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JUL 121983

REF: 4&WM-~FP

Mr. Gregory O. layman
Director of Power Supply
@ulf Power Company

Post Office Box 1151
Pensocola, Florida 32520

Re: lansing Smith Electric Generating Plant, NPDES lNo. FLOUG02267
Crist Flectric Generating Plant, RPDES No. FLO002275
Scholz BElectric Generating Plant, NPDES No. FLOOUZ283

Dear Mr. Layman:

Enclosed are our replies to your comments for the above referenced
facilities. Alsc enclosed are the drefte of the permits which we plan to
proceed to public notice with.

1 hope the meeting between Jim Newton and Charles Kaplan and
representatives of your staff set for July 20 and 21 can resolve any
differences so that we can proceed rapidly towards the issuing of these
permits.

If you have any guestions, feel free to contact Jim Newton at
40476814793,

Sincerely yvours

Robert F. Mcthee, Chiefl
South Area Permits Unit
Facilitiss Performance Branch
Water Management Division

JNewton:qdb:4793:7/7/83:0446Q
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Replies to Comments for Lansing Smith Plant, NPDES No. FLO002267

We can concur with the following comments on the draft permit
Mos. 1, 2, E;- ‘2’, 6, 7; l(}; llp 12 and 13,

5, 8 for an explanation of our reasoning please refer to our reply to
comments 12, 13 and 1¢ for the Crist Gemerating Station FLO002275.

9. By eliminating mass based limitations we must consider
limitations other than 15/20, 30/100 for the ash pond. Many wastes enter
the ash pond before they are discharged to the receiving waters. Many of
these waste streams have differing effluent limitations. For example,
coal pile runoff is limited to a maximum total suspended solids (ISS)
concentration of 50 mg/l while low volume wastes are limited to a one day
maximum of 100 mg/l and 30 day average of 30 mg/l.

To account for these various pollutants some sort of approach is
necessary. We have elected to utilize a flow weighted procedure. Ve do
not feel it is appropriate to penalize the environment by allowina the
discharge limitations to be set at the maximum limitations of all the
waste streams contributed.

The calculations at the Smith plant are difficult to perform because
the pond is a recycle facility which discharges only under heavy rainfall
conditions. It would be particularly damaging te allow the discharge of
up to 100 mg/1 TSS since under the dilution situation, the guantity the
environment would have to absorb would be excessive. Past experience has
shown a 20/50 to be more appropriate, however we feel in order to avoid
an excessive amount of violations a 30/50 limitation would be acceptable.



Replies to Copments for Crist Cenerating Plant, NPDES Ho. FLODBC2Z7E

We concur with the following comments on the draft permit
hos. 1¢ ’;'np i:i; ‘:5; “if 8, g’p 1}.; ié; 15; 17' 1Bg 3.93 20 ang 21.
We do not agree with the following comments:

2. e purpcse for monitoring IRC once per week is not to develop a
historical record but to assure compliance with effluent guidelines. 2
sampling period of once per month will not provide sufficient statistical
information to assure this compliance.

3. The use of the helper cooling towers has been modified so that
when all the units are off-line the towers do not have to be operated to
cool ambient water. However, we J¢ not feel that it is reascnable te
gperate the tower only ag needed. It is our position that in order to
eliminate this stetement a [ull scale 316(a) biclogical demcnstretion
must be conducted to ascertain the impacts of the thermal discharger.
The previous study was found to be inadequate and resulted in the
requirement for the helper towers. The previous study can serve as 2
base but the study would have to be conducted with the approval and
guidance provided by EFA bioclogists from Athens, Ga.

10. We cannot change the ash pond oil and grease and total suspended
solids effluent limitations to agree with the recently prumulgated
guidelines. Ihe previous permit was more stringent than gyuidelines and
therefore must apply. The anti-backsliding regulations prohibit us from
relaxing these limitations, 40 CPFr 122.44(1).

1z, i3, 16. EFA regulations reguire mose limitations for all
pollutants except for phi (40 CFR 122.45(f)). 40 CFR 423.12(b}l]1 does
allow the discretion te limit a pollutant in the steam electric category
to concentration for wetal cleaning wastes., However, we feel that for
this particular waste stream it is necessary to include mass limitations
to assure that the treatment of the waste stream is not due to dilutiou.
therefore, we have elected to retain the language as it was originally
proposed.



Replies to Comments for Scholz Electric Generating Plant, NPDES No. FID002283

We concur with the following comments on the draft permit
Hos. 1, 2, 3, 4, % &, 7, 11, 1%, 13 and 15.

t. The final effluent guidelines provide for a total residual chlorine
{TRC} limitation of 0.2 wg/l at the point of discharge to waters of the
United States. The draft permit was based upon measuring the TRC level at
the condenser cutlet. we will agree to a level of 0.2, however it must be
before it is mixed with any other wastes including the ash pond, Therefore,
we are revising the location to read S0 feet before the point of discharge
of the ash pond.

9. The reasoning behind these limitations is presented in our reply to
comment pumber 9 for the lansing Smith facility, FIGG02267 and will not be
repeated hear.

16. We cannot agree to a sampling frequency of less than 1/wmionth {as
was written in the previous permit) for eny parameters for which effluent
guidelines have been prosuilgated. Ve are not interested in gathering data
but in assuring compliance with the effluent limitations.

i4. The flow diagram presented in the appiication indicates that the
sanitary wastes discharge to the discharge canzl. Because of this fact, a
serial aumber must be assigned to comply with the Clean Water Act. Rurther
since all discharges must comply with secondaty treatment these limitations
raust be included regardless of the size of the flow. However, since the
current. definition of sscondary treatment does not include fecal coliform
these limitations have been eliminated.



