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No. 83-FL-077/NPDES Permit No. 

Dear Ms. Hanson: 

We are herewith submitting comments on the above re­
ferenced National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit on behalf of our client, Gulf Power Company 
(Gulf). The permit, proposed to be reissued for Gulf's Plant 
Scholz, has been discussed in its development stages by 
personnel of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Reg ion IV and Gulf. Although such discussions served to resolve 
several issues, the draft permit still contains provisions 
which are not totally acceptable and merit further comment. 

In order to facilitate your review of Gulf's comments, 
we have presented them below in the order that the related 
subject matter appears in the draft permit. In addition, a 
suggested mark-up of the draft permit is attached hereto as 
Attachment "A". 

PAGE I-1 

The Permit Should Reflect the Nationally 
Applicable Compliance Deadline for 

Total Residual Chlorine in Cooling Water Discharges 

On April 12th of this year, EPA Region IV sent Gulf a 
draft permit for the Scholz Plant. In that draft EPA required 
that Free Available Chlorine (FAC) be monitored and sampled 
until July 1, 1984, and that Total Residual Chlorine (TRC) would 
be monitored and sampled for thereafter. 
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On June 10, 1983, Gulf submitted formal comments on that 
draft to EPA. In those comments Gulf requested that the. F'AC 
monitoring and sampling requirements be deleted and that the 
TRC monitoring and sampling requirements be made effective 
immediately upon issuance of the permit. Since then, Gulf has 
conducted some very limited testing to see if the 0.2 mg/1 TRC 
limit could be met. The data that were collected preliminarily 
indicate that compliance with the 0.2 mg/1 TRC limit could be 
extremely difficult. With that in mind, Gulf filed, on August 
11, 1983, a request for a Section 30l(g) variance from the TRC 
limit with Mr. Charles Jeter of EPA, Region IV. On August 24, 
1983, EPA responded to Gulf's 30l(g) request in a letter from 
James M. Greenfield (EPA) to Mr. Jim Vick of Gulf. In that 
letter, EPA's initial response to the variance request was to 
deny it. However, EPA pointed out that approval might be 
forthcoming if Gulf could (a) provide data and information 
showing that no adverse impacts would result from the chlorine 
discharge and (b) maintain compliance with all State require­
ments. 

Gulf feels that to adequately determine the impacts, if 
any, from the chlorine discharge, a mutually agreed upon data 
and information gathering program must be put together. This 
will obviously be time consuming as will the actual physical 
data collection. Once this has been completed, then EPA and 
Gulf can factually determine if a less stringent TRC chlorine 
limit may be applicable. 

On June 23, 1983, a memorandum was forwarded from Mr. 
Steven Schatzow of the EPA Headquarters to the Water Division 
Directors (Regions I-X) to serve as a guidance document on the 
compliance date for TRC, BAT limitations for the steam electric 
point source category. In that memo, a November 19, 1985 date 
was set as the final deadline for all TRC discharges to come 
into compliance with the effluent guidelines for TRC. 

Based on the above, Gulf hereby requests that the final 
compliance date for the TRC discharge be November 19 , 19 8 5. At 
that time, Gulf would have to be in compliance with the TRC 
effluent limit of 0.2 mg/1 or a less stringent number if the 
30l(g) variance for the TRC is approved. In the interim, the 
FAC limits would be 0.2 mg/1 (average) and 0.5 mg/1 (instan­
taneous maximum) as defined in the expired NPDES permit. 

Gulf requests that this schedule appear on Page I-5(B)l 
of the permit. 

A Chlorine Usage ·Report Should Not Be Required. 

The steam electric BAT effluent guidelines allow total 
residual chlorine (TRC) to be discharged from any unit for up 
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to two (2) hours per day per unit; in addition, the guidelines 
allow TRC to be discharged in concentrations up to and including 
0.2 mg/1. 40 CFR §423.13(b); 47 Fed. Reg. 52290. As long as 
these 1 imi ts are met, the amount of chlorine added should be of 
no consequence. The burden of having to report the amount of 
chlorine added during each period of chlorination is therefore 
unjustified. Gulf therefore requests that the language re­
quiring the reports be deleted. 

PAGE I-2 

Flow-Weighted Concentration Limits 
Are Inappropriate for the Combination of 
Coal Pile Runoff and Ash Transport Waters 

The discharge limitations for outfall 002, the ash pond, 
have been "flow-weighted". In particular, the daily maximum 
oil and grease limitation specified by the effluent guidelines 
for the facility - 20 mg/1 - has been lowered to 15 mg/1. 
Similarly, the daily maximum limitation for total suspended 
solids (TSS) has been reduced from the guidelines value of 100 
mg/1 to a value of 77 mg/1. This same proposal was contained 
in the prepublication draft permit for the Scholz Plant. Gulf's 
comments on the draft forwarded its view that flow-weighted 
concentration limits (FWCL's) are inappropriate for the utili­
ty industry, especially with regard to ash pond discharges. 
Gulf still is of that view. The use of FWCL's penalizes the 
utility for treating waste streams discharging to an ash pond. 
This is inconsistent with the fact that both EPA and the utility 
industry have long realized and accepted the value of ash ponds 
as a treatment system for various waste streams of electric 
utilities. 

The whole concept of developing FWCL's for combined 
waste streams revolves around the assumption that one can 
quantify in a systematic manner the flows from the various waste 
streams and then adjust individual effluent limitations ac­
cordingly to come up with a combined limitation. Although this 
approach can have substantial merit and utility with regard to 
industrial discharges which have carefully regulated and me­
tered flows, such as is the case in the chemical industry, the 
approach breaks down when it is applied to rainfall related 
events. This is especially true in the southeastern United 
States and particularly in the Panhandle of Florida where the 
10-year, 24-hour rainfall event can easily produce seven to ten 
inches of rain. To assume, in the case of the Scholz Plant, that 
7. 5 inches of rain is falling on the coal pile 365 days per year 
produces a gross, over estimate. Therefore, the calculation 
carried out by the Agency to support the FWCL's, even assuming 
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that the allowable concentrations of oil and grease and TSS from 
the coal pile runoff proposed by the Agency were defensible, 
unfairly penalizes Gulf because it uses infrequent flow con­
ditions to support an effluent limitation that must be met at 
all times, whether it rains or not. Surely, such a BPJ is 
arbitrary and capricious. 

These very issues have been carefully reviewed by the 
Utility Water Act Group (UWAG) in its voluminous comments to the 
Agency over the past two years with regard to this matter. 
Several of these UWAG documents were forwarded to EPA in Gulf 1 s 
June 10, 1983 comments on the prepublication draft permit. 
Those earlier comments and their attachments are incorporated 
herein by reference. A later UWAG correspondence on this matter 
is attached hereto (Attachment "B"). It is our understanding 
that the Agency is in the process of developing guidance on 
establishing permit limitations for steam electric power gen­
erating facilities. We would respectfully suggest that EPA 
Reg ion IV should not impose FWCL 1 s on coal pile runoff prior to 
the development of such guidance. 

BPJ For Coal Pile Runoff Should Equate 
To the Effluent Guidelines Limits for the Ash Pond 

EPA forwarded to Gulf in its April correspondence a data 
sheet indicating how the FWCL 1 s for oil and grease and 'I'SS were 
developed. In essence, the Agency assumed that the 10-year, 
24-hour rainfall event would produce 0.6 million gallons per 
day (MGD) of water that would run off of the coal pile into the 
ash pond. The permit writer then assumed that the coal pile 
runoff had an effluent limitation of zero mg/1 for oil and 
grease, both on the 24-hour and 30-day averaging times, and 
carried out the calculation to flow-weight the various waste 
streams as shown in Attachment "C". The effect of that 
calculation was to lower the daily maximum oil and grease 
discharge 1 imitation from 20 mg/1 to 15 mg/1. It is Gulf 1 s view 
that this methodology is entirely inappropriate. Because coal 
pile runoff is unregulated with regard to oil and grease, when 
arriving at combined stream limits imposed on a concentration 
basis, which we question in the first place, the Agency should 
follow the "partial credit" approach employed in its pretreat­
ment regulations. In essence, the proper oil and grease limits 
to assign to coal pile runoff are the same as those imposed in 
the guidelines for the regulated electric waste streams-- that 
is, 15 mg/1 daily average and 20 mg/1 daily maximum (15/20 
1 imi ts) . 

There is no reason to believe that unregulated coal pile 
runoff into a combined waste stream treatment facility (ash 
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pond) will automatically result in dilution. Such runoff could 
easily contain oil and grease that would flow untreated into 
navigable waters if the runoff did not flow into the ash pond. 
The guidelines assume that the ash pond is capable of treating 
waste streams to meet the 15/20 limits. There is no factual 
basis for assuming that coal pile runoff discharges into the ash 
pond will enhance that treatment efficiency. 

The FWCL for TSS proposed for serial No. 002 is even more 
troublesome. In that instance, the daily maximum TSS limit of 
100 mg/1 has been reduced to 77 mg/1. (See Attachment "D") Once 
again, the coal pile runoff flow during the 10-year, 24-hour 
rain has been used to discount the guidelines limit from the ash 
pond. It is true that the effluent guidelines establish a TSS 
1 imi t of 50 mg/1 as an instantaneous maximum on coal pile runoff 
when discharged separately. The averaging period for TSS from 
the coal pile therefore is different from the daily or 30-day 
average required for TSS discharged from the ash pond. As a 
consequence, coal pile runoff is unregulated for the averaging 
time of the other waste streams normally combined for treatment 
in the ash pond. Once again, to the extent that the Agency 
intends to establish best professional judgment (BPJ) limita­
tions for this stream, under the partial credit approach 
discussed above, especially where the flow of the coal pile 
runoff into the ash pond is unlikely to have a significant 
.impact on the pond's treatment ability, the 30/100 mg/1 TSS 
limits for all other waste streams should be applied to coal 
pile runoff. 

In addition to the conceptual problems with EPA's pro­
posal to discount the TSS effluent limitation allowed for the 
ash pond by the coal pile runoff flow, we question EPA's 
conclusion that the 50 mg/1 instantaneous maximum for TSS 
translates into 30 mg/1 on both the 1-day and 30-day averaging 
times. Although the effluent limitation from the ash pond 
itself for the 30-day period is 30 mg/1, there is nothing to 
support the Agency' s cone 1 us ion that the instantaneous maximum 
value should translate into a number as low as 30 mg/1 on a daily 
average. Gulf recognizes that converting the instantaneous 
limitation into a daily or 30-day average limitation is not a 
straightforward exercise. Perhaps this as much as anything 
else supports the conclusion that BPJ for the coal pile runoff 
into the ash pond should be assumed to be the 30/100 mg/1 
limitations already applicable. 

Gulf is unawarE of any documentation demonstrating that 
EPA's propsal BPJ' s for oil and grease and TSS have been arrived 
at after evaluation of all factors required to be considered by 
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§304 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, or proposed for 
consideration by EPA's recent proposed changes to !I D CFR 
§125.3. See 47 Fed.Reg. 52072, et ~; November 18, 1982. 

Any Flow-Weighted Concentration Limits 
For the Ash Pond Discharge Must Give 

Full Credit for Rainfall into the Ash Pond 

In the Agency's response to Gulf's earlier comments, it 
was stated that it would be particularly damaging to allow the 
discharge of up to 100 mg/liter TSS (presumably on a daily 
basis) from coal pile runoff, because under the dilution 
situation, the quantity the environment would have to absorb 
would be excessive. Gulf is unaware of any factual support for 
this statement by the Agency. Moreover, EPA has not taken into 
account the rain on the ash pond itself. 

As a practical matter, when the 10-year, 24-hour rain 
occurs at the Scholz Plant, approximately 6 acres of coal pile 
will produce runoff into the ash pond. However, the ash pond 
itself comprises approximately 40 acres. During such a rain­
fall event, the volume of precipitation that falls directly 
into the ash pond is almost 7 times the volume that would be 
brought in from the coal pile. The Agency has long recognized 
that ash ponds provide acceptable treatment. The EPA effluent 
guidelines do not require the effluent limitations that apply 
to ash pond outfalls to be discounted or reduced to reflect 
dilution from rainfall into the ash ponds. It would be 
inconsistent then to nevertheless presume that coal pile runoff 
dilutes a "dry" ash pond during such a rainfall event, espe­
cially in light of its smaller area, for purposes of arriving 
at a final effluent limitation. 

If BPJ limits are to be applied to the ash pond/coal pile 
runoff system in an internally consistent manner, rainfall 
directly into the ash pond must be taken into account. The 
logic of this can be seen when one considers that at the Scholz 
Plant during the 10 year, 24-hour event, rainfall on the coal 
pile produces a 0.60 MGD flow, while rainfall into the ash pond 
produces a corresponding 4.1 MGD flow. With respect to oil and 
grease, the 15/20 mg/1 guideline limits naturally should apply 
to all direct rainfall into the ash pond. If the same limits 
were applied to coal pile runoff, FWCL's oil and grease would, 
of course, be identical to the guideline limits. See Attachment 
"E". 

If, as proposed by EPA, no credit is given to oil and 
grease in coal pile runoff, but "full credit" is given to rain 
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into the ash pond, the FWCL's oil and grease are reduced to 
15/18 mg/1. See Attachment "F". It should be noted that this 
is the most stringent set of oil and grease 1 imitations that can 
be theoretically arrived at for BPJ, consistent with the 
guidelines. 

Turning to TSS, an additional factor must be dealt with. 
Unlike the oil and grease situation, the guidelines regulate 
TSS from coal pile runoff on an instantaneous basis at 50 mg/1. 
The draft permit has set BPJ at 30/30 mg/1 for TSS. While 
reserving judgment on this point, if it were assumed that 30/30 
mg/1 truly represented BPJ for coal pile runoff TSS at the 
Scholz Plant, then inclusion of flow attributable to rainfall 
directly into the ash pond at 30/100 mg/1 guideline limits 
yields FWCL's of 30/93 mg/1. See Attachment "G". 

If Flow-Weighted Concentration Limits 
for the Ash Pond Discharge 

Are Included in the Final Permit, 
A Provision to Adjust the Limit 

In the Event of Enforcement Should be included 
In The Permit 

FWCL's that are based upon historical rainfall events 
are at best guesses. In order to assure that Gulf is not 
subjected to enforcement for an FWCL that is based upon an event 
which is not representative of what actually occurred at the 
time of the supposed violation, we would suggest that an 
additional clause be added to the bottom of Page I-2 of the 
Permit. The additional condition would provide that monitored 
exceedences of the FWCL which otherwise show compliance with 
the unadjusted effluent guidelines limitation, would trigger 
the requirement that actual preciptation information for the 
period in question be examined and used to calculate an adjusted 
FWCL. In the case where the rainfall event during the preceding 
averaging period is less than the 10-year, 24-hour event, flows 
from the coal pile and directly into the ash pond would be 
adjusted accordingly. Where the rainfall event equals or 
exceeds the 10-year, 24-hour rain, the coal pile runoff re­
sulting from rain over and above that event would be granted 
30/100 mg/1 guideline limits in order to assure that such flow 
is not limited in a fashion that is inconsistent with 40 CFR 
§423.12(b) ( 10). (See Attachment "A") 

In sum, Gulf believes that the standard effluent guide­
lines limitation should apply to both oil and grease and TSS 
discharge from the ash pond. FWCL's are difficult, if not 
impossible, to apply to rainfall related discharges such as 
coal pile runoff. If, however, the Agency feels that it must 
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persist in developing FWCL' s for this facility, we believe that 
it will be necessary to go through a more rigorous BPJ analysis 
for the coal pile runoff portion of the calculation if deviation 
from the effluent guidelines limitations is to be justified. In 
any event, Gulf should be given full credit for all rainfall 
into the ash pond in any such calculations. 

PAGE I-3 

We request that the definition of "metal cleaning waste" 
as used in the draft NPDES permits for Gulf's Plants Crist and 
Lansing Smith be included in the Plant Scholz NPDES permit also. 
The inclusion of that definition would avoid any misinter­
pretations of the requirements for these wastes. 

PAGE I-5 

The TRC Compliance Deadline Should Be Extended 

We request that the compliance deadline for the permit 
be extended as discussed in more detail in the comment on Page 
I-A, item (a) above. 

PAGES II - 1 through 15 

In September 1, 1983, 48 Fed.Reg. 39611, et ~, EPA 
noticed its final rulemaking on revisions to a number of EPA 
permit programs, one of which was the NPDES permitting program. 
These revisions to the NPDES program were the result of a 
settlement agreement between EPA and the Utility Water Act 
Group (UWAG). Three specific revisions that were noticed in the 
Federal Register substantially change the requirements of Part 
II of the Scholz permit. Part II deals specifically with 
"boilerplate" language or standard conditions for NPDES per­
mits. Gulf requests that EPA change the "Duty to Mitigate", 
"Duty to Halt," and "Signatory Requirements" provisions of the 
Scholz permit as per the revisions noticed in the September 1, 
1983 Federal Register. 

PAGE III-1 

It was Gulf's understanding that the discharge of intake 
screen washwater and uncontaminated stormwater runoff without 
limitations or monitoring requirements would be approved in 
this section of the permit. The expired NPDES permit for this 
plant contained such language for intake screen washwater. 
Gulf assumes that the exclusion of this language was merely an 
oversight on EPA's part and therefore requests that it become 
a part of the permit as EPA had originally agreed to. 
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CONCLUSION 

Gulf appreciates this opportunity to submit further 
comment on the draft NPDES permit for its Scholz Plant. We hope 
that EPA will consider them carefully. If you feel that a 
meeting would be helpful to resolve our mutual concerns, please 
do not hesitate to contact Mr. Jim Vick, (904) 434-8311. 

WHG/gs 
Enclosures 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~ 
William H. Green 

Counsel for Gulf Power Company 

cc: Robert F. McGhee (w/o attachments) 
Charles H. Kaplan (w/o attachments) 



ATTACHMENT "A" 
Permit do: FW002283 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IV 

345 COURTLAND STREET 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365 

AUTHJRIZATION 'IO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 
NATIONAL roLLUTAN1' DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

In compliance with the prov1s1ons of the Clean Water let, as amended (33 u.s.c. 1251 et. seq; the "Act"), 

G.llf B:Jwer Cbmpany 
P. 0. Box 1151 
Pensacola, Florida 32520 

is authorized to discharge from a facility located at 

Scholz Electric Generating Plant 
county 271 off u.s. 90 
Chattahoochee, Florida 32324 

to receiving waters named 

Apalachicola River 

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth in Parts I, II, and III hereof. The permit consists of this cover sheet, Part I 5 pages, Part II 1~ pages and Part III 1 page. 
IS 

'Ihis permit shall become effective on 

~his permit and the authorization to d~scharge shall expire at midnight, 

Date Signed Paul J. Traina, Director 
Water Management Division 



Page I-1 
~rrnit No: FW002283 

PART I 

A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

During the period beginning on the effective date of this permit and lasting through the term of this permit, the permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall (s) and serial number (s) 001 - CXlce through cooling \tlater. 

such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

30 Day Avg Instantaneous 
Flow, M3/Day (MGD) Maximum 
Discharge Temperature oc(OF) 

Intake Temperature 0 c(OF) 

Heavy Metals 

Time of Addition minutes/day 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

120 

MONITORING RECUIREMENTS 

Measurement 
Frequenc:r: 

Hourly 

4/Day 

4/Day 

See Below 

1/Heek 
During periods of 
chlorination 

l:Xlily 

Sample 
~ 

Pump Logs 

Instantaneous 

Instantaneous 

Grab 

Multiple Grabs 
throughout 
periods of 
chlorine 
discharge 

logs 
l1onitoring for arsenic, chromium, copper, iron, lead and mercury 1/quarter, and cadmium, nickel, selenium and zinc 1/year. 

, ~~~-nournp~~ eaelrf>eriett--&~le£4fiat4eR-~-he--repo~the-~at:er-~ene Bi:~. ~ bt"' d~.Se~,.j~&. ft~~ +~ 2. koti~ ~H~.., d.«-}" w"U>1.c+. Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken ~}.,the following location(s): Intake temperture at the condenser inlet, discharge temperture and~ at the discharge structure and heavy metals 200 feet downstream of the confluence of the ash pond discharge hand 
1
the .cooling water discharge but prior to the confluence of the discharge canal and 'Ihe Apaiac 1co a River. 



Page I-2 
Penni t No: Flll00228 3 

PART I 

A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

DUring the period beginning on the effective date of this permit and lasting through the term of 
this permit, the permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) and serial number(s) 002: 
Ash Pond 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Daily Avg Daily Max 

Flow, M3jbay (MGD) 

~ Oil and Grease, mg/1 15 

.. ---> 'lbtal Suspended Solids, mg/1 30 

MONITORING REQUIREMEN'IS 

Measurement 
Frequency 

1/Vleek 

l;Month 

1/Month 

Sample 
~ 

Weir Elevation 

Grab 

Composite 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard units and shall be 
monitored 1/month by grab. 

There shall be no discharge of .floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts. 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the 
following location(s): Nearest accessible point after final treatment but prior to actual 
discharge or mixing with other waste streams. 



Page I-3 
Fermi t No: FI1J002283 

PART I 
A. EFFLUENT LIMI'rATIONS AND MONI'IORING REQUIREMENTS 

During the period beginning on the effective date of this permit and lasting through the term of this permit, the permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) and serial number(s) 003: Metal Cleaning Wastes 

such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS MONI 'lORING REQU IREMEN'IS 

Measurement Sample Daily Avg: Iaily Max Kg/Batch Frequency ~ 
Flow, M3/Day (MGD) Batch Total calculation 
Oil and Grease, mg/1 15 20 1/ 2/Batch Grab 
'Ibtal Copper, mg/1 1.0 1.0 y 8/Batch Grab 
'Ibtal Iron, mg/1 1.0 1.0 .!/ 8/Batch Grab 

The pH shall not be less than n/a standard units nor greater than n/a standard units and shall be monitored 1/ffionth by grab. 

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts.· 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): Nearest accessible point after metal cleaning waste treatment but prior to mixing with ash pond. 

y The total quantity of each pollutant discharged shall be reported. In no case shall the quantity discharged exceed the quantity determined by multiplying the volume of the batch of metal cleaning waste generated times the concentrations noted above (i. e., 3.8 kg (8,3 lbs) of iron and copper; 57 kg (125 lbs) of oil and grease per million gallons of metal cleaning waste generated) • 



Page I-4 
Permit No: FL0002283 

PART I 

A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

During the period beginning on the effective date of this permit and lasting through the term of this permit, the permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) and serial number(s) 004: Sanitary Wastes 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUffiEMENTS 

Measurement Sample 
D3.ily Avg Iaily Max Frequency ~ 

Flow, M3 /Day (MGD) Daily Representative 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand 

( 5-day) , mg/1 30 60 1/Q.larter Grab 
'Ibtal SUspended Solids, mg/1 30 60 1/Q.larter Grab 

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts. 
samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): Nearest accessible point after final treatment but prior to actual discharge or mixing with the receiving waters. 



B. SCHEDULE OF ffiMPLIANCE 

PART I 
Page I-5 
Fermi t No. FW00228 3 

1. The permittee shall achieve compliance with the effluent 
limitations specified for discharges in accordance with the 
following schedule: 

Operational Level Attained ••••.•••••.••• Effective Date of Permit 

2. No later than 14 calendar days following a date identified in 
the above schedule of compliance, the permittee shall submit 
either a report of progress or, in the case of specific actions 
being required by identified dates, a written notice of 
compliance or noncompliance. In the latter case, the notice 
shall include the cause of noncompliance, any remedial actions 
taken, and the probability of meeting the next scheduled 
requirement. 



ffiRr II 

STP.ND\RD mNDITIONS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

SECTION A. GENEFl\L CC.NDITIONS 

1. Dut.y t.o Corc;>ly 

Part II 
Page II-1 

The permittee :r21.1st cOJ:Tply ~.~lith all conditions of this permit. Any pennit 

noncorrpliance ccn.st.i-tutes a violation of the Clean 'Water Act and is grounds 

for enforcement ac-tion; for pennit tenni.nation, revocation and reissuance, or 

modification; or for der~ial of a pe~~t renewal application~ 

2. Penalties for Violations of Pennit Conditions 

Any person who violates a pennit condition is subjec·t to a civil penalty not_ 

to exceed $10$ 000 per day of such violation. Any person who willfully or 

negligently violates pe:r.nri.t conditions is subject to a fine of not less than 

$2, 500 nor rrore t,"'lan $25; 000 per day of violation, or by inprisonment for not 

nore than 1 year, or both. 

3 . Duty to IVJ:i ti:.SE'te 

tlhe ~ ttee shal-l tak~ __ 9-ll K~sonable st.eps·te-·minirni-ze···or·-correct···arw 

adver-se---inpact·-on-the··ertvironmeffE--reEfCITti-ng-·fram-·nonccmpliance-with·this 

peanit.,~-i-aelt~a4.::nt~t·-st:.eh·--aeee:lerata:l·ur·addit~"Onai:--nonitoring~as-neeess-a.
:ey to 

d:et:;ernti:t'le-ffiB·--Ra-~~~-and-.~ct-OL..t.l:le-~¥n~eha:r-ge. 

4. Perrri t r.tiOdif :L cation 

After notice a.r:d opportunity for a hearing, this permit may be modified, 

terminated or revcked for cause (as described in 40 CFR 122 .. 62 et seq) 

including, but not limited to, the follat;ing: 

a. Violation of any tenrs or conditions of this pennit; 

b. Obtaining t.his permit by misrepresentation or failure to disclose 

fully all :r:elevant facts; 

c. A change in a.ny condition that requires either tenporary interruption 

or elimination of the pe~mitted disCharge; or 

d. Infomation newly acquired by the Agency indicating the discharge 

poses a -threat Jco hunan health or welfare. 



1. Section A.3 - Duty to Mitigate should be amended as 
follows: 

Duty to Mitigate. The permittee shall take all respon­
sible steps to minimize or prevent any discharge in 
violation of this permit which has a substantial like­
lihood of adversely affecting human health or the en­
vironment. 
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If the pennittee believes that any past or plarmed activity \4.0uld be cause for 
mcxlification or revocation and reissuance under 40 CFR 122.62, the pennittee 
nust re_port such infonnation to the Pennit Issuing Authority. 'Ihe suhnittal 
of a ne.v applicat.ion may be required of the pennittee. The filing of a 
rB1uest by t...lte penni.ttee for a pennit rrodification, revocation and reissuance, 
or termir~tion, or a notification of planned Changes or anticipated 
noncorrpliance, does not stay any pennit condition. 

5. Toxic Pollutants 

Notwitt~st.a.P.ding Paragraph A-4, above, if a toxic effluent standard or 
prohibition (inclt.iling any schedule of conpliance specified in such effluent 
standard or prohibition) is established under Section 307(a) of the Act for a 
toxic pollutant which is present in the discharge and such standard or 
prohibition is rrore stringent than any limitation for such pollutant in this 
pennit, this permit shall be rrodified or revoked and reissued to confonn to 
the toxic effluent standard or prohibition and the pennittee so notified. 

'lhe pennittee shall comply with effluent standards or prohibitions establisl}.ed 
under Section 307 (a) of the Clean Water Act for toxic pollutants within the 
t.llne provided in the regulations that establish those standards or 
prOhibitions, even if the pennit has not yet been m::xlified to incorporate the 
re:ruiranent. 

6. Civil and Cr.iJnir..al Liability 

Except as provided in permit conditions on "Bypassing" Section B, Paragraph 
B-3, nothing in this permit shall be construed to relieve the pe.rmittee from 
civil or criminal penalties for noncarpliance. 

7. Oil and H:J.zardous Substance Liabi li tv 

Nothing in this penni t shall be construed to preclude the insti tutio1;1 of any 
legal action or relieve the permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, 
or penalties to which the pennittee is or may be subject under Section 311 of 
the Act. 

8. State Laws 

Nothing in this pennit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any 
legal action or relieve the permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, 
or penalties established pursuant to any applicable State law or regulation 
under autl1ority preserved by Section 510 of the Act. 

9. Property Rights 

The issuarc.e of this pennit does not convey any prcperty rights of any sort, 
or any exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to private 
property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringement of Federal, 
State or local laws or regulations. 
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1.'his penni t does not authorize or approve the construction of any onshore or 
oifshore pnysical structures or facilities or the undertaking of any YrDrk in 
ar~ waters of the United States. 

11. Severability 

'lhe provisions of this permit are severable, and if any provision of this 

penni t, or the application of any provision of this penni t to any 
circumstance, is held invalid, the application of such provision to other 

circurrstances, and the remainder of this permit, shall not be affected thereby. 

SECTION B • OPERl\ TION AND M-\INTENA.NCE OF POLLilliON CONrROLS 

1. Proper Operation and Maintenance 

The permittee shall at all t:i.rres properly operate and maintain all facilities 

and systems of trea brent arrl control (and related appurtenances) which are 
installed or used by the permittee to achieve corrpliance with the conditions 

of this pennit. Proper operation and maintenance includes effective 
perfonrance, adequate funding, adequate operator staffing and training, and 

ade~~ate laboratory and process controls, including appropriate quality 
assurance procedures. 'rhis provision requires the operation of baCk-up or 
auxiliary facilities or similar systems only when necessary to achieve 
carpliance with the conditions of the pernu.t. 

~!}__r~ductiGn-r---les-s-,-~r"·-fai-li:ir~~ef--the--treatment-£acit±ty-;--trre-penni"&tee 

s~ 1, to the extent _!l~Qessacy ____ to--maintain----eenp-lianee--with---its--penn:i:-t;;-,----<3Gnt.ro 1 

prodl:.i£:tioii-=--o.r=·arL=-ilischar-ges---Gr--botlLunti1 ___ :the ___ f"acilit.~Lis.-rest.or-ed--et--aft-_~~-
~ .. ·-~~-----...- . . . . . . 
al terf§_i;:!YsLme_tl:lod--of--tr-ea-tment----1;;-s-pEev-idoo---------Thia __ requJ.rement--aJ?pl-1.-eg,~'f€}1; 
exaiTPie, "'{_l!_~I]._j:,lle_pr.i.mary---seuree--of--pc1.'lerof--the-treaeneB:t-f-aci~i4s:~a±-J:s--or----
:rs-red~~~---Q£_lost_. _____ ... -It---sha-ll-ne'E-1ee---a~-Elef-ens-e~f-Gl7--a--pernti.tte-e---rnan __ _ 
-efif-Or~nt---aetion-that-tt-·wou1.o--nave-be€n--necessary:toliait ·a-r--reauce-ilie·--~­

psnnitted-activity···.tn-oraer--Eo-··rralnta:rn--conpiiance--wrtfi·t.ne--oonart:Ic>ns··-or--·thi s 
____ P._~t-------~-

3. Bypass of Treatment Facilities 

a. Deiinitions 

( l) 11 Bypass.. means the intentional diversion of waste strearrs fran 

any portion of a treatment facility, which is not a designed or 
established cperating m::Xle for the facility. 



2. Section B.2- Duty to Halt or Reduce Activity should be 
amended as follows: 

Need to Halt or Reduce not a Defense. It shall not be 
a defense for a permittee in an enforcement action that 
it would have been necessary to halt or reduce the 
permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with 
the condition of this permit. 
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(2) "Severe property damage" means sUbstantial physical damage to 
property, damage to the treatment facilities which causes them 
to becane inoperable, or substantial and pennanent loss of 
natural resources which can reasonably be expected to occur in 
the absence of a bypass. Severe property damage does not mean 
ecoranic loss caused by delays in prcrluction. 

b. Bypass not exceeding limitations. 

The pennittee may allOW" any bypass to occur which does not cause 
effluent limitations to be exceeded, but only if it also is for 
essential maintenance to assure efficient operation. These b¥Passes 
are not subject to the provisions of Paragraphs c. and d. of this 
section. 

c. NJtice 

( l) Anticipated bypass. If the penni ttee k.noNs in advance of the 
need for a ~ss, it shall sUbmit prior notice, if possible at 
least ten days before the date of the b¥Pass; including an 
evaluation of the anticipated quality and effect of the ~ss. 

(2) Unanticipated bypass. The pennittee shall submit notice of an 
unanticipated ~ss as required in Section D, Paragraph D-8 
(24-hour notice). 

d. Prohibition of t¥Pass. 

(l) Bypass is prohibited and the Pennit Issuing Authority may take 
enforcanent action against a permittee for ~ss1 unless: 

(a) Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life 1 personal 
injury 1 or severe property damage; 

(b) There were no feasible alternatives to the bypass, such as 
the use of auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of 
untreated wastes, or maintenance during nonnal periods of 
equiprent downtime. This condition is not satisfied if the 
permittee could have installed adequate backup equipment to 
prevent a ~ss which occurred during norrral periods of 
equipnent dONntime or preventive maintenance; and 

(c) The pennittee sub.nitted notices as required under Paragraph 
c. of this section. 

(2) The Pennit Issuing Authority may approve an anticipated bypass, 
after considering its adverse effects, if the Permit Issuing 
Authority detennines that it will meet the three conditions 
listed above in Paragraph d. (1) of this section. 



4. Removed SUbstances 
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This permit does not authorize discharge of solids, sludges, filter backwash, 
or other pollutants raroved in the course of treatment or control of 
wastewaters to waters of the United States unless specifically lirni ted in Part 
I. 

SEX.:I'ION C. i'10NITORING AND RECORDS 

1. Representative Sarrpling 

Sarrples and measurements taken as required herein shall be representative of 
the volume and nature of the rronitored discharge. All sanples shall be taken 
at the monitoring points specified in this pennit and, unless otherwise 
specified, before the effluent joins or is diluted by any other wastestream, 
bcdy of water, or substance. Monitoring points shall not be changed without 
notification to and the approval of the Pennit Issuing Authority. 

2. Flo.v Measurenents 

Appropriate f lo.v measurement devices and methods consistent with accepted 
scientific practices shall be selected and used to insure the accuracy and 
reliability of measurerrents of the volume of rroni tored discharges. The 
devices shall be installed, calibrated and maintained to insure that the 
accuracy of the measurements are consistent with the accepted capability of 
that type of device. Devices selected shall be capable of measuring flo.vs 
with a maximnn deviation of less than+ 10% fran t]J.e true discharge rates 
throughout the range of ex_pected discharge voh:nres. Guidance in selection, 
installation, calibratior1 and operation of acceptable flow measurement devices 
can be obtained from ~le following references: 

1. ''A Guide of l'1ethods and Standards £or the Measurement of Water Flo.v", 
u.s. Deparbnent of Ccrmrerce, National Bureau of Standards, NBS 
Special Publication 421, Hay l~flS, 97 pp. (Available from the U.S. 
Governrrent Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. Order by SD 
catalog No. Cl3.10:421.) 

2. "Water Measurement tvlanual", u.s. Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Second Edition, Revised Reprint, 1974, 327 pp. 
(Available from the u.s. Governmant Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C. 20402. Order by catalog No. I27.19/2:W29/2, Stock No. S/N 
24003-0027.) 
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3. 11Flow Measurement in Open Channels and Closed Conduits .. , u.s. 
Department of Corrunerce, National Bureau of Standards, NBS Special 

Publication 484, October 1977, 982 pp. (Available in paper copy or 

microfiche from National Technical Intormation Service (NTIS), 

Springfield, VA 22151. Order by NTIS No. PB-273 535/5ST.) 

4. 11NPDES Compliance Flow Measurement Manual" , U.S . Environmental 

Protection Agency, Office of Water Enforcement, Publication MCD-77, 

September 198lt 135 pp. (Available from the General Services 

Administration (BBRC), Centralized Mailing Lists Services, Building 

41, Denver Federal Center, Denver, CO 80225.) 

3. Moni taring Procedures 

Monitoring must be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 

CFR Part 136, unless other test procedures have been specified in this permit. 

4. Penalties for Tampering 

The Clean Water Act provides that any person who falsifies, tampers with, or 

knowingly renders inaccurate, any monitoring device or method required to be 

maintained under this permit shall, up::m conviction, be punished by a fine of 

not more than $10,000 per violation, or by imprisonment for not more than 6 

months per violation, or by both. 

5 • Retention of Records 

The permittee shall retain records of all monitoring information, including 

all calibration and maintenance records and all original strip chart 

recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of all reports 

required by this permit, and records of all data used to complete the 

application for this permit, for a period of at least 3 years from the date of 

the sample, measurement, report or application. This period may be· extended· 

by the Permit Issuing Authority at any time. 

6. Record Contents 

Records of monitoring information shall include: 

a. The date, exact place, time and methods of sampling or measurements: 

b. The indi vidual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements: 

c. The date(s) analyses were performed; 

d. The indi vidual(s) who performed the analyses; 

e. The analytical techniques or methods used: and 

f . The results of sud1 analyses. 



7. Inspection and Entry 
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The pennittee shall allON the Pennit Issuing Authority, or an authorized 
representative, up:>n the presentation of credentials and other docunents as 
may be re::ruired by law, to: 

a. Enter upon the permittee's premises Where a regulated facility or 
activity is located or conducted, or where records nust be kept under 
the conditions of this penni t; 

b. Have access to and ccpy, at reasonable tirres, any records that nust 
be kept under the conditions of this permit; 

c. Inspect at reasonable time any facilities, equipment (including 
rronitoring and control equipnent), practices, or operations regulated 
or re::ruired under this penni t, and 

d. Sanple or rroni tor at reasonable times, for the purp:>ses of assuring 
pennit canpliance or as otherwise authori.zed by the Clean water Act, 
any substances or parameters at any location. -

SECTION D. REPORTING REGVIREMENI'S 

1. Change in Discharge 

Any anticipated facility expansions, prcxluction increases, or process 
m:::xlifications Which will result in new, different, or increased discharges of 
pollutants must be reported by submission of a ne.v NPDFS application or, if 
such changes will not violate the effluent limitations specified in this 
penni t, by notice to the Penni t Issuing Authority of such changes. Follcwing 
such notice, the pennit may be m:xlified to specify and limit any pollutants 
.not previously limited. 

2. Anticipated Noncorrplian::e 

The pennittee shall give advance notice to the Pennit Issuing Authority of any 
planned change in the pennitted facility or activity which may result in 
noncarpliance with pennit re::ruirements. .l\.ny maintenance of facilities, which 
might necessitate unavoidable interruption of operation and degradation of 
effluent quality, shall be scheduled during noncritical water quality periods 
and carried out in a manner approved by the Pennit Issuing Authority. 



3. rrransfer of o..vnership or Control 
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A permit may be transferred to another party under the follONing conditions: 

a. 'l'he pennittee notifies the Pennit Issuing Authority of the proposed 

transfer; 

b. A wr:it:.ten agreement is submitted ·to the Pen.U..t Issuing Authority 

containing the ·specific transfer date and acknowledgement that the 

existing pennittee is responsible for violations up to that date and 

tne new pennittee liable thereafter. 

Trill1sfers are not effective if, within 30 days of receipt of proposal, 

the Pemit Issuing Authority disagrees and notifies the current pennittee 

and the new pennittee oi the intent to mcxlify, re\Oke and reissue, or 

tenninate the permit and to require that a new application be filed 

consistent with 40 CFR Part 122. 

4. ~ni taring Reports 

See Part III of this penni t. 

5. Additional Monitoring by the Pennittee 

If the permittee rronitors any pollutant nore frequently than required by this 

permit, using test procedures approved under 40 CFR 136 or as specified in 

this penn.it, the results of this :rronitoring shall be incltrled in the 

calculation and reporting of the data subnU.. tted in the Discharge I'-bni taring 

Report (IlvlR). Such increased frequency shall also be indicated. 

· 6. Averaging of .Lvleasurements 

Calculations for limitations which require averaging of measurerrents shall 

utilize an arit1~etic mean ur1less otherwise specified by the Permit Issuing 

Authority in the penni t. 

7. Conpliance Scnedules 

Re_fX)rts of corrpliance or noncc:::upliance with, or any progress reports on, 

interim and final requirements contained in any corrpliance schedule of this 

pennit shall be sul::mitted no later than 14 days follo.ving each schedule date. 

Any reports of noncorrpliance shall include the cause of noncorrpliance, any 

renedial actions taken, and probability of meeting the next scheduled 

requirement. 



· 8. '1\\enty-Four Hour· Reporting 
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'Ihe permittee shall orally refA)rt any noncompliance which may 
endanger health or the environment, within 24 hours from the time the 
permittee becomes aware of the circumstances. A written submission 
shall also be provided within 5 days of the time the penni ttee 
becomes aware of the circumstances. The written submission shall 
contain a description of the noncompliance and its cause, the period 
of noncompliance, including exact dates and times; and if the 
noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipa.ted time it is 
eA~cted to continue, and steps taken or planned to reduce, 
eliminate, and prevent reoccurrence of the noncompliance. 'lhe Penni t 
Issuing Authority may verbally waive the written report, on a 
case-by-case res is, when the oral rep::>rt is made. 

'Ihe follONing violations shall be incl u:ied in the 24 hour report when they 
might endanger health or the envirornnent: 

a. An unanticipated bypass which exceeds any effluent Limitation in ~e 
permit. 

b. Any upset Which exceeds any effluent limitation in the pennit. 

9. Other l'bnconpliance 

The permittee shall report in narrative fonn, all instances of nonconpliance 
not previously rep:>rted under Section D, Paragraphs D-2, D-4, D-7, and D-8 at 
the time rronitoring reports are submitted. '!he reJ:X>rts shall contain the 
infonration liste:l in Paragraph D-8. 

10. Changes in Discharges of Toxic SUbstances 

.'lhe pennittee shall notify the Pennit Issuing Authority as soon as it knONs or 
has reason to believe: 

a. '!hat any activity has occurred or will occur which would result in 
the discharge of any toxic substance(s) (listed at 40 CFR 122, 
Appendix D, Table II and III) which is not limited in the pennit, if 
that discharge will exceed the highest of the follo.ving "notification 
levels": 

(1) One hundred micrograms per liter (100 ug/1); 

(2) 1\vo hundred micrograms per liter (200 ug/1) for acrolein and 
acrylonitrile; five hundred micrograms per liter (500 ug/1) for 
2, 4-dinitrcphenol and for 2-methyl-4,6-dinitrc::phenol; and one 
milligram per liter (1 rng/1) for antirrony; 
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(3) Five (5) t.imes the maximun concentration value reJ?Orted for that 
p::>llutant(s) in the pennit application; 

b. That they have begun or expect to begin to use or manufacture as an 

interme:iiate or final prcduct or byproduct any toxic pollutant which 

was not reported in the pennit application. 

11. Duty to Reapply 

If the permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this permit after 

the expiration date of this permit, the pennittee nust apply for and obtain a 

net~ pennit. The application should be suhnitted at least 180 days before the 

expiration date of this permit. 'lhe Permit Issuing Authority may grant 

pennission to submit an application less than 180 days in advance but no later 

than the penni t expiration date. {o 

Where Em. is the Permit Issuing Authority, the tenns and conditionsfof this 

pennit are autcnatically continued in accordance with 40 CFR 122. ;?,' ~nly where 

the pennittee has submitted a timely and sufficient application for a renewal 

pennit and the Pennit Issuing Authority is unable through no fault of the 

permittee to issue a new permit before the expiration date. 

12. Signatory Requiranents 

All applications, reports or infonnation sul::mitted to the Permit Issuing 

Autl1ority shall be signed and certified. 

a. All pennit applications shall be signed as follONs: 

(1) For a corporation: ey-a~~i-ncipaT~r:tve--offieer-·ef---at-±ea:st 

tl:la-J.@:Vel:-··-ef-~v.iee-p~., 

( 2) For a partnership or sole proprietorship: by a general partner 
or the proprietor, respectively; or · 

(3) For a rrunicipality, state, Federal, or other pt:blic agency: by 

either a principal executive officer or ranking elected official. 

b. All re_fX)rts required by the permit and other infornation requested by 

the Permit Issuing Authority shall be signed by a person described 

alx>ve or by a duly authorized representative only if: 

(1) The authorization is made in writing by a person described above. 

(2) 'Ihe authorization specified either an individual or a IOSition 
having responsibility for the overall operation of the regulated 
facility or activity, such as the _IX)sition of plant rmnager, 

operator of a well or a well field, superintendent, or position 
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of equivalent resf.X)nsibility. (A duly authorized representative 
may thus be either a named individual or any individual 
occupying a named position. ) ; and 

(3) The written authorization is sul:mitted to the Permit Issuing 
Authority. 

c. Certification. Arry person signing a document under this section 
shall make the follo.ving certification: 

••::.t-c~r--pe~-s~-that.---I-have-personaliy-exarnined 

cme~-arrrfarniJ:rar--w±tlrthe--infermation--st:ibmitted-4n--thi.s--docynent 

am-~-a.tt.adunents--a.m--that,----based--e&-my--inquicy __ Qf __ ~ose 
indiYidua-ls---irmtediate-ly--respons±b-le--for--obtaining-the 
infor.matior:l.,---I---13eli-ev~r--t.ha~-l11.e~inforrrat-i-en-is---1::.Rle,----aeeu.rat~, 

~~--±-~-a~~-e-4:hat:·-t:here-are-si.-gni:f±cant-pena-lti-e-s 

for s~ing--fa-l"Se---±nfonmtion;--inei-uding-the--pes-sibi~i-t:.y--ef--~ 
--fiiie=and-i:nprisemtent ... 

13. Availability of Reports 

Except for data detennined to be confidential under 40 CFR Part 2, all reports 
prepared in accordance with the tenns of this permit shall be available for 
public inspection at the offices of the Permit Issuing Authority. As required 
by the Act, pennit applications, pennits, and effluent data shall not be 
considered confidential. 

14. R:nalties for Falsification of Reports 

'Ihe Clean Water Act provides that any person 'Who kncwingly mBkes any false 
state:nent, representation, or certification in any record or other docunent 
suhnitted or required to be maintained under this pennit, including rronitoring 
reports or reports of carpliance or noncanpliance shall, UJ?On .conviction, be 
punished by a fine of nat rrore than $10, 000 per violation, or by irrprisorunent 
for not rrore than 6 rronths per violation, or by OOth. 

SECI'ION E. DEFINITIONS 

1. Penni t Issuing Authority 

The Regional Administrator of Effi Region IV or his designee, unless at sorre 
tnne in the future the State receives authority to administer the NPDES 
program and assunes jurisdiction over the pennit; at which time, the Director 
of the State program receiving authorization becanes the issuing authority. 



3. Section D .12 - Signatory Requirements should be amended 
as follows: 

Signatory Requirements: 

(1) for a corporation by a responsible corporate offi­
cer. For the purpose of this Section, a responsible 
corporate officer means: (1) a president, secretary, 
treasurer or vice president of the corporation in charge 
of a principal business function, or any other person 
who performs similar policy - or decision-making func­
tions for the corporation, or (2) the manager of one or 
more manufacturing production or operating facilities 
employing more than 250 persons or having gross annual 
sales or expenditures exceeding 25 million (in second 
quarter 1980 dollars), if authority to sign documents 
has been assigned or deleted to the manager in accor­
dance with corporate procedures. 

c. Cert if ica t ion. Any person signing a docurnen t 
under paragraphs (a) or (b) of this section shall make 
the following certification: 

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all 
attachments were prepared under the direction or super­
vision in accordance with a system designed to assure 
that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate 
the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the 
person or persons who manage the sys tern, or those 
persons directly responsible for gathering the infor­
mation, the information submitted is, to the best of my 
knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I 
am aware that there are significant penalties for sub­
mitting false information, including the possibility of 
fine and imprisonment for knowing violations. 
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11Act" means the Clean Water Act (formerly referred to as the Federal Water 

Pollution Control Act) Public Law 92-500, as amended by Public Law 95-217 and 

Public Law 95-576, 33 u.s.c. 1251 et seq. 

3. Mass/Day Measurements 

a. The "average monthly discharge .. is defined as the total mass of all 

daily discharges sampled and/or measured during a calendar month on 

which daily discharges are sampled and measured, divided by the 

number of daily discharges sampled and/or measured during such 

month. It is, therefore, an arithmetic mean found by adding the 

weights of the pollutant found each day of the month and then 

dividing this sum by the number of days the tests were re;;x::>rted. 

This limitation is identified as 11Daily Average" or "Monthly Average" 

in Part I of the permit and the average monthly discharge value is 

reported in the 11A verage.. column under "Quantity" on the Discharge 

Monitoring Report (IMR). 

b. The "average weekly discharge" is defined as the total mass ot all 

daily discharges sampled and/or measured during the calendar week an 

which daily discharges are sampled and/or measured during such week. 

It is, therefore, an arithmetic mean found by adding the weights of 

pollutants found each day of the week and then dividing this sum by 

the number of days the tests were re_p:)rted. 'Ihis limitation is 

identified as "Weekly Average .. in Part I of the pennit and the 

a \€rage weekly discharge value is re.{X)rted in the 11Maximum" column 

under "Quantity" on the DMR. 

c. The "maximum daily discharge" is the total mass (weight) of a 

pollutill1t discharged during a calendar day. If only one sample is 

taken during any calendar day the weight of pollutant calculated from 

it is the "maximum daily discharge". This limitation is identified 

as "Daily Maximum", in Part I of the J?ennit and the highest such 

value recorded during the reporting period is reported in the 

".Maximum .. column under "Quantity" on the U1R. 

d. 'lhe "average annual discharge" is defined as the total mass of all 

daily discharges sampled and/or measured during the calendar year on 

which daily discharges are sampled and/or measured during each week. 

It is, therefore, an arithmetic mean found by adding the weights of 

pollutants found each day of the year and then dividing this sum by 

the number of days the tests were reported. This limitation is 

detined as "Annual Average" in Part I of the pennit and the average 

armual discharge value is reported in the "Average" column under 

"Quant1ty" on the J:tvl]:{. 'lhe LMR for this report shall be submitted in 

January for the previous reporting calendar year. 
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a. The "average monthly concentration .. , other than for fecal 
coliform bacteria, is the sum of the concentrations of all daily 
discharges sampled and/or measured divided by the number of 
daily discharges sampled and/or measured during such month 
(arithmetic mean of the daily concentration values). The daily 
concentration value is equal to the concentration of a composite 
sample or in the case of grab samples is the arithmetic mean 
(weighted by flow value) of all the samples collected during 
that calendar day. The average monthly count for fecal coliform 
tacteria is the geometric mean of the counts for samples 
collected during a calendar month. 'lbis limitation is 
identified as "tvbnthly Average .. or "Daily Average" under "Other 
Limits .. in Part I of the permit and the average monthly 
concentration value is rep:Jrted under the "Average" column under 
"Quality .. on the DMR. 

b. The "average weekly concentration", other than for fecal 
coliform bacteria, is the sum of the concentrations of all daily 
discharges sampled and/or measured during a calendar week on 
which daily discharges are sampled and measured di vi.ded by the 
nun~er of daily discharges sampled and/or measured during such 
week (arithmetic mean of the daily concentration values). The 
daily concentration value is eyual to the concentration of a 
composite sample or in the case of grab samples is the 
arithmetic mean (weighted by flow value) of all the samples 
collected during that calendar day. The average weekly count 
for fecal colifonn bacteria is the geometric mean of the counts 
for samples collected during a calendar week. This limitation 
is identified as 11 \'leekly Average" under "Other Limits .. in Part I 
of the penni t and the average weekly concentration mlue is 
refX)rted under the "t·1aximlll1111 column under "Quality .. on the IMR. 

c. The 11maximum daily concentration" is the concentration of a 
pollutant discharge during a calendar day. It is identified as 

11Daily M:lximum11 under 110ther Limits" in Part I of the permit and 
the highest such value recorded during the rep:Jrting period is 
rep:::>rted under the ".Mcixirnum .. column under "Quality .. on the :r:MR. 

d. The "average annual concentration", other than for fecal 
coliform bacteria, is the sum of the concentrations of all daily 
discharges sampled and/or measured during a calendar year on 
which daily discharges are sampled and measured divided by the 
number of daily discharges sampled and/or measured during such 
year (arithmetic mean of the daily concentration values). 'Ihe 
daily concentration value is equal to the concentration of a 
composite sample or in the case of grab samples is the 
arithmetic mean (weighted by flo.v value) of all the sarrples collected 
during that calendar day. 'Ihe average yearly CJUl1t for fecal 
colifonn bacteria is the geanetric mean of the counts for sanples 
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collected during a calendar year. This limitation is identified as 
11Annual AVBrage" under "Other Limits .. in Part I of the permit and the 

aVBrage annual concentration value is reported under the "Average" 

column under 11 Quali ty" on the DMR. The DMR for this report shall be 

submitted in January for the previous reporting year. 

5. Other Measurements 

a. The effluent flow expressed as M3/day (MGD) is the 24 hour average 

flow averaged monthly. It is the arithmetic mean of the total daily 

flows recorded during the calendar month. Where monitoring 

requirements for flow are specified in Part I of the permit the flow 

rate values are reported in the "Average .. column under .. Quantity" on 

the IMR. 

b. An "instantaneous flow measurement" is a measure of flow taken at the 

time of sampling, when both the sample and flow will be 

representative of the total discharge. 

c. Where monitoring requirements for pH, dissolved oxygen or fecal 

coliform bacteria are specified in Part I of the permit, the values 

are generally re.r:ortect in the "Quality or Concentration .. column on 

the f1v1R. 

6. TypeS of Samples 

a. Comr:osi te Sample: A "com_fX)si te sample" is a combination of not less 

than 8 influent or effluent portions, of at least 100 ml, collected 

over the full time period specified in Part I .A. 'Ihe composite 

sample must be flow proportioned by either time interval between each 

aliquot or by volume as it relates to effluent flow at the time of 

sampling or total flow since collection of the previous aliquot. 

Aliquots may be collected manually or automatically. 

b. Grab Sample: A "grab sample.. is a single influent or effluent 

portion which is not a composite sample. The sample(s) shall be 

collected at the period(s) most representative of the total discharge. 

7. Calculation of Means 

a. Arithmetic Mean: The arithmetic mean of any set of values is the 

summation of the individual values divided by the number of 

individual values. 

b. Geometric Mean: The geometric mean of any set of values is the N!:!2. 
root of the product of the individual values where N is equal to the 

number of individual values. The geometric mean is equivalent to the 

antilog of the arithmetic mean of the logarithms of the individual 

v.alues. For purposes of calculating the geometric mean, values of 

zero (0) shall be considered to be one (1). 
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c. Heighted by Flow Value: Weighted by flow value means the sununation 

of each concentration times its respective flaw divided by the 
summation of the respective flows. 

8. Calendar D:iy 

A calendar day is defined as the period from midnight of one day until 
midnight of the next day. However, for purposes of this permit, any 

consecutive 24-hour period that reasonably represents the calendar day may be 

used for sampling. 

9. Hazardous Substance 

A hazardous substance means any substance designated under 40 CFR Part 116 

pursuant to Section 311 of the Clean Water Act. 

10. Tbxic Pollutant 

A toxic pollutant is any pollutant listed as toxic under Section 307(a)(l) of 

the Clean Hater Act. 
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A. There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds (PCB) such as tl1ose comn1only used for transformer fluid. 

B. The company shall notify the Regional Administrator in writing not later than ninety (90) days prior to instituting use of any additional biocide or cherrdcal other than chlorine, which may be toxic to aquatic life. Such notification shall include: 

1. Name and general composition of biocide or chemical. 
2. Frequency of use • 
3. Quantities used. 
4. EPA registration number. 

c. If an applicable standard or limitation is promulgated under sections 30l(b) (2) (C) and (D), 304(b)(2), and 307(a) (2) and that effluent standard or limitation is more stringent than any effluent limitation in this permit or controls a pollutant not lirrdted in this permit, this permit shall be promptly modified or revoked and reissued to conform to that effluent standard or limitation. 

D.. The State of Florida Department of Environmental Regulation has certified the discharge(s) covered by this permit with conditions (Attached). Section 401 of the Act requires that conditions of certification shall become a condition of the permit. ~e monitoring and sampling shall be as indicated for those parameters included in the certification. Any effluent limits, and any additional requirements, specified in the attached state certification which are more stringent supersedes any less stringent effluent limits provided herein. ruring any time period in which the more stringent state certification effluent limits are stayed or inoperable, the effluent limits provided herein shall be in effect and fully enforceable. (}bte: Certification will be attached prior to permit issuance). 
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WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036 

202-223-8650 
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DIRECT DIAL NO. B04 788-

Now that the litigation over related steam electric 

effluent guidelines issues is settled, we have had the chance 

to turn to various permit impl·ementation: issues left open by 

the Agency when the steam electric guidelines were promulgated: 

1) When should mass limits be used and when 

should concentration limits be used? 

2) What waste stream flows should be used to 

compute flow-based mass limits for steam 

electric plants? 

3) How should combined waste streams be han-

dled in the steam electric context? 

This letter sets out UWAG's views on those issues. 
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As you know, UWAG and the EPA Headquarters staff had 

been exchanging views on these issues prior to the Agency's 

publication of final steam electric guidelines last fall. I am 

enclosing with this letter copies of my letter to you dated 

November 5, 1981 (enclosing a "Briefing Paper on Mass Limits in 

Electric Power Industry NPDES Permits"); my letter to you dated 

February 12, 1982, recapitulating the Agency staff's thinking 

at that point on these issues; your letter to me dated March 

26, 1982, agreeing in general with my characterization, but 

noting that the approach outlined there was "quite tentative;" 

and my letter to Steve Schatzow and Bruce Barrett dated October 

5, 1982, which summarizes our Views on why mass limits are dif­

ficult to use for steam electric waste streams. 

As these letters show, UWAG and the staff had narrowed 

the issues quite significantly. I enclose them because I 

gather it may be more fruitful to take up the discussion where 

we left off last spring, rather than to deal in detail with the 

recent "Draft Permit Guidance" document which the Agency re­

cently prepared and distributed. Let me try to summarize where 

UWAG now stands, in light of the data and experience now avail­

able. 
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When Mass Limits Should Be Used 

For the reasons set out in the attached UWAG submis-

sions,1/ it is apparent that mass limits are difficult to apply 

to steam electric waste streams that are (1) highly variable; 

(2) rainfall related (~, coal pile runoff or unregulated 

rainfall runoff streams); (3) combined with other waste 

streams; (4) controlled for only small quantities of a 

pollutant; or (5) dependent on fuel which may vary over time 

(~, the type of coal used may vary and will affect the flow 

of ash transport water). UWAG suggests that any EPA "Policy 

Statement" on this issue should list these factors, indicating 

clearly that mass limits are not applicable to waste streams 

with any one of these characteristics. Although permit writers 

will have to consider these characteristics for the particular 

plant for which they are issuing a permit, UWAG suggests that 

mass limits, if they are applied at all, would be most likely 

to be appropriate for some plants with small ash or other com-

bined waste stream treatment ponds that also have no signifi-

cant rainfall-related waste flows contributing to their dis-

charges, a constant fuel type, and relatively constant flows. 

1/ See UWAG letter dtd. Oct. 5, 1982, at 2-5; UWAG letter 
dtd. Nov. 5, 1981, Briefing Paper at 12-27. 
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For all other steam electric generating stations, concentration 

limits alone should be presumptively applicable. 

EPA's recent "Draft Permit Guidance" needs to be re-

vised and clarified to accommodate these points. Attached to 

this letter is a proposed redraft of the "Draft Permit Guid-

ance" that attempts to do so. 

How to Compute Mass Limits -- The Flow Question 

The steam electric guidelines provide for flow-based, 

not production-based, mass limits. Neither they, nor EPA's 

Consolidated Fermi t Rules~/ sp·ecify how to choose the appropri-

ate flows for setting steam electric mass limits. It is UWAG's 

understanding that the Headquarters staff last spring was will-

ing to use some reasonable measure of flow that would fall be-

tween the design basis flows UWAG had requested and maximum 

historical flows. Compare my letter dtd. Feb. 12, 1982, at 2 

with Bill Jordan's letter dtd. Mar. 26, 1982, at 1. UWAG still 

believes that design-based flows should be used to set mass 

limits. If they are not, then UWAG strongly believes that the 

2/ The NPDES Permit Rules speak only to the relevant produc­
tion levels for setting production-based mass limits. 40 
C.F.R. § 122.45(b) (April 1, 1983). 
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proper "reasonable measure" of flow for setting fixed, 

numerical mass limits at a steam electric plant is "an engi-

neering judgment as to maximum reasonably anticipated flows at 

full electrical generating load." The EPA guidance should also 

note expressly that (1) historical flows, while sometimes rele-

vant to estimating maximum reasonably anticipated flows, are 

never dispositive; and (2) the type of flow information used to 

calculate mass limits must be carefully selected to be consis-

tent with the type of limit being set.~/ We address each of 

these issues in turn. 

First, mass limits are set in a permit to constrain 

future discharges. The relevant flow for setting such future 

limits is obviously a reasonable estimate of actual future 

flow. EPA's "actual production" rules recognize this.~/ UWAG 

~ Special consideration needs to be given to rainfall­
related flows. As noted above, UWAG believes strongly that 
mass limits should not be used with rainfall-related streams 
(including ash or other treatment pond outfalls where rainfall­
related streams significantly affect ash pond outflow). 
Rainfall-related flow is difficult to measure, and "wet weath­
er" conditions are difficult to define for regulatory purposes. 

~/ Those rules provide that mass limits will be calculated by 
use of "a reasonable measure of actual production of the facil­
ity." They suggest use of historical levels by way of example, 
apparently as a relatively objective method of estimating fu­
ture "actual production." For new sources, where historical 
production levels are not available, the rules require express­
ly that "actual production shall be estimated using projected 
production." 40 C.F.R. § 122.45(b)(2)(April 1, 1983). 
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believes that design flows must be used for the steam electric 

industry.~ The only two references to this issue in any docu-

ment associated with the new guidelines are both consistent 

with UWAG's position. The Final Development Document defines 

"flow rate" as 

Usually expressed as liters/minute (gal­
lons/minute) or liters/day (million gal­
lons/day). Design flow rate is that used to 
size the wastewater treatment process. Peak 
flow rate is 1.5 to 2.5 times design and re­
lates to the hydraulic flow limit and is 
specified for each plant. Flow rates can be 
mixed as batch and continuous where these two 
treatment modes are used on the same plant.§/ 

And EPA's Response to Public Comments on the new guidelines in-

eludes the following public comment and EPA response on the 

flow issue as it relates to chlorine: 

5/ Pollutant mass and waste stream 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, 554 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 
supply the public with reliable electric service under all com­
binations of operating, weather and electric demand circum­
stances. Publicly-owned treatment works, which perform in a 
public service role similar to that of electric utilities, are 
allowed mass limitations "based on design flow" in EPA's Permit 
Regulations. 40 C.F.R. § 122.45(a)(April 1, 1983). 

§I Development Document, at 533 (emphasis added). 
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COMMENT: We interpret mass limitations to be 
calculated by using two hours of flow per day. 
Will the flow value be based on maximum flow at 
the rated capacity of the plant, highest 
reported flow or the expected flow when chlo­
rine is to be injected? If the highest 
reported flow value is to be used, how many 
years of flow data should be reviewed? 

RESPONSE: The final regulation allows for ei­
ther simultaneous or sequential chlorination of 
multi-unit plants. If a plant's operating pro­
cedure is to chlorinate sequentially, then the 
total hours per day of chlorine discharge would 
be two hours times the number of generating 
units discharging through the same point 
source. For simultaneous chlorination, the 
total hours per day of chlorine discharge is 
two. Flow values are generally rated pumping 
capacity as rated throughput of cooling 
water.7/ 

Second, historical flows cannot be used as the sole 

proper measure of reasonably anticipated future flows for the 

steam electric industry. Historical flow levels can, if 

recorded,~/ be useful evidence in exercising judgment as to 

reasonably anticipated future flows -- but they can be only 

that. 

11 Response to Public Comments on Proposed Regulations of 
October 14, 1980 for the Steam Electric Power Industry, 40 
C.F.R. Part 423 (November 1982), at 19-20 (emphasis added). 

8/ Accurate historical flow records are simply not available 
~n the utility industry for most ash pond discharges, let alone 
for the internal waste streams and rainfall runoff streams 
contributing to them. Utilities had no reason to record such 
flows in the past, in contrast to the incentive that most 

· industries have had to record historical production levels, the 
basis used by EPA to set mass limits for most other industries. 
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Past is not necessarily prologue for many reasons in 

the utility industry. For example, peak utility flows on ei-

ther internal waste streams or ash pond discharges are a com-

plex function of operating parameters (such as·coal quality), 

weather (i.e., rainfall) and electrical demand conditions. No 

utility can guarantee that its historical flows, even if 

measured, are sufficient in and of themselves to enable it to 

perform its public service obligation under all future combina-

tions of these conditions. 

Use of historical flow levels below design flows im-

poses de facto constraints on flow. Flow constraints stemming 

from an "historical" measurement base are unrelated to 

treatability considerations and are illegal.~/ Further, they 

may force utilities to face the Hobson's choice of failing to 

meet their legal public service obligation to provide electric-

ity on the one hand, or violating federal or state civil and 

~ See supra, n. 5. The guidelines themselves, of course, 
contain no flow constraints of any sort, express or implied, 
since they do not specify the flows to be used when setting 
mass limits. Thus, the only valid basis on which fixed, numer­
ical technology-based mass limits could implicitly constrain 
flow is by BPJ determinations justifying such flow constraints 
as treatment related under the relevant statutory factors 
relating to, ~, BAT. It is for this reason, among others, 
that UWAG has urged EPA in the past to interpret its guidelines 
to impose only "flexible" mass limits. UWAG letter dtd. Nov. 
5, 1981; Briefing Paper at 27-28. 
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criminal provisions by operating at flow levels leading to 

permit violations on the other.10/ 

In short, the relevant, controlling issue in setting 

steam electric mass limits must be to estimate actual future 

flow reasonably. Reliance solely on historical data to accom-

plish this is unwise, unsafe, illegal and unjustified in the 

steam electric guideline context. 

Third, the type of flow information used to calculate 

mass limits must be carefully selected to be consistent with 

the type of limit being set. In the case of the steam electric 

guidelines, for example, a "maximum for any one day" guideline 

10/ This choice is particularly difficult now that citizens 
groups such as the New Jersey Public Interest Research Group 
are taking enforcement into their own hands under the citizen 
suit provisions of the Clean Water Act, and are demanding civil 
penalties even where the violations are only "technical." 
Electric utilities can no longer rely on the intelligent exer­
cise of prosecutorial discretion by federal and state 
officials. They must instead be extremely careful in the per­
mit limitations they accept in NPDES permits. UWAG believes 
liberal permit modifications should be allowed where compliance 
problems are due to mis-estimates of flow, and that anti­
backsliding rules do not, and should not, block such modifica­
tions. Compare 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(1)(1) with id. 
§ 122.62(a)(2)(April 1, 1983). But UWAG has no assurance that 
the Agency, much less Congress, will adopt a liberal permit 
modification policy, courts have not yet construed EPA's pres­
ent anti-backsliding rules, and permit modifications would not 
insulate utilities from citizen suits for civil penalties for 
compliance problems before the modification occurred. 
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limit should be set by multiplying the highest allowable 

average concentration over a 24-hour period by the highest av-

erage flow over a 24-hour period. Similarly, a maximum limit 

on the "average of daily values for 30 consecutive days" should 

be set by multiplying the highest allowable average of daily 

concentrations over a 30-day period by the highest average flow 

over a 30-day period.11/ EPA's analogous "actual production" 

rules explicitly acknowledge this principle in the "production 

level" context: 

The time period of the measurement of produc­
tion shall correspond to the time period of the 
calculated permit limitations; for example, 
monthly production shall be used to calculate 
average monthly discharge limitations. 40 
C.F.R. § 122.45(b)(2)(April 1, 1983). 

The Federal Register preamble to these "actual production" 

rules also states that "a one-month production figure should be 

used to calculate the average monthly discharge limitation, or 

a one-day production to calculate the maximum daily 

11/ Such limits are defined at 40 C.F.R. Part 122.2 (April 1, 
1983)(see the definitions of "maximum daily discharge limita­
tion," "daily discharge," and "average monthly discharge limi­
tation"). Given these definitions of the limitations and the 
corresponding concentrations specified in the steam electric 
effluent guidelines, there mathematically is only one flow 
value that can be used to set a particular mass limit -- the 
highest anticipated average flow calculated over the same peri­
od for which the limitation is being set. 
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limitation." 45 Fed. Reg. 3,342, col. 2 (1980) (emphasis 

added). 

In short, the flow used should be the highest antici-

pated average flow over the period for which the limitation is 

being set. Other methods for computing flows (such as use of 

average long-term or monthly average flows to calculate daily 

maximum mass limits) establish artificially low short-term mass 

limits which will be exceeded whenever flows are temporarily 

higher than their longer-term average, as they often are likely 

to be. Thus, violations would be incurred even though the 

treatment plant would be performing at the efficiency level an-

ticipated in the effluent limitations guidelines, would be 

achieving the concentrations set out there, and would be 

operating at routine (though not long-term average) flow rates. 

There is simply no logic nor principle of fairness that will 

support setting mass limits in this fashion.12/ 

12/ And in light of the current citizen suits and the possi­
bility developing that Congress may impose broad anti­
backsliding amendments to the Clean Water Act, such mass limits 
are simply unacceptable. The use of monthly average flows to 
determine daily maximum mass limits cannot be justified, as 
some regional permitters have attempted to do, by arguing that 
the flow variability between monthly and daily flows is somehow 
built into the three-fold differential between allowable daily 
and monthly concentrations in the steam electric guidelines. 
First, an examination of the 1974 Development Document and the 
1982 Development Document shows that the differential is no­
where based on any attempted measure of the variability in the 

(footnote continued) 
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The "Draft Permit Guidance" must be changed in several 

regards, in light of this discussion. First, it nowhere sets 

out clearly what flows are to be used in what circumstances. 

In its Attachment providing a "sample derivation" of mass and 

concentration limits, it notes in passing that the flow for 

each waste stream in Table 2 "is determined by selecting the 

highest monthly average value of waste discharges for the last 

year or averaging the highest monthly values for the past five 

years (or a period which the plant operated without any signif-

icant expansion or modification)." It goes on to say that 

"Other reasonable representations of recent historical waste 

flow may be used and should be explained in the permit 

rationale." If these passages are intended to establish the 

general rule for calculating flows, they are unacceptable, be-

cause they contemplate only the use of historical flows and 

(continued from previous page) 

sampling data (although the Agency did attempt to use the dif­
ferential between daily maximum and monthly average "mass-per­
unit of production" set guideline limits in the case of cer­
tain other industries). Second, the sampling data lying behind 
both types of steam electric limits are in terms of 
concentration, not mass. The flows at the time of sampling are 
rarely noted or discussed. Thus, even if the differentials be­
tween the daily maximum and monthly average concentration lev­
els in the steam electric guidelines were based on variability 
in the concentration data, they could not possibly have had any 
intelligible relationship to flow variability. 
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they use monthly average flows to set daily maximum, as well as 

monthly average mass limits.13/ 

How Should Combined Waste Streams Be Handled? 

EPA's steam electric guidelines regulate separate waste 

streams rather than the combinations of waste streams most 

utilities have and should have. Thus, the guidelines contain 

no ash pond or other combined waste stream treatment facility 

limits, and the Agency must have a policy for applying the 

guidelines' individual waste stream limits to the actual combi-

nations of wastes in the industry. This policy need not be 

complicated. There are only three important questions: 

1) Which waste streams should be allowed to be 

combined, and why? 

2) Of the waste streams that may be combined, 

which require either pretreatment or 

monitoring for compliance with standards 

for certain pollutants prior to combina-

tion, and why? 

13/ The "Draft Permit Guidance" also does not address the spe­
cial rules needed for estimating rainfall-related flows. 
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3) What are the applicable limits that the 

combined waste stream treatment facility 

(~, an ash pond) should meet, and how 

should those limits be established? 

These issues are related. For example, once the deci­

sion is made that a waste stream should, on balance, be allowed 

to be combined, the applicable combined limits for that stream 

must reinforce, not undermine, this basic decision. 

Resolving these issues at particular plants can be com­

plex and frequently involves site-specific considerations, 

given the varied circumstances· found in the steam electric in­

dustry. EPA policy should recognize this and provide only 

broad guidance for permit issuers on the general principles ap­

plicable to their resolution. The guidance should not try to 

resolve with specificity all of the combined waste stream situ­

ations found in the industry. In many cases those closest to 

the situation can make the best, most common-sense decisions, 

as long as those decisions comport with the basic principles 

set out below. 
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1. Which Waste Streams Should be Combined? 

EPA has always encouraged the use of centralized treat-

ment in the steam electric industry. As EPA's 1980 Steam Elec-

tric Development Document says: 

"Consolidation of waste streams to a 
centralized treatment system is permit­
ted and encouraged." (Dev. Doc. at 
470). 

The 1974 Preamble to the former steam electric guidelines simi-

larly states that: 

It is also recognized by EPA that, due 
to the economies of scale, combining 
similar waste streams for treatment to 
remove the same pollutants is generally 
less costly than separate treatment of 
these waste streams. The employment of 
cost saving alternatives in meeting the 
effluent limitations should not be 
discouraged. 39 Fed. Reg. 36,196 (Oct. 
8, 1974). 

The decision whether to combine waste streams -- ~, to route 

them to a combined waste stream treatment facility -- turns on 

the exercise of sound engineering judgment, considering (1) the 

need for and benefits of combined treatment, considering the 

particular waste stream in question (~, unregulated rainfall 

runoff streams or cooling tower blowdown), (2) any disadvantage 

due to the resulting inherent dilution of some pollutants, and 
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(3) the treatment efficacy and costs of other alternatives 

(~, rerouting unregulated rainfall runoff streams). The de-

cision must, of course, be made for each waste stream as a 

whole. It cannot be made pollutant-by-pollutant, since the en-

tire waste stream must either be combined or not. 

2. Which Waste Streams or Pollutants Should be 
Pretreated Prior to Combination? 

In the past there have been only two circumstances 

where EPA thought that certain waste streams should be 

monitored for certain pollutants prior to discharge to the com-

bined waste stream treatment facility -- iron and copper (and 

perhaps TSS)l4/ in chemical metal cleaning wastes routed to an 

ash pond; and priority pollutants, zinc and chromium in cooling 

tower blowdown.15/ EPA apparently believes in both circum-

stances that compliance would be difficult to monitor at the 

l1f UWAG would like to discuss the staff's rationale if the 
Agency actually intends to regulate TSS in chemical metal 
cleaning wastes prior to discharge to an ash pond. While such 
an intent appears in Bill Jordan's letter of March 26, 1982, 
the Draft Guidance shows no sign of this (see page 5). 

15/ Compare my letter dtd. Feb. 12, 1982, at 1-2 with Bill 
Jordan's letter dtd. March 26, 1982, at 1. Nevertheless, EPA's 
"Draft Permit Guidance" also would impose oil and grease limits 
and "adequate control of toxics" on chemical metal cleaning 
waste streams prior to combination. 
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equivalency demonstrations. The Agency should also allow other 

companies to attempt to justify combined treatment of chemical 

metal cleaning waste streams in sedimentation ponds. 

In other situations where internal limits are applied 

to chemical metal cleaning waste streams andjor cooling tower 

blowdown, both waste streams should, under the principles 

discussed above, be allowed to be discharged to the combined 

waste stream treatment facility without penalty, once compli-

ance with the internal waste streams limits has been demon-

strated. At that point they should be treated like other util-

ity waste streams, and should have all other limits measured at 

the ash pond outfall with appropriate credit for both concen-

tration and mass. 

3. How Combined Waste Stream Treatment 
Facility Limits Should be Established. 

There are at least two ways to set combined waste 

stream limits. First, the treatability of the combined waste 

streams in the ash pond or other combined treatment facility in 

question can be directly estimated or determined, and an appro-

priate limit set by BPJ determinations. This may prove to be 

the only legally valid way to proceed.l7/ Alternatively, a 

17/ See briefs of the industry parties in the Third Circuit 
litigation over the combined waste stream formula in the gener­
al pretreatment rules. 
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ash pond outfall due to dilution. Any internal waste stream 

limits at power plants would have to be justified on a 

case-by-case basis in accordance with 40 C.F.R. 

§ 122.45(i)(April 1, 1983). Moreover, internal limits on chem-

ical metal cleaning wastestreams would be unjustified in at 

least two situations. 

First, some companies have in the past successfully met 

the iron and copper limits on both chemical metal cleaning 

waste streams and boiler blowdown by chemical precipitation 

treatment in combined waste stream treatment facilities. Those 

companies should not be required to segregate chemical metal 

cleaning waste streams for separate treatment just because EPA 

has deleted the former iron and copper limits on boiler 

blowdown. Second, some companies have also demonstrated, 

through "ash pond equivalency demonstrations," that the iron 

and copper limits on chemical metal cleaning waste streams were 

being met by combined sedimentation treatment with other waste 

streams.l6/ EPA should allow these companies to continue com-

bined treatment under their successfully completed ash pond 

16/ See the "Jordan Memorandum," attached to this letter, that 
allowed plants to make a "satisfactory demonstration" that a 
sedimentation pond's alkalinity and retention time will ensure 
adequate treatment of the iron and copper. Several such demon­
strations have been successfully made in Region IV. See also 
Jordan letter dtd. March 26, 1982, at 2. 
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mass or concentration limit for the combined waste stream 

treatment facility can be calculated through various formulae 

that effectively compute a flow-weighted average of the allow-

able pollutant levels in each contributing waste stream. Vari-

ations of these formulae may either give no allowance (or 

"credit") toward the flow-weighted average for unregulated 

pollutants in a combined stream; or "partial" or "full" credit 

for such pollutants. Whether a formula provides no credit 1 

partial credit/ or full credit for unregulated pollutants is 

critical/ since it effectively determines whether particular 

waste streams may be combined. In the pretreatment context/ 

the Agency has used a "partial· credit" formula for both mass 

and concentration calculations. 

Application of these principles in the utility context 

is much simpler than in the pretreatment context. Here 1 the 

only pollutants for which ash pond limits must be set are/ in 

most cases/ TSS 1 pH 1 oil and grease. Happily 1 in the case of 

every regulated waste stream but one 1 the applicable guidelines 

limits are identical. The one exception (the coal pile limit 

of 50 mg/L TSS instantaneous) should 1 for the reasons set out 

below/ usually be given 30/100 TSS and 15/20 oil and grease 

limits like the other waste streams regulated for TSS when it 

is discharged to an ash pond.18/ As for those waste streams 

~ Note that the Agency's guidelines data base for selecting 
the 30/100 mg/L TSS limit and the 15/20 mg/L oil and grease 

(footnote continued) 
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that are unregulated for TSS, pH, and oil and grease, they are 

properly routed to a combined wastestream treatment facility 

for the reasons set out below. Once so routed, a "partial 

credit" approach (with full allowance for the normal TSS and 

oil and grease limits of 30/100 mg/L and 15/20 mg/L, respec-

tively) should be applied on a BPJ basis.19/ 

4. Application of These Principles to Steam 
Electric Plants. 

Sound engineering judgment calls for combining most 

utility waste streams under proper circumstances, although cer-

tain pollutant parameters for chemical metal cleaning wastes 

and cooling tower blowdown may, where justified under 40 C.F.R. 

§ 122.45(i)(April 1, 1983), and with the exceptions noted above 

and below, need to be monitored prior to combination. Once-

through cooling water would also normally not be appropriate 

for combination without prior monitoring or treatment.20/ 

(continued from previous page) 

limit for the fly and bottom ash transport water waste stream 
consists in reality of ash pond effluent data under many 
operating, weather, and electric demand conditions. 

19/ The existing combined waste stream rule in the steam elec­
tric guidelines governs only regulated pollutants in regulated 
waste streams. Thus, the appropriate treatment in the combined 
waste stream context of unregulated waste streams, and of 
unregulated pollutants in regulated waste streams, must be de­
termined case-by-case through BPJ determinations. 

20/ Even here, exceptions may be in order where other streams 
are combined with cooling water to buffer pH. 
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Use of cooling tower blowdown streams to sluice ashes 

should be encouraged as a recycle/reuse technique; thus, its 

combination should be allowed without penalty in such cases.21/ 

Other combinations of cooling tower blowdown should be judged 

case-by-case under the principles set out above. 

Chemical metal cleaning wastes are also usefully com-

bined in some cases with other waste streams at various stages 

of their treatment.22/ While normally these wastes may be 

21/ EPA has been quite explicit, as long ago as the 1974 De­
velopment Document, that there must be no penalty for recycle 
and reuse of waste streams: 

In each case, the effluent limitations 
for a particular wastewater source are 
based on the wastewater flow emanating 
from that source, regardless of the 
subsequent 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 waste streams results in a less 
costly pollutant removal scheme than one 
employing no reuse due to the reduction 
in the final flow volume requiring treat­
ment. Water reuse may also be employed 
to reduce the volume of water required by 
the plant or to reduce the cost of 
influent water treatment. 

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. 36,196, col. 3 (Oct. 8, 
1974). 

22/ Any EPA guidance must, of course, conform its treatment of 
iron and copper limits on non-chemical metal cleaning waste 

(footnote continued) 
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pretreated to assure compliance with the iron and copper limits 

(a practice the Agency can insist on, case-by-case, when the 

provisions of 40 C.F.R. § 122.45(i) are met), the old 

guidelines and first round permits essentially mandated that 

chemical metal cleaning waste streams be combined for iron and 

copper treatment with boiler blowdown23/ (or occasionally with 

other in-plant wastes). Chemical metal cleaning wastestreams 

have also been discharged directly to a combined waste stream 

treatment facility, as noted above, where "ash pond 

equivalency" demonstrations have been successfully made. Any 

Agency guidance must be sufficiently flexible to allow plants 

which have in the past combined chemical metal cleaning waste 

streams with boiler blowdown, or other low volume waste 

streams, to continue to do so. The Agency's guidance should 

also continue the effectiveness of any completed ash pond 

equivalency demonstration and allow other plants to attempt 

these demonstrations. Once treated for iron and copper, chemi-

cal metal cleaning waste streams are frequently (and should be 

allowed to be without penalty) discharged to combined waste 

(continued from previous page) 

streams with the new steam electric guidelines and their Pream­
ble. The "Draft Permit Guidance" does not do so. 

23/ Which also then had 1 mg/L iron and copper limits. 

-22-



HuNTON & WILLI .. AMS 

stream treatment facilities for normal treatment of TSS, pH, 

oil and grease levels. 

UWAG and the staff were in general agreement as of last 

spring on the treatment of cooling tower blowdown and chemical 

metal cleaning wastes (except, perhaps, with regard to 

pretreatment of TSS for chemical metal cleaning wastes and fu-

ture application of "ash pond equivalency" demonstrations).24/ 

The real issues involving combined waste streams had largely 

been narrowed to the proper treatment of rainfall-related waste 

streams. 

UWAG believes strongly that all rainfall-related waste 

streams, especially runoff which is unregulated by the effluent 

guidelines, should be allowed to be routed to the ash pond 

without penalty, for the reasons spelled out in my letter to 

you dtd. Feb. 12, 1982, at 3. Likewise, UWAG does not believe 

that rerouting runoff, or using baffles or weirs in ash ponds 

to minimize the impact of rainfall, will normally be warranted. 

See your letter dtd. March 26, 1982, at 2. 

24/ The "Draft Permit Guidance" is considerably more restric­
tive. It seems to suggest, for example, that cooling tower 
blowdown should not be routed to an ash pond unless it is used 
as ash sluice water. And it seems to penalize routing of chem­
ical metal cleaning wastes to the ash pond even where iron and 
copper limits are met before such combination. 
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The premise behind Agency efforts to reduce the allow-

able concentration for TSS and oil and grease from an ash pond 

seems to be that storm water flows allow such concentration 

limits to be met by dilution. But storm water itself fre-

quently contains TSS (which can profit from treatment in an ash 

pond and for which the net/gross rule requires a permittee to 

be given full credit in any case, unless coal pile runoff, rna-

terial storage runoff, or construction area runoff is in-

volved). And even where it contains less TSS than the 30/100 

allowable TSS concentrations, rainfall runoff may sometimes re-

sult in higher, not lower, TSS concentrations at the ash pond 

outfall.25/ 

UWAG has assembled all of the data it can find on the 

relationship between rainfall, ash pond flow, and TSS concen-

tration and mass levels in ash pond effluent. This data is 

sketchy and may well be site specific. Nonetheless, at several 

ash ponds in Region IV with sizable rainfall runoff going to 

the ash pond, the data seem to show no discernible statistical 

relationship between rainfall on the one hand, and TSS 

25/ Only in rare cases, determined by necessity on a case-by­
case basis, would the resulting TSS concentrations be suffi­
ciently higher to cause violations of the 30/100 mg/L limits. 
And even here, the nature of the remedial actions to be taken 
should be left up to the permittee. 
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concentration or mass levels in the ash pond effluent on the 

other.26/ Even if it were true that TSS mass discharged from 

the ash pond goes up during and after it rains, which the 

available data do not seem to show, one could still not auto-

matically conclude that the total TSS load to a receiving water 

body would increase. On the contrary, rainfall-related streams 

other than coal-pile runoff are not regulated in the steam 

electric guidelines; therefore, such non-coal pile runoff could 

have been discharged directly to navigable waters without 

treatment.27/ In contrast, non coal-pile runoff would be 

receiving some treatment for TSS in combined waste stream 

treatment facilities, such as ash ponds at power plants. 

Therefore, even if there were a slight increase in TSS dis-

charges from an ash pond or other combined waste stream treat-

ment facility during or after precipitation events, the total 

TSS loading to the receiving water may still decrease. 

26/ We would be pleased to present and discuss this data with 
you at your convenience. 

~ Indeed, it is not clear that an increase in TSS mass from 
an ash pond during or after a precipitation event can properly 
be charged to rainfall runoff streams at all, since intake 
water TSS levels increase dramatically on many water bodies at 
such times and these increases should not normally be charge­
able to the permittee under a proper application of the 
net/gross rule. In fact, utility ash ponds act as sediment 
traps to clean up many such water bodies under high TSS condi­
tions, just as they do to clean up storm water flows routed to 
them. 
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The foregoing arguments should normally also apply to 

coal pile runoff. Coal pile runoff is unregulated for the TSS 

during averaging times at issue in combined streams calcula-

tions (since it has a 50 mg/L instantaneous limit, rather than 

an average limit over some period of time). Thus, the utility 

combined waste stream rule does not apply to coal pile runoff 

and its treatment in the combined stream context must be deter-

mined by BPJ, just as is the treatment of other rainfall-

related streams. The "partial credit" 30/100 TSS limits are 

appropriate when coal pile runoff is routed to an ash pond 

since the available ash pond effluent data in the guidelines 

record (some of which undoubtedly involved ash ponds with 

contributing coal pile runoff streams) shows that the appropri-

ate limit for the level of treatment which coal pile runoff 

gets when it is routed to an ash pond is 30/100 mgjL. Further, 

the effluent guidelines establish no TSS limit for separately 

treated coal pile at flows above the 10-year, 24-hour level. 

But a 30/100 TSS limit for coal pile runoff routed to an ash 

pond would apply at all rainfall flows. For all of these rea-

sons, coal pile runoff should usually be treated the same as 

other rainfall-related wastestrearns in regard to TSS when corn-

bined in an ash pond.~ This conclusion also applies to oil 

28/ There may be some instances where the flow of coal pile 
runoff is so great in relation to the size and retention time 

(footnote continued) 
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and grease limits for coal pile runoff to an ash pond. There 

are no effluent guidelines limits on oil and grease for coal 

pile runoff, and the standard 15/20 mg/1 limits for oil and 

grease reflect ash pond treatment capabilities for these 

pollutants. Any lower oil and grease limits would be unreason-

able since, if the runoff were not routed to an ash pond, it 

could be discharged untreated for oil and grease. 

UWAG remains firmly convinced that any discrimination 

against rainfall-related streams is unwarranted and unwise. 

Such streams (including ash pond outfalls, since they are in 

most cases partly rainfall related) should have only concentra-

tion, not mass limits, and the normal TSS and oil and grease 

concentrations should apply.29/ If any mass limits are used, 

(continued from previous page) 

of an ash pond, that it would be inappropriate to apply the 
normal TSS limits of 30 and 100 mgjl. Under these unusual cir­
cumstances, it might be appropriate to establish some flow 
weighted concentration limits on coal pile runoff to an ash 
pond which are less than the standard guidelines limits. These 
flow-weighted concentration limits on TSS would always have to 
be set on a BPJ basis, will vary from plant-to-plant, and 
should only be imposed in unusual circumstances (~, during a 
10-year/24-hour precipitation event which is likely to 'swamp' 
a small pond). 

29/ One way to do so and still retain mass limits on ash ponds 
during dry weather conditions is to use only concentration lim­
its at ash pond effluent flow levels above those used to set 
any ash pond mass limits, as UWAG suggested in my letter to 
Bill Jordan dtd. Feb. 12, 1982, at 3-5. Where concentration 

(footnote continued) 
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they should be "flexible" mass limits (of the sort proposed by 

UWAG in its Nov. 5, 1981, Briefing Paper at 27-28).30/ Any 

fixed numerical mass limits for storm water-influenced waste 

flows would have to be set on the basis of the maximum antici-

pated 24-hour flow for daily maximum limits, and the maximum 

anticipated 30-day flow if an attempt is made to set daily av-

erage limits for such streams based on 30 consecutive daily 

values. 

UWAG is strongly of the view that complex regulatory 

action on rainfall-related streams is needless and provides 

little, if any, environmental protection. Unless there are 

good reasons to the contrary, storm water flows should be al-

lowed to be treated in the ash pond. The best measures of ash 

pond treatment efficiency under all operating, weather and 

electric demand conditions are the standard utility TSS and oil 

and grease concentration limits set out in the 

(continued from previous page) 

based limits are applied and values less than the normal TSS 
and oil and grease limits are applied, permittees are unfairly 
penalized by use of maximum rainfall flows during dry condi­
tions or less than maximum rainfall events. 

30/ Even these limits would involve measuring rainfall runoff 
flow, a difficult and doubtful process at best. 
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guidelines and derived from ash pond effluent data representa-

tive of such conditions. 

cc: Michael W. Steinberg 
Dennis Ruddy 
Gail Cooper 
William Telliard 
Steven Schatzow 

Sincerely, 

Turner T. Smith, Jr. 

-29-



1. 

2. 

ATTACHMENT "C" 

Scholz Ash Pond Effluent Limits Calculations 

Waste 
Stream 

Ash Sluice 

Low volume 
waste, metal 
cleaning etc. 

Total 1 & 2 

Flow 
(MGD) 

.543 

. 720 

1.263 

_!/Oil & Grease 

Concentration (mg/1) 
30 day 1 day 

15 

15 

20 

20 

Mass (lbs.) 
30 day 1 day 

68 

90 

158 

91 

120 

211 

3. Coal Pile Runoff~/ 

30 day flow 
1 day flow 

0.02 
0.60 

0 0 
0 0 

Total Flow 1, 2 & 3 Allowable Concentration Total Mass 1,2&3 

30 day 
1 day 

EPA Used: 

1,283 
1.863 

14.8 

15 mg/1 

158 
13.6 211 

15 mg/1 

!/ This calculation was the one used by EPA to determine 
the flow-weighted concentration for Oil and Grease. A 
conversion factor of 8.34 was used to convert mg/1 to 
pounds. 

~/ The flows for coal pile runoff were calculated using the 
10-year, 24-hour rainfall event of 7.5 inches over an 
area of 5.9 acres with a runoff coefficient of 0.5. 



1. 

2. 

3. 

ATTACHMENT "D" 

Scholz Ash Pond Effluent Limits Calculations 

· l/Total Suspended Solids 

Waste Flow Concentration ( mg/1) Mass ( lbs. ) 
Stream (MGD) 30 day 1 day 30 day 1 day 

Ash Sluice .543 30 100 136 453 

Low volume .720 30 100 180 600 
waste, 
metal 
cleaning 
etc. 

Total 1&2 1.263 316 1053 

Coal Pile Runoff~/ 

30 day 
1 day 

Total 

30 day 
1 day 

ll 

~I 

0.02 30 5.0 
0.60 30 

Flow 1,2&3 Allowable Concentrations Total Mass 

1.283 30 321 
1.863 77 

This calculation was the one used by EPA to determine 
the flow-weighted concentration limits for Total 
Suspended Solids. A conversion factor of 8.34 was 
used to convert mg/1 to pounds. 

The flows for the coal pile runoff were calculated 
using the 10 year, 24 hour rainfall event of 7.5 

150 

1,2&3 

1203 

inches over an area of 5.9 acres with a runoff coefficient 
of 0.5. 



ATTACHMENT "E" 

Scholz Ash Pond Effluent Limits Calculations 

.!/ Oil & Grease 

Waste Flow Concentration ( mg/ 1) Mass ( lbs. ) 
Stream (MGD) 30 day 1 day 30 day 1 day 

1. Ash Sluice .543 15 20 68 91 

2. Low volume .720 15 20 90 120 
waste, metal 
cleaning etc. 

Total 1 & 2 1.263 158 211 

3. Coal Pile Runoff~/ 
15 2.5 30 day flow 

1 day flow 
0.02 
0.60 20 100 

4. Ash Pond Rainfalll/ 

30 day flow 
1 day flow 

0.14 
4.10 

15 17.5 
20 684 

Total Flow 1, 2, 3 & 4 Allowable Concentration Total Mass 
1, 2,3 &4 

30 day 
1 day 

1.423 
5.963 

178 
995 

!/ This calculation by Gulf assumes full credit for Oil 
and Grease concentration in the coal pile runoff and in 
the ash pond rainfall. A conversion factor of 8.34 was 
used to convert mg/1 to pounds. 

~/& 3/ The flows for coal pile runoff and rainfall falling into 
the ash pond were calculated using the 10 year, 24 hour 
rainfall event of 7.5 inches falling over an area of 5.9 
acres for the coal pile and an area of 40.3 acres for the 
ash pond. A coefficient of runoff of 0. 5 was assumed for 
both areas. 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

ATTACHlflENT II F II 

Scholz Ash Pond Effluent Limits Calculations 

.!/Oil & Grease 

Waste Flow Concentration ( mg/ 1) Mass ( lbs. ) 
Stream (MGD) 30 day 1 day 30 day 1 day 

Ash Sluice .543 15 20 68 91 

Low Volume .720 15 20 90 120 
waste, metal 
cleaning etc. 

Total 1 & 2 1.263 158 211 

Coal Pile Runoff~/ 

30 day flow 0.02 0 0 
1 day flow 0.60 0 0 

Ash Pond Rainfalll/ 

30 day flow 0.14 15 17.5 
1 day flow 4.10 20 684 

Total Flow 1, 2' 3 & 4 Allowable Concentration Total Mass 
1,2,3 

.~s-
30 day 1.423 1-4-":13 175.5 
1 day 5.963 ~ zo 

Use: 15 mg/1 18 mg/1 

ll This calculation by Gulf assumes no credit for Oil 
and Grease concentration in the coal pile runoff 
portion and full credit for the ash pond rainfall 
portion. A conversion factor of 8.34 was used to 
convert mg/1 to pounds. 

& 4 

~/ & liThe flows for coal pile runoff and rainfall falling 
into the ash pond were calculated using the 10-year, 
24 hour rainfall event of 7.5 inches falling over 
an area of 5.9 acres for the coal pile and an area 
of 40.3 acres for the ash pond. A coefficient of 
runoff of 0.5 was assumed for both areas. 

895 



1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

ATTACHMENT "G II 

Scholz Ash Pond Effluent Limits Calculations 

.!/ Total Suspended Solids 

Waste Flow Concentration ( mg/ 1) Mass ( 1 bs. ) 
Stream (MGD) 30 day 1 day 30 day 1 day 

Ash Sluice .543 30 100 136 453 
Low Volume .742 30 100 180 600 

waste, 
metal 
cleaning 
waste, 
etc. 

Total 1&2 1.263 316 1053 

Coal Pile Runoff~/ 

30 day 0.02 30 5.0 
1 day 0.60 30 150 

Ash Pond Rainfalll/ 

30 day 0.14 30 35 
1 day 4.10 100 3419 

Total Flow 1,2,3&4 Allowable Concentration Total Mass 1,2,3&4 

30 day 
1 day 

!I 

!:._/& 1/ 

1.423 
5.963 

30 356 
~90 

This calculation by Gulf assumes a full credit for 
Total Suspended Solids with regard to flows occuring 
from rainfall actually falling into the 40.3 acre 
ash pond at Scholz Plant. A conversion factor of 
8.34 was used to convert mg/1 to pounds. 

The flows for coal pile runoff and rainfall falling 
into the ash pond were calculated using the 10 year, 
24 hour rainfall event of 7.5 inches falling over 
an area of 5.9 acres and 40.3 acres respectively. 
A coefficient of runoff of 0.5 was assumed for both 
areas. 
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