acreage would be in use, a guess provided to us was 
the end of 1984. 

d) A large surrp consisting of two pt.nnps each capable of handling 
the 10 year 24 hour storm event was inspected. 'lhis sump 
handles low volume wastes as well as floor drains and yard 
drains and was the main sump transporting these flows to the ash 
pond. During periods of water wash metal cleaning, these wastes 
are also routed to the ash pond via this sump. 'llie sump has an 
unpermitted emergency overflow and there was evidence that in 
the past it had overflows. 'Ihere is no provision for this 
overflow either in the previous permit or proposed permit. We 
informed the company they could either apply for a serial number 

EPA Form 1320·6 (Rev. 3-76) 



and monitor the overflow or seal the overflow. 'nle company representatives initially indicated that they would seal the overflow. However, later informed us that they would like a permit page. 

e) Based upon a chlorine minimization study, the company has determined that continuous chlorination of the condensers is required to control macrofouling. 'Ibis system is presently being installed. However, the procedure presently is use and proposed for continuation is to inject chlorine prior to the water passing through the intake bar screen through a header system located 30 to· 40 feet in front of the screen. 'nlis not only allowed for condenser chlorination but controlled growth on the screen. We informed the company that this procedure violated state water quality standards. 'fue location of the header is technically in waters of the state and waters of the U1ited States and must meet 0.1 mg/1 me limitation. We suggested that the injection system be moved behind the screen and that the screen be manually cleaned, a procedure necessary only every 3 to 4 months. The company agreed to our recommendation but did not provide an implementation schedule. 

2. On July 21, 1983 Olarles Kaplan and myself along with Ken Klos, FDER, 'lallahassee, Ray Harry, Jim Vick and Bill R>te of Gllf R>wer Cbrnpany and Brad Burke of Southern Oompany Services toured the Crist Electric G=nerating Plant. 'Ihe tour included an inspection of the ash pond facilities, intake and discharge structures, helper cooling towers and coal pile runoff collection facilities presently under construction. 

Several problems were seen to exist at the plant: 

a) A large amount of condenser cooling water was being bypassed into the discharge canal, avoiding the helper cooling towers. It was Olarles 's understanding that this is not allowed by the present permit. Only one pump was pumping water into the tower, the second was shut down because the basin is to be drained with both pumps operating. Both purnps pump more than the condenser discharge from units 1-5. 'Ihe pumps are manually operated and only one is generally necessary under nor.mal operation, which is to use only 3 units. The plant has plans to expand the basin by moving the overflow weir. vle suggested that they consider a float type of control on the basin to control the second pump, however they indicated that the pumps are not designed for continuing on-off operation. 

b) The coal pile runoff collection system is currently being constructed, however no definite schedule has been submitted to us. In addition the overflow pipes under construction currently are discharging into Cbvernors &you. These discharges are UQPerrnitted in the old permit. 

c) There appear to be several pipes which discharge into the intake canal which may not have permit serial numbers, some may contain stornrwater. 



d) 'lhere appear to ...>e several points of run off _com the Crist 
island ash disposal area across Governors Bayou from the plant. 
'lhey are not permitted, however since the island is being 
reclaimed, it may not be necessary to proceed further with this 
problem. 

e) A stream of contaminated water was flowing into a yard drain, 
however no source of the water could be found nor could it be 
detennined where the water ultimately discharged. (Company 
representatives later indicated that this drain prepently joins 
the auxiliary cooling water line which flow to the plant intake 
canal, but which will be rerouted to the ash pond via one of the 
coal pile sumps. ) 

f) A large oil sheen was observed within the discharge basin, this 
same oil was seen to be entering through the intake canal, a 
possible source could be the coal barges located adjacent to the 
intake canal, it may prove helpful to address control measures. 

g) 'lhe sanpling procedure for TRC from 'lhompson' s Bayou consisted 
of pumping a sample approximately 400 feet through PVC pipe. 
'lhe use of the pipe could present a chlorine demand due to any 
biological growth within the pipe which could result in a lower 
concentration than actually exists at the Thompson Bayou 
underflow. It may be necessary to periodically assess the 
cleanliness of the pipe by collecting and analyzing a sample 
from Thompson's Bayou. 

h) It was observed that one of the six weirs used as the ash pond 
discharge exhibited a hydraulic jump. It was explained that 
this was because of material buildup next to the weir. It may 
be necessary to periodically clean the area to prevent the 
discharge to the material. 

3. On July 21, 1983, Charles Kaplan and myself along with Ken Klos of 
FDER, Brad Burke, Jim Vick and Ray Harry met at the Crist plant to 
discuss the draft permits for the Crist, Smith and Scholz plants. 
Minor changes and typo corrections were discussed and agreed to. 
Problems arose in several areas with each permit. 

a) Snith 

Ash pond limits are a major problem. Gulf Power has a 
J;hilosophical problem with flow weighted concentrations. They 
are maintaining the position presented by the Utility Water Act 
Group in opposition to this approach. Ieadquarters has 
indicated the need to utilize the flow weighting procedure to be 
consistent with EPA regulations. Flow calculations are to be 
provided to GPC. A major problem arises from the large dry 
areas within the pond, which contributes ash solids to wet area 
and overflow during high rainfall. We will consider calling the 
area "material storage•; for purposes of calculations, however 
it would be better if a portion if the dry area were capped off 
and the area reclaimed so as to drain away from the pond. 

b) Crist 

'lhere was a question regarding the 0. 2 mg/1 TRO limit for the 
once through cooling water discharge. We informed them that the 
limit can not be increased because it is an effluent guideline. 



'!hey said they could not meet it at Thompson Bayou. 'Ihe state 
pennit gives them a 0.3 mg/1 limit. 'Ibis is definitely not a 
water quality standard based limitation. 'Ihey may have to 
consider dechlorination; however, they are considering asking 
for a 30l(g) variance request. 

GPC requested that they be allowed to operate the helper towers 
only to meet the 94°F limit. This allowance is not acceptable 
to us, unless an assessment is made to ascertain actual thermal 
conditions at the point of discharge. 

'Ihe company is not willing to accept flow weighted ash pond 
limitations, however they can accept the anti-backsliding 
concept and can live with the present limits. We told them we 
would provide flow~eighted calculations and would consider 
relaxing the daily average limitation since dry fly ash handling 
and hydrobins for bottom ash have been installed. 

c) Scholz 

---o---~ -~- . ·_·. • . ~~--·_·_r-_~._~ 
'~<} 

" ~;-
··~ ~.,.,.,-._ -;i,;; :.-~·--

'Ihe corrpany may not be able to meet the 0. 2 'IRC limitation at 
the discharge structure, and they don't want a l;Week 
frequency. We have subsequently learned that a 30l(g) variance 
request will be filed for this pollutant. They pointed out that 
the plant is generally chlorinate~ We indicated that we would 
reconsider the situation. .,o~· ~~ 

t•(~ (J.(.~ IY\01'1 I 1'\ 

The corrpany's objection to flow weighted ash pond concentrations 
was reiterated. They did agree that the calculations were 
correct and could probably comply with them, but are opposed to 
the philosophy. 

~ 
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State of Florida 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
THRU: 
THRU: 
FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Reply Optional [ 

Date Due: ____ _ 

Gerry Kobylinski 
G. J. Thabaraj 
Suzanne P. Walker 

V
r:y:j < ' , J. P. Subramani ,; l1 ~ 

Administrator, NPDES Section 

8/9/83 
@Ads deN 

Reply Required [ ] 

Date Due: ____ _ 

Gulf Power Co., Scholz Electric Generating Pnt. FL0002283 
NPDES Draft Permit and Application 
Request for Wasteload Allocation 

Attached are pertinent sheets from a draft NPDES permit including an 
application unless already sent for the subject discharger. In order 
to permit timely certification to EPA, please furnish wasteload 
allocations or other applicable water quality information to this 
office by 8/30/83. 

JPS:sp 
Attachment(s) 

TO: 
THRU: 
THRU: 
FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

J. P. Subramani JRGS: \ \~ 
Suzanne P. Walker lD\ 
G. J. Thabaraj 
Gerry Kobylinski 

August 17, 1983 

Response to Above Request for Wasteload Allocation 

~-A wasteload allocation is not available for the above discharger. 

(] A wasteload allocation is available for the above discharger. 

See the attachment for water quality based limitations. 

Additional Comments 



G~1if Pc--ver C::~noa-:v 
Pest Oit1ce Bey 1 151 
Pens2cola. F>::-.·:aa 32520 
Telephone 90.1-434-8354 

George 0. Layman 
D1rector of Pcwer·Suppiy 

August 26, 1983 

Hr. John T. Marlar 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IV 
345 Courtland Street, NE 
Atlanta, Georgia 30365 

Dear Mr. Marlar: 

Re: NPDES 

GulfPovver 
the southern electric system 

We have received the referenced order dated August 18, 1983, per­
taining to the sanitary waste treatment plant discharge at Scholz 
Electric Generating Plant. 

As you know, EPA was informed and should have been aware of the 
existence of this discharge. It was included in the permit 
application for this facility submitted in November, 1980. 

Nevertheless, we agree to the terms of the administrative order 
and will implement its provisions as expeditiously as possible. 
Similar monitoring requirements for this point source will be 
included in the new NPDES permit for this facility.· Also?Jif•~~~.~~ 

If you should have any questions or comments, please do not 
hesitate to call me at (904) 434-8354. 

Sincerely, 

/ 
MAO:en 

cc: Ms. Victoria Tschinkel 
Mr. Wm. T. Lyford 
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sEP 3 o \983 
34!5 COURTLAND STREET 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365 

REF: 4WM-FP 

Dr. J. P. Subramani 
Chief, NPDES Section 
FL Dept. of Environmental Regulation 
Twin Towers Office Building 
2600 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

RE: Smith Generating Facility, NPDES No. FL0002267 
Scholz Generating Facility, NPDES No. FL0002283 
Crist Generating Facility, NPDES No. FL0002275 

Dear Dr. Subramani: 

This letter is to update you in regards to the above referenced facilities' 
NPDES permits. 

The Scholz facility has had its public comment period closed. However, Gulf 
Power Company has submitted extensive comments, particularly relative to the 
ash pond effluent limitations. Revision of the proposed permit may be 
necessary. 

The Smith facility's public comment period has been extended to October 17, 
1983. Gulf Power has indicated that comments similar to those submitted for 
the Scholz plant are being prepared. Revision to this permit may be necessary. 

The Crist facility's public comment period has been extended to October 17, 
1983. Like the Smith facility, the extension was due to the failure to 
advertise the permit in a local paper. Gulf Power has indicated that 
similar comments to the other facilities will be forthcoming. In addition, 
Gulf Power has requested that the temperture limitations be relaxed. 
We are presently negotiating the changes. This request will resultin revising 
the permit. At the time that the changes have been agreed to, a revised 
draft permit and a new request for certification will be submitted to you. 

If you have any questions regarding the above facilities feel free to con­
tact Jim Newton at 404/881-4793 or Charles Kaplan at 404/881-3012. 

Sincerely yours, 

John T. Marlar, Chief 
Facilities Performance Branch 
Water Management Division 

CONCURRENCES 

SYMBOL 4\.JM-FP ................................ ~ ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................ . 
SURNAME" 

DATE 

EPA Form 1J20·1 (12·70) OFFICIAL FILE COPY 



OCT 1 21983 

REF: 4'lH-FP 

Mr. George o. 
1?0\ier SUpply 
G.llf l?O~Tt::'r company 
P. o. Box 1151 
Pensacola, Florida 32520 

RE: See attached list of Plants. 

I~~ar f-ir.~ 
' ~4c~--·---
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On Novernber 19, 1982, regulations 1 irnitirlCJ thti uischarge of total residual chlorine ( 'lRC) in once-through cooling \'Jater were promulgated ( 47 FR 52290, 40 CF'R Part 423). 'These limitattons restrict the discharge of ~C to 0. 20 mg/1 at the point of discharge to \>laters of the U1ited States for a period t>~hich does not exceed two hours per day per unit.* 

Options which are available to you, consistent v-;i th the enclosed l:t~licy G.li<iance ~temoraridum, are as follov~s: 

{ 1) ninimize chlorine discharges a.nd COfl\PlY not later than \,July 1, 1984, ( 2) U:>nduct chlorine minimization studies and achieve compliance not later than October 15, 1984, 
( 3) Construct dechlorination facilities to achieve cornpliiHlCe not later than tbvertber 19, 1985, and 
(4) A combination of options (2) and (3). 

It is anticir::eted that the permit condition applicable to 'IRC, that lf·Ji 11 be incorporated in your NPDIS pennit(s) \vhen reissued, v1i.ll be similar to the following-: 

Not later than '"luly 1, 1984., total residual ch lori.nE~ ( 'lRC) shall not be disd1arged at a concentration exceeding 0.20 mg/1 at the point of discharge to waters of the United States for a period which exceeo£:1 two hours per day per unit. l'btwithstanding this requirement, shou1d -" the perml.ttee implement a chlorine minimization study not later than 

*Note: Limitations may be applicable to indiVi(JUc~l unit clischat9e(s) o.r multiple unit discharge(s) depending on actuc.tl point{s) of discharge. F'Or multiple discharge units, BP'J' lir~dtation for fr<~e available chlorine (F'AC} may Lt::: more stringent (as a function of the numb(=r of units and the 'IR.C to FAC ratio) than the BJ\'1' limitations for 'IRC and vould be thE;:~ contrc-lling pennit limitation. :r·or instance, if the 'll<C to FAC ratio v.tere 2.0 or less and more t.han tv..o units ware discha~Jlf¥;1 through a sirt:Jl~· point source, a 0.2 rng/1 FAC lindt on each individur:al unit (BIY.t.') \VOUld be more st.rit1CJent than a 0.20 'lltC limit on the combined discbarge (BA/.f). In any co.se where a Bl\T limitation is less than the BP'£ limitation, N:PDES regulations require thE.~ permit to contc.tin tbe most stringent limitation. 
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n:cember : 31, 1983, \tJhich is generally con£istent with the plan 
indicated as • Pppendix A 01lorine Minimization Pro<Jraro for 
cnce-lJ.hrough Cboling Hater•• (45 !i'R (,8354, ~tober 14, 1980), 
compliance with the above limitations .shall be achi(•Ved not later 
than october 15, 198L!. t.bwever, should the perrnitte-1~ find that 
dechlorination facilities are rt.'K.JUireu to achieve compliance, }l€' 
shall exfJeditiously implement a progr<:u,l t.o have t:uch facilities 
constructed and opeu1tional to achit:V(~ th~:~ above 1 imitHtions not 
later than t<bvember 1~, l9B5. Should tlie permit.tee propor;e to 
conduct a chlo!'ine rninimizat ton ~]tudy, lie ch~~ 11 notify t.l1€ Di:t'fJCtor 
not later tban Cctober 31, lSB3 and shall submit a copy of tbe 
detailed study plan not latE.!r thar. I<iovt~mbcr 30, 1983. r'E·nrtitt.e~ 

shall conduct the stud:x' in n responsible man,ner and shall provide tb(-:o 
Director with an lntt:rim report not later thai\ J'une 30, 1984 and a 
final report not lo.tf.::r than October 15, 198~. Shoulo the studies 
conducted indict1te that dt.>ehloriL&tivn f.ctcilities are required, 
permittee sr.all notify the Director as soon as the df:=cision is 
reache-d, but not latt-r than .August 31, 1984, and shall provid~:: hiw 
with a dete:\iled implenlt:::ntation schE..~ule to assure u·1at necessc1ry 
facilities are eXf.">editiously constructed ant.i placE~d in operation, but 
i1ot later than lbvember 19, 19U5. 

h.iditionally, it is anticipated that the implementation schedule vlill be in 
the followin<J format: 

1. Compliance Hith tutal residual chlorine (Ti~C) limitations 
( See Part I I 1. • ) 

a. If a chlorine minimization study is not con.chJCt€i~l: 

( 1) Compliance - 7 /l/84 

b. If a chlorine minimizc:~tion study i~; to be conducted: 

( 1) tbtify DiH:'Ctor - 10/31/83 
{2) Subrait study plan - ll/30/83 
(3) Irr.pl~)Inent study - l/l/84* 
( 4) Sul..~n1it interim report - 6/30/84* 
(5) SUbmit final rE=port - 10/15/84* 
(6) C:Oitt'liancE~ - lu/15/84 (Unless d€~chl.or'i.not1on facilith:.:s 

are requir~2u) 

c. If dechlorination f<~cilities are requirP.d: 

(1) !3ubmit ilnplewentation scht.~dule - 8/31/H,l* 
( 2) Progress rc:port - 2/ 28/BS* 
(3) Pro(;3ress report - 6/30/85* 
( ~} CoJ;,pl ianc·~~ - 11./19/US* 

* lntification shall be provid~~d and schednlin(J E!Xpedited should it 
beconrr: evi<1ent tl1at dechlorinatior. facilities \-Ji 11 li\:: requirE-;d. 
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In order to assure that you ar€~ in cotJpliance \vith BAT d1lorine limitations 
within the statutory tinlE' limit., it is rE~quf:::sted that you ava1ut.1te present 
d1lorine pnlctices and previous minimi~~ation studies and notify us not later 
than OCtober 31, 1983, as to thE-; option \,·hich you plan to implement. 
&Jb&..lo()Uently, ~.{ou sboulu proceed with implernentation. 

Should_you, have any questi<)nf;, please C(mtltct t1r. ~Jim Ne\<.t.on at ( 4.04) 881-4793 
or r1r. ~ertt r1ctl1ee at (Ji04) 881-2913. 

Sincerely yours, 
J; 

pcful J. t.ltai.na / · 
Director 
Nater J.:lanagt..-..rnent Di visicn 

Attachment 

cc: fi<·'A/ . - . t t ,.. i t 1 r: l t . "' ... ortda nepar roc~n ot Env ronrrtt:::n a.J. "~esu a 1on 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PF~OTECTION 

SEP 301983 

REF: 4WM-FP 

Dr. J. P. Subramani 
Chief, NPDES Section 

HEGION IV 

345 COURTLAND STREET 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365 

FL Dept. of Environmental Regulation 
Twin Towers Office Building 
2600 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

RE: Smith Generating Facility, NPDES No. FL0002267 
Scholz Generating Facility, NPDES No. FL0002283 
Crist Generating Facility, NPDES No. FL0002275 

Dear Dr. Subramani: 

DIV. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PERMnTING 

This letter is to update you in regards to the above referenced facilities' 
NPDES permits. 

The Scholz facility has had its public comment period closed. However, Gulf 
Power Company has submitted extensive comments, particularly relative to the 
ash pond effluent limitations. Revision of the proposed permit may be 
necessary. 

The Smith facility's public cownent period has been extended to October 17, 
1983. Gulf Power has indicated that comments similar to those submitted for 
the Scholz plant are being prepared. Revision to this permit may be necessary. 

The Crist facility's public comment period has been extended to October 17, 
1983. Like the Smith facility, the extension was due to the failure to 
advertise the permit in a local paper. Gulf Power has indicated that 
similar comments to the other facilities will be forthcoming. In addition, 
Gulf Power has requested that the temperture limitations be relaxed. 
We are presently negotiating the changes. This request will resultin revising 
the permit. At the time that the changes have been agreed to, a revised 
draft permit and a new request for certification will be submitted to you. 

If you have any questions regarding the above facilities feel free to con­
tact Jim Newton at 404/881-4793 or Charles Kaplan at 404/881-3012. 

4Zo3:nt~/l 
~nw·T. Marlar, Chief 
Facilities Performance Branch 
Water Management Division 
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On l'i(.tvember ~~ 1982, regulations.~ li.mitifJ1 tb4; disdlarge of total re&idual-.: .. " .. 
.chlorine (tilC) in .once-through cooling water were promul9ated (47 FR 52290, 40 
CFR Part 423). these limitations restrict the diocharge of -me to 0.20 mg/1 
at the point of discharqe to waters of the tmitoo States for a period which 
does not ~ceed t¥JO hours per day per unit.« '· 

Options \olhich a_re available to you, c::onsistent with the enclosed R:>licy 
· Qlidance Memorandum, are ae follows: 

{1) Minimize chlorine discharges and cartply not late::· thEd"! ... 1uly 1, 1984, 
(2) COnduct dllorine minimization studies and achieve corarliance not le*:er 

than October 15, 1984, 
(3} mnstruct de·chlorination facilities to achievf.:: compliance not lat(~r than 

tbvel~.tber 1St, 1985, and 
( 4) A combination of opt ions ( 2} and { 3) • 

----~~-~-·----- --~~~----~---------- -- --~-~--- --~~ --~~----- -----

~------~~---iiii--ant1cipateo that the permit condition applicable to 'lRC, tbat wi 11 be - ~ 

incorporated in your NPDIS permit{s) Wl!el1 reissued, will be si.~ilar tc the 
following: 

Not later than July 1, 1~04, total resi0ual chlorine (~RC) shall not 
be discharged at a concentration exceeding 0.20 mg/1 at the point of 
discl'large to waters of tbe United States for a pe!"iOO which exceed€ 
two hours per day per unit. tbtwithstanding this requirement, should 
the permittee impletner.t a chlorine minimization study not later than 

*rote: Lii\iltations iMY be applicc..ble to individual unit dischame(s) or 
multiple unit disd1arge(s) depending on actual point(s} of disdlarge. Fbr 
multiple dischaf9e units, BP'l~ lir;.itation for free available chlorine ( FAC) may 
be more stringent {as a function of the nur.tber of units and til€ cr~c to FAC 
ratio) than the BAT limitations for me ancl woulc be the controlling pt:nnit 
limitation. For instance, if the 'lRC to FAC ratio were 2.C or less and inore 
than two units were· dischai91rJJ through a sir~~le {::>Oint source, a o. 2 mg/1 FAC 
liJ11it on each individual unit (BPIJ..') would be ri,1ore striny~nt. than <1 0.20 'l'HC 
limit en the COIT'.bint:'d diseliarge (EJ\f'i). In any car~ w£ien:; a Bi\~ li.P-iitaticn is 
l~ss than thf: t:.?l limitation, l~PDES regulations re--'\fuire the i.t€rrr:tit tu cont~dn ~-
th«7:' t:tOst strirt;)E:~nt lmitat1on. 
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· ~cember. 31, 1983, which is 9@nerally consistent vi th the plan 
indicateq .. as •~ppendix A .... ·Ollorirw Mini.fttization Proc;ram for 
<ilce-'-brough <boling water• (45 PR '8354, CX:tober 14, l9SO}, 
compliance with tL~ above liJRitatlons shall be achieved not later 

. . .·. . . · ... ·.· . . . . tnan ((;t~r · .. JS, ljS4 .•.. , .. ~\"'+~- .. ~,.~llj , ;tJ:itt -~t~ . tlnd ,\~t,.··~i,•? , ·;~::;;~~;F:~~';:'~::~~~:;~;r~~:~'lk\dblt)7lnA~f)ft .. .,.~~~1lit~%:li'{e.·\~~tt)~ ·~.tO., .aChieVe.· .. ·;· COlnpl lance/. ·.b. ·· · · ··. :~>-~:.·~_:.~:::.-Bball-:;,~xpeditioosly·~ ~leaeri~ ·:a· ·program ~-to~ }!a\le.-:· :such facilities 
~on~.;-u_ctec} -~nd .~r~ti~l t~~.~•ieve t~ •bovE; liaitatioos not; .. ~later ··than .. t-~r 19, 1985. · S"lOUld the pe~.nttee: propos~ to:.:. 

·~iconduc_t • ... cnlorinf$·· minim~zati~·-~ufiY_, he shall nctifx".·tbe Director not l&ter ·than O:tober 311 ·1S1Jl ana ·shall subnit ··a copy of 'thet 
detailed study plan nol later than November ,0, 1983. ~mitt• 
shall conduct the study in a responsible manner and shall provide the 
Director with a.n interim report not later than June 30, 1984 and e 
final .report not later than october 15, 1964. ShoUld ti~ st.udies 
eonductoo indicate ti·mt dechlorination facilities are re<1uire6, 

. permittee Bhall llOt.ify the Director as soon as the decision is 
reached, but not later than Au<Just 31, 198~, ana shall provide him 
with a. detailed implewentation sd1edule to assure t.bat necessary 
facilities are expeditiously Cottstructed aoo placed in O}"lf?ration, but 
,oot later- than IbVember 19, 1985. 

Aaditionally, it is anticipated that the inplementation schedule will be in the following format: 

1. Compliance· with total residual chlorine ('rf1C) limitatic.'fls 
(r~€ fart III •• ) 

a. If a chlorine minir~ii'.ation study is not conUuctedt 

"' (l) 
{2) 
{3} 
(') 
{5) 
{6} 

NOtify Director - 10/3~83 
b"ut:Git study plan - ll/30/63 
h1?1en:ent study - l/l/84" 
SUlJtnit interiJn report - 6/3-G/&4* 
SobJnit final report - 10/B/84* 
CcrrplianC(~ - 10/15/84 (linle£S oechloriMtion facilitie::s 
are required} 

c. If dechlorination f;Tjcilities are required: 

(1} Submit ikltJleiD@ntation schedule - 8/31/8~* 
{ 2) Progress report - 2/28/85• 
(3) Progress report - 6/30/65" 
(t:} Ccr:plic.r~.e - 11/lS/8~.!· 

" rotification shall be provide-<:1 and scht~(:Jnling E!Xpe_:ited shoul(; it 
becorra.~ evident that dechlorinatior~ fc.tcilit.iB's.~ \Jill lx· r>:::c;-uirea. 
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In order to assure tr~t you are in empliance with BAT dllorint"" limitations 
within tll@: .. statutory time limit, it is requested that you evaluate pr@sent chlorine ~actices and previous minimization studies and notify us not later 
than October 31, 1983, as to the option which you plan to implefMmt. 
Slbsequently, you should proceed with implementation. 

Director 
water Management Division 

Attacte~nt 

oc: Florida. Department of Q1virol'ti'i1ent•l Regulation 

-Jl~ewton:gl: 4793:10-Q4-83:1819Q 

N&riDN PA'llU Cl< MARLAR 





I 

NOV 2 8 '983 

ru:. Goorge o. laj'Nft 
Dtr~ctor of Po~>t?-r Sr.-.ppl}''1i 
Clll t Po\Jer ('~ny 
~"~::t Off ictt I:~ .. ~ 11~1 
~~ola, Floridi:i 32:S2n 

RE: C.rist E1~ct:rlc Oent:~.&t:ir~ Pl:int, t.iPi)!.::: No. Fl.fH.JC;~~7~~ &<.1.vl :t tlectric Qcr1e-ratifl9 Plant, 1-iftill; ~. l''U}OL:i'S 3 

lit:.~ •r~ it~ r~"€'ipt c£ yoo lf1tter ot O:.:tJ~:! ~7, lS83. 'n~f. prot-10St=·t1 cbArt-Jf.!S to the (ti,lorine miniJAizc..t ion Bttat1· sd~uu lt: ar .. ~ &ccet~tabltt to us provided tJ.!at tl&< t in&l Octot~r 15, 19&-<, t}ate 1 fl ~t. 

li yet hiivt' rH1~' <lu~.::s~~iot;.~, f~·l 1r(3" to ~c-;f,tac~. JiL H.rt.-tr;r i./~ 4 G{./fiPl-t: 7S :· .. 

. Rubt~rt. i"'• ~~t:<t·''1 C.hif.;lf 
.eouth 1\rf.:~a ~nnts tr~it 
F~ci l i ~ i~s Pe tf tJn•lta~ Rr ~.~nch 
Wetter ~n·~q~~ht. Dl Vitt:ivn 

cc: Fr;n-:: 
Jt~wton:gl:ll/25/83:2508Q 

~ Jl;;>i/69 



Gulf Power Company 
Post Office Box 11 51 
Pensacola Florida 32520 
Telephone 904-434-8354 

George 0. Layman 
Director of Power Supply 

October 27, 1983 

Mr. Paul J. Traina 
Director 
Water Management Division 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
345 Courtland Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30365 

Dear Mr. Traina: 

Ref: Chlorine Discharge Compliance Date 

GulfPo\ver 
the southern eiectnc system 

In your letter to me dated October 12, 1983, you required 
that if Gulf was going to conduct a chlorine minimization 
study at any of our plants, we would need to notify the 
Director no later than October 31, 1983. 

Gulf Power did not receive your letter until October 15 
and I feel that the October 31 deadline you have mandated 
does not give us enough time to evaluate our options with 
regard to the chlorine issue. Mr. Jim Vick of my staff 
talked with Mr. Charles Kaplan of your staff and expressed 
the same to him. Mr. Kaplan concurred and said that the 
letter should have gone out much earlier. Mr. Jim Vick 
has informally asked Mr. Kaplan for an extension of the 
October 31 deadline; Mr. Kaplan indicated that he had no 
problem with this. 

This letter is to formalize our request for an extension 
and to amend a portion of the anticipated implementation 
schedule that was contained in your letter of October 12. 
The amendment to the schedule would be as follows: 

l.b. (1) Notify Director - November 30, 1983 
(2) Submit Study Plan - December 31, 1983 
(3) Implement Study - February 1, 1984 

This amendment essentially moves this part of the implementation 
schedule back one month. I feel this would be fair to Gulf 
considering the date of receipt of your letter. 



· Mr. Paul J. Traina 
October 27, 1983 

·. Page 2 

I£ you have any questions, please contact Mr. Jim Vick of 
my staff at 904/434-8311. 

Yours very truly, 

~~ 
JOV:en 
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