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Dear Mr . Mosbaugh: 

COMMENTS ON THE U.S . ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY NATIONAL POLLUTANT 
DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM PERMIT FOR THE HANFORD 300 AREA TREATED EFFLUENT 
DISPOSAL FACILITY - U.S . ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PERMIT WA-002591-7 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on this proposed permit prior to the public comment 
period. The proposed permit raises at least two issues that can be 
sign i ficant barriers to the successful operation of the Hanford 300 Area 
Treated Effluent Disposal Facility (TEDF) and compliance with the Hanford 
Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) Milestone 
M-17-09 (hot start-up of the TEDF by December 1994). 

Briefly, the critical issues are (a) the overly-stringent proposed discharge 
limits do not reflect the anticipated variability of the effluent, and (b) the 
proposed monitoring complexity and cost are unnecessarily burdensome . These 
issues and others are discussed in more detail wi th the enclosed comments. 

RL requests that EPA consider its comments fully and incorporate them in the 
draft permit that will be sent out for public comment. RL may comment further 
during the public comment period. Should you have any questions, please 
contact Mr . S. D. Stites of my staff on (509) 376-8566 . 

Sincerely , 

.£0 ~ ,Q. 7-+-o~ 
Robert G. Holt, Acting Program Manager 

EAP:SDS Office of Environmental Assurance, 

Enclosure: 
Comments t o EPA dr af t NPDES permit 

• cc w/encl: 
J. Eacker , WHC 
R. Robichaud , EPA 
M. Selby, Ecology 

c..c... w/o encl: 
R. Oldham, WHC 
R. Stanley , Ecology 
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THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

COMMENTS ON THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY'S DRAFT NATIONAL 
POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM PERMIT FOR 

THE HANFORD 300 AREA TREATED EFFLUENT DISPOSAL FACILITY 

PERMIT APPLICATION WA-002591-7 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Field Office (RL) has prepared the 
following coD111ents on the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
{NPDES) permit and the accompanying Technical Information document that have 
been proposed for the Hanford 300 Area Treated Effluent Disposal Facility 
{TEDF) by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 10. The 
page numbers and titles in italics refer to the proposed permit and Technical 
Information document. Copies of the EPA documents are attached for reference 
as APPENDIX 0. 
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I. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

A. Specific limitations and Monitoring Requirements 

This portion of the proposed permit specifies discharge limitations, 
compliance monitoring frequency and sample type for individual wastewater 
constituents that RL reported in its permit application as being present. or 
likely to be present in the TEOF discharge. The proposed permit raises two 
significant barriers to successful and timely operation of the TEDF; the 
discharge limits are unworkably stringent and the on-going cost of the 
proposed monitoring is unnecessarily high. 

Proposed "BPJ" Discharge Limits Are Not Attainable 

EPA has proposed overly restrictive discharge limitations and monitoring 
requirements for this facility. Operating the TEDF under the discharge 
limitations of this draft permit could very likely place the facility in 'an 
unwarranted non-compliance mode and give the false impression that the 
receiving stream (Columbia River) is not being environmentally protected. 

While the likely concentrations of constituents in the discharge from the TEDF 
are estimated to be very low, EPA has proposed discharge limits at or below 
the level of analytical capability. EPA has rationalized that these proposed 
limits represent achievable Best Professional Judgement (BPJ) : "technology­
based" limits. These proposed end-of-pipe discharge limits are physically 
unattainable by the facility in the long run and are not based on fact. There 
is not enough data available at this time to set defensible BPJ limits. · 

The actual quality of the treated wastewater that will be discharged from the 
TEOF over time is not known and will not be known until some time after the 
plant has been operating. Until actual effluent quality data is available 
that reflects the realities of variation in the input raw wastewater and the 
capability of the treatment system, the discharge quality can only be 
estimated. 
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An engineering study (the ESR) was performed (Engineering Summarv Report. 
Hanford 300 Area Treated Effluent Disposal Faciljtv. Project L-045H, CH2M­
HILL, March 1992) to estimate the quality of the raw wastewater to be treated 
and to define the best available treatment (BAT) process. Five BAT process 
alternatives were developed and evaluated against cost and performance 
criteria. The BAT process that best meets all the criteria consists of iron 
co-precipitation to remove metals, UV/Oxidation to destroy organic compounds 
and thiol functional-group ion exchange specifically designed to reduce 
mercury to the lowest possible level. This is the BAT process that was 
proposed by DOE in the permit application and is currently being installed in 
the TEDF. 

Bench-scale treatability tests were performed to confirm the effectiveness of 
the design of the treatment system. Because the actual wide range of 
pollutants and expected concentrations in the raw wastewater to be treated in 
the future is not known, it was approximated. A sample of the then-available 
300 Area process sewer raw wastewater was collected and spiked with the 
constituents of concern to approximate the anticipated wastewater. This 
"synthetic" wastewater was used in the treatability testing. 

The estimated treated effluent values provided in the permit application are 
from this "synthetic" raw wastewater, generated for the sole purpose of 
analyzing the capability of the treatment train to reduce constituent 
concentrations as much as practicable. EPA acknowledges this process 
correctly on Page 4, Paragraph 2 of the Technical Information document; "In 
the permit application, the applicant provided an estimate of wastewater 
characteristics for the treated wastestream". 

The ESR estimates of treatability are not sufficient to be used directly as 
BPJ permit limits. While providing evidence of potential treatment 
efficiencies for a range of constituents, the dat~ do not adequately reflect 
what the discharge composition from the treatment facility will be after it is 
operated. Furthermore, and most importantly, the data do not provide any 
indication of the variability in the performance of the wastewater treatment 
system. 

The results of the treatability testing demonstrated that the , chosen BAT 
process provided effective treatment under a range of anticipated raw 
wastewater qualities and plant operating scenarios. For that reason, a 
detailed discussion of the meaning of the results achieved or an explanation 
of the limitations of the tests conducted was not included in the ESR. Since 
the EPA has used the data provided in the ESR for purposes beyond its 
applicability, it is important to su11111arize some of the data's limitations: 

1. All of the treatability testing was conducted on a bench-scale basis, 
using synthesized wastewater. The actual wastewater that will be 



U.S. Depart111ent of Energy, Richland Field Office Conmenta to U.S. Envirorvnental Protection Agency 
Region 10, Proposed NPOES Per• it for Hanford 300 Area Treated Effluent Disposal Facility 

PAGE 3 of 19 

treated is not available, nor is its composition known with any great 
certainty. ___ ____ __ ___ _ 

2. Limited testing was performed, with only a few (usually two) tests 
conducted at any one possible operating condition. For example, at a 
set pH, iron dose, and sludge recirculation rate, only two duplicate 
tests were performed. 

3. Iron co-precipitation was found to remove most metals to satisfactorily 
low concentrations, except perhaps mercury, silver and arsenic, 
depending upon what discharge criteria are used. 

4. Ion exchange, using a thiol functional resin, was added specifically to 
remove mercury. The treatability tests showed that some additional 
removals were also obtained for the other metals and these additional 
removals are reflected in the ESR sunvnary tables. These additional 
removals, however, cannot be relied on long term, since the resin will 
selectively remove mercury in preference to the other metals. 

5. Analytical variability is method, pollutant and media dependent. For 
metals and some conventional parameters in industrial effluents, the 
variability can be 35 percent or more. Additionally, as constituent 
concentrations approach the detection level, as they do in the estimated 
TEDF discharge, the potential for false positive or false negative 
analytical values increases. The draft permit has several constituent 
limits set near, at, or below the analytical Practical Quantitation 
Limits (PQLs), thus making analytical variability a critical factor in 
compliance determination. 

In sunvnary, the uncertainties associated with diversity of constituents, 
variability of effluent, probable significant differences between bench scale 
tests and actual treatment facility performance and analytical methods that 
have not been considered by EPA make the proposed "BPJ" draft permit limits 
inappropriate at this time. 

Discharge limits Based on BAT Treatment and a Limited Mixing Zone are Workable 
and Protective ! 

The treatment system being constructed for the TEDF is a modern system with 
sophisticated operational controls and clearly represents an acceptable "best 
available technology" (BAT). The low discharge concentrations expected from 
the TEDF will meet water-quality criteria outside a relatively small and 
protective mixing zone in the receiving water . 

As noted by the EPA in the proposed permit Technical Information document, a 
mixing-zone dilution analysis using an EPA computer model was performed by 
CH2M-HILL to model the TEDF discharge plume in the Columbia River. It was 
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determined that, under worst case conditions of discharge and river flowrate, 
the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-201A in-stream-temperature 
standard of • ••• no temperature increase ... greater than 0.3°C ••• • would be met 
within approximately 71 feet (downstream) of the outfall discharge port. The 
plume centerline dilution factor at 71 feet is predicted by the model to be 
approximately 260. 

A dilution factor of 260 and its corresponding mixing zone is more than 
adequate to set achievable discharge limits for the TEDF that would have 
minimal impact on the river. A much smaller mixing zone consisting of a zone 
of initial dilution (ZID) for acute toxicity and an outer zone for chronic 
toxicity, with dilution factors of 30 and 100, respectively, would be adequate 
for all constituents of the discharge, other than temperature. The acute ZID 
would extend only three feet from the outfall discharge port and the chronic 
dilution zone would extend only ll feet from the port. 

Protective discharge limits that meet water quality standards and criteria and 
that account for effluent variability can be calculated by EPA's statistical 
methods described in EPA/505/2-90-001, Technical Support Document for Water 
Quality-based Toxics Control, March, 1991 (TSO). APPENDIX A presents 
discharge limits calculated by the methods of the TSO, using acute and chronic 
mixing zone dilution factors of 30 and 100, respectively. The water quality 
standards and criteria used in the calculation are shown in the table. These 
limits are protective of water quality standards and criteria outside the 
mixing zone and are more realistically achievable by the TEDF than those 
proposed by EPA as •BPJ" limits. 

The calculations of APPENDIX A are based on EPA water-quality criteria and 
State of Washington Department of Ecology water-quality standards (WAC 173-
201A). The criteria and standards used for certain constituents are more 
fully discussed individually in the following paragraphs. The calculations 
assume a discharge variability defined by an uncorrelated log-normal 
distribution with a coefficient of variation (CV) of 0.8. EPA assumes a 
default CV value of 0.6 for large, biologically based treatment systems such 
as sewage treatment plants. The EPA studied effluents from wastewater 
treatment systems involving chemical precipitation and settling of metals and 
found CVs ranging from 0.57 to 0.99 (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
12a2, ·A StatistjcaJ Analysis of the combined Metals Industries Effluent Data, 
Appendix 1•, Report submitted to Office of Water Regulations and Standards 
(WH-553}, A CV of 0.8 would thus appear to more appropriate for the TEDF 
than EPA's default value of 0.6. 

Arsenic 

The EPA National Toxics Rule (57 FR60848, 12/22/92) human health criterion 
(consumption of organisms and water) for Arsenic of 0.018 µg/1 is difficult to 
properly interpret and apply because it is so much lower than other arsenic 
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criteria. The criterion is less than the analytical l~vel of detection. 
There are a number of accepted criteria for Arsenic tnat vary widely in value. 
For example, the drinking-water standard (Maximum Contaminant Level) for 
Arsenic is currently 50 µg/1, 2,778 times higher than the human-health 
criterion of the National Toxics Rule, yet both are supposed to be protective 
of human health. 

In view of the ambiguity of the Arsenic water quality criteria, RL proposes 
that the drinking-water standard of 50 µg/1 be used as the basis for an end­
of-pipe discharge limit. The drinking-water standard does not technically 
apply to a treated industrial effluent, but could be used in this case to 
establish a human health-based limit in preference to the ambiguity of the 
National Toxics Rule value. 

Reconmended Change: 

Use the calculated AML95 and MDL99 values of 50 µg/1 and 97 µg/1 as discharge 
limits for Arsenic (total). The limits are based on meeting the 50 µg/1 
drinking water criterion at the end of the pipe (no dilution). 

Beryllium 

EPA/440/5-86/001 (Gold Book) does not contain criteria for Beryllium but lists 
the "lowest observed adverse effects level" (LOEL) for Beryllium for the 
protection of fresh-water aquatic life as 130 µg/1 (acute) and 5.3 µg/1 
(chronic). Assuming a river background concentration of Beryllium of zero 
(tests on river water have shown the Beryllium concentration to be at or below 
an analytical detection level of 1 µg/1) the calculated AML95 for Beryllium 
would be 2010 µg/1 and the MDL99 would be 3900 µg/1. 

Recomended Change: 

Use the calculated AML95 and MDL99 values of 2010 µg/1 and 3900 µg/1 as permit 
limits for Beryllium. 

Halogenated Organic Compounds 
Neither Washington State nor EPA have water quality standards or criteria for 
some of the halogenated organic compounds that may be present in the TEDF 
treated effluent. The EPA has, however, developed technology-based BAT 
effluent guidelines for the Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers 
Industry. 40 Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) 414.100 contains BAT 
limitations for a number of halogenated organic compounds for direct discharge 
sources that do not use end-of-pipe biological treatment. The cited 
limitations are also New Source Performance Standards (NSPS). The 40 CFR 
414.100 limitations do not regulatorily apply to the TEDF but they could be 
interpreted as a basis for determining a permit limit. The EPA effluent 
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guidelines for compounds that may be present in the TEDF treated effluent are 
su11111arized in TABLE I. 

TABLE I - EPA Effluent Guidelines for the Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and 
Synthetic Fibers Industry 

CONST ITU ENT AVERAGE AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
MONTHLY MONTHLY DAILY 
LIMIT LIMIT LIMIT 

(30 samples/mo.) (2 Samples/mo.) 
(µg/1) (µg/1) (µg/1) 

Methylene Chloride 36 88 · 170 

Toluene 28 38 74 

1.1.1-Trichloroethane 22 30 59 

Chloroform 111 168 325 

Trichloroethylene 26 36 69 

1,1-Dichloroethane 22 30 59 

Tetrachloroethylene 52 85 164 

The effluent guideline AMLs of 40 CFR 414.100 shown in the first column of 
TABLE I are based on a sampling frequency of 30 samples per month. Using the 
EPA statistical calculation methods of the TSO and a sampling frequency of 
twice per month as proposed in the draft permit results in the AMLs shown in 
the second column of TABLE I. 

The limits of TABLE I are lower for all constituents than water-quality based 
limits as calculated in APPENDIX A, except for Tetrachloroethylene. For 
example, water-quality based discharge limits for Trichloroethylene calculated 
from its human health criterion of 2.7 µg/1 by the methods and assumptions 
used in APPENDIX A are: AML95 • 270 µg/1 and MOL99 • 524 µg/1. Note that the 
dilution factor of 100 has been used in APPENDIX A for calculating both the 
chronic aquatic-life limits and the human-health limits. The limited mixing 
zone defined by a dilution factor of 100 is overly conservative for 
calculating human health limits because humans are not using the river within 
the mixing zone for a life-long source of drinking water or aquatic food, as 
is assumed by the health risk analysis used for deriving human health 
criteria. 



U. S. Departaent of Energy, Richland Field Office Conmenta to U. s. Environnental Protection Agency 
Region 10, Proposed NPDES Per• it for Hanford 300 Area Treated Effluent Disposal facility 

PAGE 7 of 19 

Recomended Change: 

Use the limits of TABLE I for the identified wastewater constituents. 

Iron and Manganese 

EPA referenced the secondary drinking water standards for Iron 300 µg/1) and 
Manganese (50 µg/1) as being applicable to the TEDF discharge. Drinking water 
standards apply to the quality of potable water after treatment, not to 
industrial wastewater discharges. Water treatment plants can expect to 
provide treatment, when necessary to meet the standards, for removal of Iron 
and Manganese. EPA has published (Gold Book) a freshwater chronic criterion 
for Iron of 1000 µg/1 that is more appropriate than the secondary drinking 
water standard for determining a discharge limit for the TEDF. 

EPA has not established freshwater criteria for Manganese for protection of 
aquatic life or human health. A discharge limit for Manganese is not 
warranted because there is no applicable standard or criterion for Manganese 
and because the discharge of Manganese from the TEDF is reasonably expected to 
be small. 

Recomended Change: 

Use the calculated AML95 and MDL99 values of 85,652 µg/1 and 165,924 µg/1 as 
discharge limits for Iron. Delete the proposed limit for manganese. 

Radium 

EPA has referred in the Technical Information document to the Radium primary 
drinking water standard of 5 pCi/1 as being applicable to the TEDF, although 
the proposed permit limit was based on RL's estimate of the concentration of 
Radium that may be present in the TEDF discharge. Drinking water standards 
are not generally applicable to industrial discharges for the reasons given in 
the discussion of limits for Iron and Manganese, above. The Radium drinking 
water standard could be used as a •not to be exceeded" discharge limit for the 
TEDF, given the uncertainty of the quality of the future discharge and in the 
absence of any other standard. 

Recomended Change: 

Change the proposed discharge limits for Radium to a single, "not to be 
exceeded• value of 5 pCi/1. 
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Total Suspended Solids CJSS) 
EPA has proposed discharge limits for TSS although no significant amount of 
TSS can be released from the treatment system except, perhaps, under emergency 
conditions. All of the wastewater will be passed through a sand filter 
following the iron co-precipitation step and through the thiol functional­
group ion exchange resin columns before being discharged. The sand filter is 
designed to remove virtually all the suspended solids to prevent the ion 
exchange columns from becoming clogged. If any significant quantity of 
suspended solids do escape the filtration step, it will be quickly detected in 
the operation of the ion exchange columns and the discharge will be 
interrupted until the problem is solved. 

Monitoring for TSS costs time and money and a discharge limit is meaningless 
unless there is a reasonable expectation of discharge. Neither monitoring nor 
a discharge limit are necessary for TSS. 

Recomended Change: 

Delete the proposed discharge limit and monitoring requirement for Total 
Suspended Solids. 

Whole-Effluent Toxicity (WET) 

The proposed permit prematurely specifies a discharge limit for whole-effluent 
toxicity (WET). NPDES regulations under 40 CFR 122.44(d)(l) require that all 
pollutants that N ••• cause, have the potential to cause or contribute to an 
excursion above a water quality standard ... " be controlled. EPA must consider 
the following factors in determining "reasonable potential": (a) existing 
controls on the pollution source, (b) variabtlity of the pollutant parameter 
in the effluent, (c) sensitivity of the test species to toxicity testing and 
(d) the dilution of the effluent in the receiving water. EPA has not followed 
its own guidance for applying the above factors (Chapter 3, TSO) to determine 
whether this discharge has the potential to violate water quality standards. 

Because this is a new discharge, neither the variability of w~ole-effluent 
toxicity in the effluent nor the sensitivity of the proposed test species to 
the effluent are known to the permittee or EPA. Furthermore, the high level 
of toxicity controls (wastewater treatment) provided by the TEDF and the 
relatively large amount of dilution available in the Columbia River 
significantly reduce the potential for whole-effluent toxicity. Thus, it is 
premature for EPA to set a permit WET limit until "reasonable potential" has 
been established with actual data . 
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Reconnended Change: 

Delete the proposed WET limit. Evaluate the required WET monitoring data 
after one year of discharge to determine whether a permit limit is necessary. 

Sunvnary of Reconvnended Concentration Discharge Limits 

The TEDF treatment system is a modern system that will remove wastewater 
contaminants to the lowest practicable level and therefore, should be 
recognized as meeting the requirement for BAT. Because the concentration 
variation of contaminants in the wastewater discharge are not statistically 
known, EPA's proposed •BpJ• discharge limits are not reasonable or workable. 

Use the discharge limits that were developed in APPENDIX A and TABLE I and 
were sunvnarized in TABLE II for the permit. These ·limits are realistically 
achievable, meet the requirements of BAT and water-quality standards and 
criteria and use a limited mixing zone that is a very small part of the 
Columbia River. 

TABLE II - SUMMARY OF LIMITS PROPOSED BY RL AND EPA 

RL LIMITS EPA LIMITS 

CONSTITUENT AML95 MDL99 AML MDL 

Bis(2-Ethylhexyl) phthalate 180 349 <1.8 1.8 

Dichlorobromomethane 27 52 <l 1.0 

Chlorodifluoromethane 570 1.106 <5 5 

Methylene Chloride 88 170 <2 2.0 

Toluene 38 74 5.0 6.0 

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 30 59 1 5 

Trichloroethylene 36 69 0.2 0.4 

Chloroform 168 325 <5 5.0 

1,1-Dichloroethane 30 59 <2 2 

Tetrachloroethylene 85 164 0.2 0.4 

Aluminum 2. 714 5 258 70.0 85.0 
Arsenic 50 97 1.0 10.0 
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Bervll ium 2,010 3,900 ?" =:.. -<t= - - - 1 

Cadmium 32 63 <0.7 0.7 

Copper 126 245 3.0 7.0 

Cyanide 340 659 <5 5.0 

Iron 85,652 165,924 100.0 1. 000. 0 

Lead 118 229 0.7 1.0 

Manganese NL, NH1 NL, NH <10 40 . 0 

Mercury 1 2 <0.2 <0.2 

Nickel 9,199 17,820 1.0 30.0 

Nitrite 6,000 11. 640 <60 60.0 

Selenium 309 599 <4 5.0 

Silver 15 30 <0.1 1.0 

Zinc 1.056 2.046 <5 10 

Total Radium (pCi /l) Not to Exceed 5 0.08 0.2 

Suspended Solids (TSS) NL. NH NL. NH 3,000 9,000 

Temperature (°F) 95 105 95 105 

Total Coliform Bacteria 1002 2003 50 100 

WET (NOEC) 4 NL5 NL <•0.33% Effluent 

pH (standard units) 6-9 6-9 

Notes to TABLE II: 

Numbers are calculated values, not rounded to reflect: analytical 
precision 

1 NL, NH• No limit, no monitoring 
2 Geometric mean value of colonies per 100 ml 
3 Not more than 10% of all samples may exceed this value 
4 Whole Effluent Toxicity measured as the No Observed Effects 
5 

Concentration (percent effluent) 
NL a No limit, monitoring only 
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Calculation of Mass Discharge Li-mi-ts 

EPA expressed its proposed discharge limits as both concentration limits and 
daily mass limits. Although not explained in the permit or technical 
information document, the mass limits were evidently calculated from an 
effluent flow rate of 300 gpm (gallons per minute). RL proposes that the 
estimated maximum through-put capacity of the TEDF of 325 gpm be used in 
calculating mass limits from concentration limits. 

Recommended Change: 

Use the T[Df maximum through-put capacity of 325 gpm, rather than 300 gpm, to 
calculate mass discharge limits. 

Page 6 of 23 

B. Treated Effluent Disposal Facility (TEDF) Startup 

40 CFR 122.29 requires that a ne~ discharger •start-up" all pollution control 
equipment required to meet the conditions of its permits before beginning to 
discharge~-- The discharger must meet all permit conditions within 90 days. 
It is logical that the 90-day period should begin with the start of discharge. 
The proposed permit however, defines the 90-day period as starting from the 
issuance date of the permit, although discharge of treated process wastewater 
will not occur until some time after issuance of the permit. 

Recomended Change: 

Change the beginning of the 90-day period from the issuance date of the permit 
to the ~tar~ date of treated process ~astewater discharge. 

Page 7 of ~23 

C. Biomonitoring Program Requirements 

Paragraph C.2. of the proposed permit requires that biomon1to·ring testing be 
initiated within 90 days of the permit issuance date. The 90-day testing 
period should begin with effluent discharge, ' as discussed above. 

Recoamended Change: 

Change Paragraph C.2. to begin the 90-day testing period from the start date 
of treated process wastewater discharge. 
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D. Receiving Water Quality Honitoring Requirements 

The proposed permit requires annual sampling of the Columbia River above and 
below the discharge outfall to monitor the in-stream concentration of 
wastewater constituents. Such monitoring, in RL's opinion would not achieve a 
useful result because of the sampling and analysis uncertainties when dealing 
with the very low concentrations of constituents in this discharge. 

Most wastewater constituents will be discharged at, or near, their analytical 
detection levels. The EPA dilution model referred to earlier predicts that at 
the proposed monitoring point of 71 feet downstream of the discharge point, 
the plume center-line dilution factor is 260; thus, the concentration of the 
wastewater constituents would be 1/260-th of their already low discharge 
concentrations. Monitoring at such dilutions would not be productive. 

The 325 gpm (maximum) discharge rate from the TEDF is extremely small compared 
with the flow in the west channel of Johnson Island, let alone the river as a 
whole. The estimated flow rate of the river between the west bank of the 
river at the outfall location and Johnson Island, at the estimated lowest dam­
regulated totgl river flow rate of 36,000 cubic feet per second (cfs), is 5600 
cfs (2.5 x 10 gpm). Thus, the total dilution factor f~r the TEDF discharge 
in the west channel is {2.5 x 106 + 325)/325 • 7.7 x 10. 

A more effective method to assess in-stream wastewater constituent 
concentrations resulting from the discharge would be to confirm the results of 
the EPA computer dilution model by performing a tracer check in the river. 
This would only have to be done once, perhaps under low and high TEDF 
discharge flow rates. Once calibrated by a tracer check, the EPA model would 
adequately characterize the wastewater constituent concentrations and location 
in the river. In-stream wastewater constituent concentrations could then be 
calculated from the known discharge concentrations reported during the 
frequent compliance monitoring required by the permit and the dilution factors 
in the wastewater plume calculated by computer modelling. 

RL characterized chemical and radiological pollutant concentrations in the 
Columbia River for this project in 1991/1992 and summarized the results in the 
report, Columbja Rjyer Characterization Data Report in Support of Hanford 
Project L-045H. WHC-SD-L045H-DP-002. Rev, 0, March 1992. A copy of this 
report was provided to EPA as part of the NPDES permit application package. 
Concentrations of all toxic pollutants measured were relatively low; either 
less than the constituents's water-quality criterion or near, or less than, 
their analytical detection limits. EPA has not declared this stretch of the 
Columbia River as being water-quality limited for any parameter. 
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II. HONITORING, RECORDING AND REPORTING REQUIREHENTS 

8. Monitoring Procedures 

The proposed monitoring requirements are more extensive than necessary for 
this discharge; they can be reduced and still provide adequate environmental 
protection while achieving a significant cost reduction. 

The cost of monitoring required by the proposed EPA permit was estimated from 
analytical services costs provided by various vendors. The estimated annual 
cost to conduct the monitoring ranges from $650,515 to $699,005, depending 
upon how many duplicate samples or more detailed analyses might be required. 
TABLE III sunvnarizes the estimated costs and APPENDIX B presents the details 
of the estimate. 

TABLE Ill - Estimated Cost of EPA Proposed Permit Monitoring Requirements 

MONITORING COST CATEGORY ANNUAL COST 

Organic Analyses $253,200 
(from biweekly monitoring} 

Metals Analyses $121,490-162,960 
(from biweekly monitoring} 

Miscellaneous Parameters Analyses $54,860 
(from biweeklv monitorinq) 

Frequently Monitored Parameters $15,565 
Analyses 

River Monitoring Analyses $12,640 

· WET Analyses $12,000 
(quarterly monitoring} 

Sample Collection $49,000 

Validation $131,760 

Total $650,515-699,005 

Note: Cost is based on 40 CFR Part 136 analytical methods 
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Most of the excessive monitoring cost of the proposed permit is due to the 
cost of the specialized chemical analytical techniques· necessary to attempt to 
reach the low detection levels required. The monitoring necessary to 
determine compliance with the limits proposed by RL in TABLE II can be based 
on broader, less expensive analytical techniques. For example, all the metals 
except Arsenic and Mercury can be analyzed by EPA Method 200.7 rather than the 
element-specific techniques that would be required under the proposed 
monitoring requirements. See APPENDIX C for details of RL's proposed 
monitoring methods and estimated costs. 

TABLE IV summarizes an improved monitoring scheme that is adequate for 
determining discharge compliance, is less prone to error because it is shorter 
and simpler, and is less expensive to conduct. 

TABLE IV - Estimated Cost of RL Proposed Permit Monitoring Requirements 

MONITORING COST CATEGORY ANNUAL COST FOR 612 SAMPLES 
- -- , 

Organic Analyses $172,600 
(from biweekly monitorinQ) 

Metals Analyses $88,600 
(from biweekly monitoring) 

Miscellaneous Parameters Analyses $54,860 
(from biweekly monitorinQ) 

- _ River Dye Test $4000 
{annual monitoring) 

WET Analyses $12,000 
(quarterly monitoring) 

Sample Collection S45.000 

Validation $43.604 

Total $420.664 

The monitoring scheme proposed by RL is estimated to cost some $238,000 to 
$272,000 per year less than that proposed by EPA. 
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Monitoring Frequency 

The proposed monitoring frequency of •biweekly• (assumed to mean 2 samples per 
month) could also be reduced to once per month for many of the constituents if 
monitoring data on the actual di.scharge warrants such a reduction. The permit 
should provide for a reduction in monitoring frequency after the first one to 
two years of discharge, after EPA review of the monitoring data. 

Recomended Changes: 

Clarify that •bi-weekly• means two samples per· month. Use RL's proposed 
monitoring scheme of APPENDIX C in conjunction with the proposed discharge 
limits of TABLE II for a balanced and achievable compliance requirement. 
Include a permit clause allowing reduction in monitoring frequency after the 
first one to two years of discharge, after EPA review of the monitoring data. 

Page 12 of 23 

D. Additional Honitoring by the Permittee 

The proposed permit requires that RL submit monitoring data if it monitors 
• ... any pollutant •.. • more frequently than required in the permit. This 
requirement is ambiguous in that it could be interpreted to require reporting 
of routine process-control data. The requirement should clearly exempt 
reporting of process-control data that might be taken at various intermediate 
points in the wastewater treatment process. 

Reconmended Change: 

Change the proposed permit wording of Paragraph II. D. to the following: 

If the permittee monitors any pollutant in the treated wastewater discharge at 
the compliance monitoring sampling point more frequently than required by this 
permit ... (retain the rest of the paragraph) 
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III. COHPLIANCE RESPONSIBILITIES 

B. Penalties for Violations of Permit Conditions 

This provision does not provide for a waiver of penalties during the allowed 
90-day start-up period for the TEDF. Also, each of the references to criminal 
violations should track the statutory language more closely, if not exactly. 
EPA typically views enforcement as a discretionary function, therefore the use 
of •shall• is not consistent with the statute or agency practice. 

. I 

I 

. I 
I 
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Rec01111ended Change: 

Include a waiver of penalties for discharge exceedences that might occur 
during the 90-day start-up period of the TEDF and change the word •shall• to 
may in regard to enforcement. 
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IV. GENERAL REQUIREHENTS 

J. Otl and Hazardous Substance Liability 

This provision should be deleted or qualified by the phrase, Except as 
provided by Jaw because Section 311 of the Clean Water Act addresses the 
release of substances that will be discharged pursuant to the NPOES permit for 
the TEDF. The permit should be a shield against prosecution for the discharge 
of pollutants in accordance with the permit. 

Recomended Change: Delete this provision, or add the phrase, "Except as 
provided by law ... • 
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N. State Laws 

This provision should be narrowed with respect to discharges in compliance 
with the permit. The affected state or states have the opportunity under 40 
CFR 124.53 to certify the NPDES permit; therefore the state(s) should not be 
able to sue for discharges that are in compliance with the permit. 

COMMENTS ON EPA'S "TECHNICAL INFORMATION" STATEMENT OF PERMIT BASIS 

The following coments pertain to the Technical Information document that EPA 
prepared in accordance with 40 CFR 124.7 as a statement of the basis for the 
proposed NPOES permit conditions. 

lte11 2, Page 2 

The third paragraph of Item 2 states that there are approximately 30 
facilities within the Hanford 300 Area that discharge liquid effluent to the 
process sewer. This earlier estimate of approximately 30 facilities has now 
been changed to approximately 50 facilities. 

Recomended Change: 

Change •approximately 30 facilities• to approximately~ facilities. 
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The fourth paragraph of Item 2 attempts to discuss in\~rim remedial measures 
that have been taken under the Hanford federal Facility Agreement and Consent 
Order (known as the Tri-Party Agreement, TPA) regarding discharges to the 
process trenches. Regulation and remediation of the process trenches are not 
within the scope of the NPDES permit, and this limited discussion, which does 
not adequately describe the full situation, should be removed from the 
technical information document. 

Recomended Change: 

Delete the discussion regarding activities related to regulation and 
remediation of the process trenches. 

Item 3, Receiving Water Quality Standards, Page 6 

This section references the water-quality standards, criteria and other bases 
selected by the permit writer for determination of the proposed discharge 
11m1ts. RL has recomended c~anges on the use and interpretation of several 
of these items 1n its coments on the proposed discharge limits. 

Reconmended Change: 

This section should be changed to be consistent with RL's reconvnended changes. 

Item 8, Control of Radioactivjty and Radjonuc1ides, Page 9 

This section refers to regulation and release of radionuclides other than 
Radium. Radium is the only radioactive pollutant regulated under the Clean 
Water Act and this proposed permit. References to other radionuclides that 
may be present in the treated wastestream, and monitoring under OOE's 
directives and the Atomic Energy Act are not relevant to the permit and should 
be removed from the technical information document. 

Recoaaended Change: 

Delete references to regulation and monitoring of radionuclid~s other than 
Radium. 

Item 5, Basis of Limitations, Page 9 

RL has co11111ented extensively on the inappropriateness of the proposed 
discharge limits in the discussion above and has reconvnended changes for 
improvement. This section should be re-written to reflect the reconvnended 
improvements. 

,• 
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Recommended Change: 

Change this section to be cons1stent with reconnended changes to the proposed 
discharge limits and the bases for their determination. 

Item 5, Treated Effluent Disposal Facility (TEDF) Startup, Page 15 

This section does not clearly establish that the 90-day start-up period should 
begin with connencement of discharge, as RL has reconvnended in its convnents on 
the proposed permit. 

Recoaaended Change: 

Change this sect1on to clearly state that the 90-day start-up per1od beg1ns 
with convnencement of treated effluent, as reconvnended in RL's convnents on the 
proposed permit. 

Item 6, Honitoring Requirements, Page 15 

This section notes that • •.• waste influent flow to and effluent from the TEDF 
will be required to be monitored daily•. The requirement is ambiguous 
inasmuch as 1t could be interpreted to mean that the quality. rather than 
simply the quantity of influent to the TEDF is to be monitored. 

Reconvnended Change: 

Change •waste influent flow• to "waste influent flowr:fil" to clearly indicate 
that influent quantity and not quality is to be monitored. 

Itea B, Allbient Water Quality Honitoring, Page 16 

This section addresses the proposed requirement for in-stream monitoring. RL 
has reconvnended in its coments on the proposed permit that computer 
modelling, with field calibration by means of a dye tracer, 1s a more 
appropriate method of estimating discharge plume conditions. 

Rec011111ended Change: 

Change this portion to be consistent with RL's reconvnended changes. 

Hap, Page 17 

This map, showing the location of the proposed outfall, which was included in 
the ESR does not reflect developments since publication of the ESR. The TEDF 
has been sited and the outfall location was moved slightly up-river. An up­
dated location map is provided as APPENDIX E. 
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-- --------

Rec0111ended Change: 

Use the up-dated map of APPENDIX E in the Technical Infomation document. 

8/19/93 
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APPENDIX A 

HANFORD 300 AREA TREATED EFFLUENT DISPOSAL FACILITY 
WATER-QUALITY BASED DISCHARGE LIMITS 

Acute DF 
Effluent CV 
Samples/mo. 

. :· .. =. ·::;. . ... 
. i .. · ·,: ,.\: : ... ,.: ... . ::,"' .':''·c:: .. , .. ; .. 

30 
0.8 

2 

2.5 

? 

NS 
NS 
1.8 

Chron OF 
RACDF 

1.80 

100 
100 

180 349 

11000 330000 82170 170092 329502 
NS 

0.27 27 27 52 

Chiorodifluoro.,;.;<(·)}\ ? NS 
· methane /,:)\:\f}'f\/:: NS 
. \•:(,)ff,( • .,......---t----5-. 7-+--5-7-0-+----½---57-0--+--11_0_6--I 
,.·.:\:}). ;:: . ;:'.: ;::.;.=:: :.:;,;. 
r;-: :•· :• :•· .. ·. 

toiuene' =::•:=r 
. . .. ,. ; :::., :· ::- ::._..-,: ':•:::,=,::-==:.:,: ::='. .• :: :.;:: .. :::=:::-_:­
:::, ·:.\.-: :• ::-:-::: ·::•:, .;.:•:•·•: ,:;::: .::: .... ·.; .. ·.·•.·.·• .. 

Trichloroethytene :/ t : 

2.8 

? 

? 

? 

NS 
NS 
4.7 190 190 369 

NS 
NS 

6800 680000 680000 1319200 

NS 
NS 
2.7 270 270 524 

NS 
NS 
5.7 570 570 1106 
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APPENDIX A 

HANFORD 300 AREA TREATED EFFLUENT DISPOSAL FACILITY 
WATER-QUALITY BASED DISCHARGE LIMITS 

Acute OF 
Effluent CV 
Samples/mo. 

30 
0.8 

2 

Chron OF 
RACDF 

100 
100 

CONS'r'itUENT:: =:i/=\. 'RiVER '.\=}:, WO {•/\.:·:: wLA ·· \ .LTA :\ AMt::ff= j ·= Mo'L /: : .. ::::-,:>· · .. ::·::::: . . . ·,.-:• . . . . . _·-: : . 

. ·.·.·.···=···=····== ,=•,::•=:••··==::=•·••:••!·•
1::::::••·••••:, .. ,,,.=.=•=··•· ••·•=-·cpti>••:=:: • .•. :.~~0~1

A:••• •··•=•=:••=• cpp6>••••::::;•: =;:'.:I!l••i:!i::•::i::: -=:•••::t~i:••c:P~i=i1il1J:1:•• ;:::•:•:::••~:p~;•;:::;::::• 

:::,::;. ,:=:.:,,:;:/td#H<J:§[;,,,t---+---o_._a+-__ a_o-+----+-__ 8_0--+-__ 1_5---15 
= NUtF•: =•=•=::.:/:t:"<:1,=,r::: NP 
Atominum t•• ·••=,,<t: ',=::< 51.2 150 201a4 5115 10113 20153 

..,._...,...,,........,,...., ........ _ •. ,,.~-._,. ... --••. •=: ..... <,,....,.= //..,.._ t-----5--7-.2--;----8-7-t---2-9-80--r--1-31-1-t---2--7_1_4-t---5-2_5_8_ 

Arsenlc{::{'/t\{t)•J:::::\· ? 

········: :;:=:=::: :'\:/)>·::· .. 'tt t ::: 

:-:,--·-· :.=:=::=:.::.::_::.: ......... ::::: .::.: 

Cvanlde CTotai) Uf '/t::=: ? 

. ·••,•·:.: ::::·;::·, /,:':= :::::=:.: .• 

360 
190 
50 

2.1 
0.7 
NS 

10.2 
7.1 
NS 

22 
5.2 
700 

NS 
1000 

NS 

32.4 
1.3 
NS 

10800 
19000 

50 

63 
70 

2689 
8360 

16 
31 

245 61 
507 223 

660 164 
520 229 

70000 

94040 41378 

972 242 
130 57 
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5567 
17305 

50 

32 
64 

126 
462 

340 
474 

70000 

85652 

501 
118 

10784 
33524 

97 

63 
124 

245 
895 

659 
917 

135800 

165924 

971 
229 
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HANFORD 300 AREA TREATED EFFLUENT DISPOSAL FACILITY 
WATER-QUALITY BASED DISCHARGE LIMITS 

Acute DF 
Effluent CV 
Samples/mo. 

.::::· ?}:::\,.;:,: .::::.= :::: 
r,.<>< ,:::=:,:::::::':\·'?, ,,..,,,., :;:, ,,.,,. 

30 
0.8 

2 

0.012 
0.14 

935.8 
104 
610 

Chron OF 
RACDF 

1 
14 

27984 
10100 
60700 

100 _ 
100 -

1 

6968 
4444 

37 
1 

14 

14424 
9199 

60700 

72 
2 

27 

27942 
17820 

117758 

Nltrlie:tlll::::,:=,::'{l::::){Jt=:({. NS 

.,:.:>::::., 4'""4'4' 4.z.4---__ ~ _ _.!N~S~----+----+----+------l 

.:c::.::, .... . ........ ,... ... H <10 60 6000 6000 11640 

20 600 149 309 599 
5 500 220 455 882 

NS 

1 30 7 15 30 
NS 
NS 

72.4 2049 510 1056 2046 
65.6 6150 2706 5601 10851 

1=,:=:,: :,}:: ::(::: :+:'·· '"•·• .,. NS 
I\::=,::::: ·,://t,,f,•,:::::,:f: •. ,: 

NS 
.. (pc/I) .. : ,.: ':,,, /}.: :::, t::: .· 

5 5 5 
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HANFORD 300 AREA TREATED EFFLUENT DISPOSAL FACILITY 
WATER-QUALITY BASED DISCHARGE LIMITS 

Acute OF 
Effluent CV 
Samples/mo. 

30 
0.8 

2 

Chron DF 
RACDF 

100 
100 

_CoN:sriflJENT'••:
1

:Il:!:!;::1:·::::!li:: .:.:~·i.~~:~;:: ···c~;~~IA=•· ·:-<:::r .r :;:;:;::I .::!:1:i:;:•:~tj;:1.::i•i;:. ·•i•:;:::::•;;i~ ~i\j:::1111::ii· ·;;,:\!Jjii\[:it9~; 1l\i!:J!\il;: 
.,::::::::: )i,:>, ::r- ·:<:lJ:JJ:t cpcili)t t>::cppb) \ . .: /\(priti) t:1) <Pr.>b><t t><t>pt>t tr :t((ppbjJt· 

Notes: 

· - - The numbers in this table are un-rounded, calculated numbers and do not indicate precision 
NS • no water quality standard or criterion 
Limits calculated per TSO for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (EPA/505/2-90-001} 
Effluent CV • Assumed coefficient of variation of discharge (log normal distribution) 
? = concentration unknown (assumed o for calculations) 
RIVER • Background river concentration (Engineering Summary Report, Hanford 300 Area 
Treated Effluent Disposal Facility, WHC-SD-L045H-ER-002, Rev. O} 

WLA • Waste Load Allocation 
LTA(99) = Long Term Average concentration (99 percentile level) 
AML(95) =- Average Monthly Limit (95 percentile level) 
MDL(99) = Maximum Daily Limit (99 percentile level) 
Acute, Chron OF & RAC OF • Acute, Chronic and Reference Ambient 

Concentration (human health) dilution factors 
WQ criteria are from National Toxics Rule, Federal Register 60848, Dec. 22, 1992, EPA 

Gold Book (EPA 440/5-86-001} or WAC 173-201A, for a hardness of 65 mg/I and the 
appropriate water effects ratio from WAC 173-201 A 

WO criteria are presented In the table in the order; acute, chronic, human health 
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APPENDIX B - ESTIMATED COST OF EPA PROPOSED PERMIT MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

The following detailed cost analysis of EPA's proposed permit monitoring 
requirements explains the cost su11111ary presented in TABLE III of the text. 

Organic Biweekly Analytes Duplicate 136 Method Cost 

601 yes $775 per sample 
Dichlorobromomethane + 
Methylene Chloride 1 Dup. 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane = 
Chloroform Sl.SSQ ~er 2 weeks 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Tetrachloroethvlene 

602 yes $775 per sample 
Toluene + 

1 Dup. -11.550 ner 2 weeks 

624 yes $775 per sample 
Di~hlorobromomethane + 
Chlorodifluoromethane 1 Dup. 
Methylene Chloride -Toluene Sl.550 ~er 2 weeks 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
Chloroform 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Tetrachloroethylene 

625 yes $1895 per sample 
Bis (2-ethylhexyl phthalate) + 

1 Dup. -SJ.790 oer 2 weeks 

Field Blank NA $775 X 8 
VOA Eight per year -16.200 ner vear 

Equipment Blank NA ($775 + $1895) X 8 • 
One VOA and One Semi-VOA Eight SZl.360 ~~r ~ear 
per year 

Trip Blank NA $775 X 8 = 
Eight VOA oer vear S6.200 oer vear 

Total Annual Cost S253.200 
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Metals B1weelc1Y Analytes Duplicate 136 Method Cost 

202 . 1/202 . 2 yes $195 per sample+ 1 Dup . 
Al uminum -S390 oer 2 weeks 

-
206 . 2 For $270 per sample 

- ----- -Arsenic verifica- S270-540 12er 2 week~ 
tion as 
reQuired 

210.1/210.2 For $275 per sample 
Beryllium verifica- 1275-550 ger 2 weeks 

tion as 
required 

213.2 For $270 per sample 
Cadmium verifica- 127Q-5!Q ggr Z wge~~ 

tion as 
reQuired 

220.1/220.2 For $195 per sample 
Copper verifica- $195-390 12er 2 weeks 

tion as 
reQuired 

236.1/236.2 yes $195 per sample+ 1 Oup. 
Iron -S390 oer 2 weeks 

239.2 yes $270 per sample+ 1 Oup. 
Lead -

154Q 12~r 2 w~gks 

243.1/243.2 For $195 per sample 
Manganese verifica- 1195-390 ger 2 weeks 

tion as 
required 

245.1 yes · $270 per sample+ 
Mercury 1 Dup. -

S540 ger z weeks 

249.1/249.2 For $195 per sample 
Nickel verifica- Sl95-J90 ger 2 w~eks 

tion as 
required 
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-- ------

270.2 For $270 per sample 
Selenium verifica- 1270-540 ggr 2 weeks 

tion as 
reauired 

Metals Biweekly Analytes Duplicate 136 Method Cost 

272.2 yes $200 per sample+ 
Silver 1 Dup. -S400 ger Z weeks 

· 289.1/289.2 For $195 per sample 
Zinc verifica- Sl95-390 ger 2 weeks 

tion as 
required 

Field Blank/200.7 NA $890 X 8 • 
One ICP, Eight per year S7.120 ner vear 

Equipment Blank/200.7 NA $890 X 8 • 
One ICP, Eight per year $7.120 oer vear 

Total Annual Cost $1211490-1691980 

Miscellaneous Biweekly Analytes Duplicate 600/0ther Method Cost 

335.2 yes $215 per sample+ 
Cyanide 1 Dup. -$430 oer 2 weeks 

354.1 (353.3) yes $200 per sample+ 
Nitrite 1 Dup. -S400 ger 2 weeks 

903.0 (not 136 method) yes $400 per sample+ 
Total Radium 1 Oup. -$800 oer 2 weeks 

350.2 yes $140 per sample+ 
Anvnonia 1 Oup. -S280 ger 2 weeks 
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SM908 yes $100 per sample+ 
Total and Fecal Coliform 1 Dup. -S200 oer 2 weeks 

Total Annual Cost ~54.860 
.. - -

Biweekly Sample Collection Cost n, 5~rday ·--

Total S39.000 oer vear 

Biweekly Monitoring Annual Cost 136: 253.2+(121.49-169.98)+54.86+39 • 
Total S468.550-517.040 

Frequently Monitored Analytes Dupl 1cate 136 Method Cost 

Field Test No $17 
oH (daily) S6.205 oer vear 

160.2 No $60 
Total Suspended Solids (3/week) $9.360 oer vear 

Total Annual Cost i1s.s6s 

Quarterly WET Testing Split 600 Method Cost 

Pimephales promelas (4/year) NA $1000 per sample 
$4000 oer vear 

Ceriodaphnia dubia (4/year) NA $1000 per sample 
S4000 oer vear 

Selenastrum capricornutum NA $1000 per sample 
( 4/vear) $4000 oer vear 

Sample Collection Cost $1,500 per day 
$6.000 oer vear 

Total Annual Cost Sl8.000 

Annual River Monitoring Duplicate 136 Method Cost 
' 

213.2 yes ($270 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Dissolved Cadmium Dup. • 

Sl.080 oer vear 

213.2 yes ($270 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Total Recoverable Cadmium Dup. • 

Sl.080 oer vear 
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220.1/220.2 yes {$195 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Dissolved Copper Dup ... 

HSQ ~~r ~~gr 

220.17220.2 yes ($195 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Total Recoverable Copper Dup. • 

$780 oer vear 

239.2 yes ($270 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Dissolved lead Dup. • 

Sl.080 oer vear 

239.2 yes ($270 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Total Recoverable lead Dup ... 

SI. 080 oer vear 

249.1/249.2 yes ($195 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Dissolved- Nickel Dup. • 

S780 oer vear 

249.1/249.2 yes ($195 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Total Recoverable Nickel Dup. • 

$780 oer vear 

272.2 yes ($200 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Dissolved Silver Dup. • 

$800 oer vear 

272.2 yes ($200 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Total Recoverable Silver Dup. • 

$800 oer vear 

289.1/289.2 yes ($195 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Dissolved Zinc Dup.,. 

$780 oer vear 

Annual River Monitoring Duplicate 136 Method Cost 

289.1/289.2 yes ($195 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Total Recoverable Zinc Dup. • 

$780 oer vear 

130.2 yes ($65 per sample) x 2 + 2 
Total Hardness as CaC03 Dup. • 

$260 ,oer vear 

Field Blank/200.7 NA $890 per sample 1 per year 
One ICP S890 oer vear 

Equipment Blank/200.7 NA $890 per sample 1 per year 
One ICP $890 oer vear 

River Sample Collection Cost $2000 per day for 2 days 
$4.000 oer vear 
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River Sample Total Annual Cost 

Annual Va11dat1on Cost 

$12,640 + $6,000 • 
18 640 er ear 

S6so,si5-699,oos 

The cost range 1s due to the unknown frequency of duplicate analyses. If the 
primary sample analysis indicates that a limit has been exceeded, the 
duplicate will be analyzed for confirmation. 

--- --- - ---- ---- - - -
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APPENDIX C - ALTERNATIVE MONITORING SCHEME PROPOSED BY RL 

The following monitoring scheme, with its estimated cost is proposed by RL as 
a reasonable and cost-effective alternative to that proposed by the EPA. The 
cost data are sumarized in TABLE IV of the text. 

Organic Biweekly Analvtes Duolicate 40 CFR Part 136 Method Cost 

624 yes $775 per sample 
Dichlorobromomethane + 
Chlorodifluoromethane 1 Dup. 
Methylene Chloride -Toluene Sl 1 550 ger 2 weeks 
1,1,l-Trichloroethane 
Chloroform 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Tetrachloroethylene 

625 . yes $1895 per sample 
Bis (2-ethylhexyl phthalate) + 

1 Dup. -13.790 ner 2 weeks 

Field Blank NA $775 X 8 
VOA Eight per year -16.200 ner vear 

Equipment Blank NA ($775 + $1895) X 8 • 
One VOA and One Semi-VOA Eight S21. 360 ger ~ear 
per year 

Trip Blank NA $775 X 8 • 
Eiqht VOA oer vear S6 200 oer vear 

Total Annual Cost UZ2,600 
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Metals Biweekly Analytes Duplicate 136 Method. Cost 

200 . 7 yes $890 per sample+ 1 Dup. 
Aluminum -Beryllium ~Sl~Z~0 R~C Z wgeks 
Cadmium . . 

Copper --
Iron . 
Lead - -
Manganese 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Zinc 

206.2 yes $270 per sample 
Arsenic S540 oer 2 weeks 

245.1 yes $270 per sample+ 
Mercury - -·- 1 Dup. -S540 ner 2 weeks 

Field Blank/200.7 NA $890 X 8 • 
One ICP. Eiqht per year $7.120 oer vear 

Equipment Blank/200.7 NA $890 X 8 • 
One ICP, Eight per year $7.120 oer vear 

Total Annual Cost $88.600 

Miscellaneous Biweekly Analytes Duplicate 600/0ther Method Cost 

335.2 yes $215 per sample+ 
Cyanide 1 Dup. -$430 oer 2 weeks 

354.1 {353.3) yes $200 per sample+ 
Nitrite 1 Dup. -S400 ner z wee~s 

I 

903.0 (not 136 method) yes $400 per sample+. 
Total Radium 1 Dup. -S800 oer 2 weeks 
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350.2 yes $140 per sample+ 
Anvnonia 1 Dup. -$280 oer 2 weeks 

S"908 yes $100 per sample+ 
Total and Fecal Coliform 1 Oup. -S200 oer 2 weeks 

Total Annual Cost $54.860 

Biweekly Sample Collection Cost $1,500 per day 
Total S39 000 oer vear 

Biweekly "onitoring Annual Cost 172.6+88.6+56.42+39 • 
Total S355.060 

Quarterly WET Testing Split 600 Method Cost 

Pimephales promelas (4/year} NA $1000 per sample $4000 per 
vear 

Ceriodaphnia dubia (4/year) NA $1000 per sample 
S4000 oer vear 

Selenastrum capricornutum NA $1000 per sample 
(4/vear) S4000 oer vear 

Sample Collection Cost $1,500 per day 
S6.000 oer vear 

Total Annual Cost $18.000 
-

River Sample Tracer Test Cost $4.000 oer vear 

Annual Validation Cost 143.604 
! 

Total Annual Compliance , S42Q 1 664 
"onitoring Cost 
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APPENDIX D - U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 10 
PROPOSED NPDES PERMIT AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION DOCUMENT 



United States 
Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Oegion 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle WA 98101 

Al;iskR 
ld;iho 
Oregon 
Washington 

&EPA March 16, 1993 

Reply To 
Attn Of: WD-134 

Jim Rasmussen 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Field Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 · 

Dear Mr. Rasmussen: 

Enclosed for your preliminary review are copies of the draft 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
(No. WA-002591-7) concerning your proposed discharge from the JOO 
Area Treated Effluent Disposal Facility (TEDF) to the Columbia 
River. 

We are required under our NPDES regulations at 40 CFR § 
122.49(c) to ensure, in consultation with the U.S. Department of 
the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), that the proposed 
permit action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of any endangered or threatened species or adversely affect its 
critical habitat. In view of this requirement, I have asked FWS 
to provide a list of any endangered or threatened species present 
at the proposed TEDF discharge location. 

This preliminary draft permit package does not necessarily 
reflect the outcome of any evaluation relative to endangered or 
threatened species. Depending on the outcome of an evaluation, 
if there are endangered or threatened species in the area of the 
proposed discharge, it is possible that the permit conditions 
could be made more stringent. 

If you or your staff have any questions about these 
enclosures, please give me a call at Area Code (206) 562-3135. 

cc: Steve Stites, USDOE 
Luis Soler, Jr., WHC 
Jeff Luke, WHC 
Jerry Turnbaugh, WHC 

Sincerely, 

~ .. .-i:V~..t..-•~ 
Kenneth Mosbaugh 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION 

1. Applicant 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Field Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

NPDES Permit Application No. WA-002591-7 

2. Project Activity and Location 

DRAFT 

The applicant is engaged in a wide range of activities 
on the Hanford Reservation. In the 300 Area where the 
proposed discharge covered by this NPDES application will 
occur, activities range from testing laboratories; to 
commercial, physical, and biological research; to activities 
related to support of waste cleanup on the reservation. In 
this capacity, the 300 Area serves as a U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) research center. Also located in the Area are 
office buildings and support facilities including a 
powerhouse, warehouses, and fabrication and maintenance 
shops. 

currently, industrial process waste water from the area 
which accumulates in a process sewer, is disposed of to the 
soil column in the 300 Area Process Trenches. Milestone 
M-17-09 of the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order, 
commonly called the Tri-Party Agreement, requires that 
discharge of the process waste water into the soil column 
process trenches be ceased. To comply with this 
requirement, the applicant is undertaking a program to 
reduce the waste · flow quantity, provide treatment of the 
waste water in a new facility called the 300 Area Treated 
Effluent Disposal Facility (TEDF), and discharge the treated 
effluent to the Columbia River on the West side of Johnson 
Island through a new outfall/diffuser at approximate River 
Mile (R.H.) 345.5. Upon completion of the TEDF, process 
waste flow to the process trenches will be eliminated and 
all liquid waste will henceforth be treated in the TEDF and 
discharged to the Columbia River via the outfall/diffuser. 

Approxim~tely 30 facilities within the 300 Area 
discharg~liqu1d effluent to the process sewer from heating, 
ventilation, __ ~nd air conditioning (HVAC) systems, floor 
drains, •sinks,- and process equipment. All of this effluent 
will be treated in the TEDF. 

Until the TEDF is planned to become operational in 
December of 1994, the applicant has indicated that liquid 
effluent to the soil trenches will be continued on a reduced 



3 

basis. The applicant's justification for this as expressed 
in June of 1992, is based on a number of factors including 
the following: 

(1) Shutting down the facilities that generate flows 
contributing to the total process flow, would require 
at least 3 years longer than the current plan which 
emphasizes flow reduction and early imp~ementation of 
the treatment system. 

· (2) · Some of the work at 300 Area facilities cannot be 
conducted at other locations of the national DOE 
complex, such as analytical chemistry which supports 
characterization of the single and double shell storage 
tanks, and chemistry which supports stabilization of 
the tanks. In addition, high heat radioactive material 
requiring cooling water for cooling is stored in 300 
Area facilities. A majority of flow to the 300 Area 
Process Trenches is attributable to operation of the 
steam powerhouse and heat exchangers for cooling. 

(3) Requiring 300 Area facilities to not generate waste 
water would shut-down the majority of 300 Area 
operations. The 300 Area would be largely 
uninhabitable due to lack of heating and cooling, as 
well as unsafe due to lack of fire suppression water, 
and HVAC systems. 

(4) Waste water discharges to the Trenches have been 
reduced by greater than 1 .. 7 million gallons a day from 
approximately 1471 gallons per minute (gpm) at the 
beginning of the flow reduction efforts in 1990 to less 
than 400 gpm in 1981. An additional flow reduction to 
300 gpm is planned for December 1992 as part of the 
Shutdown Plan. The 1993 reductions will minimize the 
quantity of effluent requiring processing in the 
treatment facility. 

(5) An Expedited Response Action (ERA) was implemented to 
remove contaminated soil from the trenches. The 
contaminated soil was removed to prevent migration of 
contamination to groundwater. With the removal of most 
of the contaminated soils and the reduction of effluent 
discharge which drove some of the contaminants to the 
groundwater, contamination has been significantly 
diminished. 

(6) Other constraints to an immediate shutdown of the waste 
water includes federal and state requirements 
regarding: fire safety, potable water, facility 
heating, and safety cooling requirements for 
specialized equipment and materials. These 
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requirements would constrain the time allowed for the 
shut-down of the process trenches. 

(7) The steam powerhouse provides heat, compressed air, and 
vacuum lines to the 300 Area facilities. The steam 
powerhouse provides heat for facilities to ensure the 
pipes in the facilities will not freeze and cause 
flooding, the steam powerhouse also heats the firewater 
storage tanks, and pipe freezing would also impair the 
fire protection system. 

The applicant through two of its contractors, Battelle 
Environmental Management Operations and Westinghouse Hanford 
Company, subcontracted with CHJ{-Hill Consultants to 
evaluate alternatives for treatment of the process sewer 
waste flow, make recommendations for best available 
treatment technology to be applied to the waste water, and 
to design the treatment facility. A treatment train was 
selected consisting of (1) iron coprecipitation, 
clarification, and filtration for metals removal, (2) 
UV/peroxide oxidation for removal of cyanide and organics, 
and (3) thiol functional group ion exchange resin for 
mercury removal. Bench-scale treatability testing of the 
selected treatment components by the consultant, confirmed 
their ability to remove target contaminants from the 
anticipated wastestream. An elaborate approach for 
selection of a treatment train was needed in this case 
because of the large number and wide range of pollutants 
expected to be in the waste flow. 

In the permit application, the applicant provided an 
estimate of wastewater characteristics for the treated 
wastestream. The application data are listed in Table 1 
below. 

Table 1 - Effluent Data 

Pollutant 

Group A 

BOD, 
COD 
Total organic carbon 
Suspended Solids 
Flow -
Ammoni a ·(as N) 
Temperature (winter) 
Temp·erature ( Sum.mer) 
pH - field (pH units) 

Maximum 
Daily value 

6000 ug/1 
soooo ug/1 
30000 ug/1 

9000 ug/1 
325 gpm 
400 ug/1 

1o•p 
1os•F 

8 . 5 

Average 
Daily Value 

5000 ug/1 
25000 ug/1 
20000 ug/ 1 

3000 ug/ 1 
300 gpm 

_100 ug/1 
65-P 
95-P 
7 . 0 

-



Group a 
Bromide 
Coliform (No./lOOml) 
Flouride 
Nitrate 
Nitrite 
Total Phosphorous 
Alpha Activity 
Beta Activity 
Total Radium 
Sulfate 
Sulfide 
Aluminum 
Barium 
Boron 
Iron 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Tin 
Titanium 
Beryllium 
Chromium 
Lead 
Nickel 
Silver 
Zinc 
Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Copper 
Mercury 
Selenium 
Cyanide 

5 

4 ug/1 
100 
200 ug/1 

6000 ug/1 
60 ug/1 

100 ug/1 
9 pCi/1 

40 pCi/1 
0.2 pCi/1 

30000 ug/1 
2 ug/1 

85 ug/1 
60 ug/1 
60 ug/1 

1000 ug/1 
5000 ug/1 

40 ug/1 
100 ug/1 

20 ug/1 
5 ug/1 

10 ug/1 
1 ug/1 

30 ug/1 
1 ug/1 

10 ug/1 
10 ug/1 

1 ug/1 
a ug/1 
1 ug/1 
5 ug/1 
5 ug/1 

GC/MS FRACTION-VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

Dichlorobromethane 
Toluene 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
Trichloroethane 
Chloroform 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
Tetrachloroethylene 

2 ug/1 
6 ug/1 
5 ug/1 

0.4 ug/1 
15 ug/1 

2 ug/1 
5 ug/1 

GS/MS FRACTION-ACID COMPOUNDS 

None 

GS/MS FRACTION-BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 3 ug/1 

2 ug/1 
<50 
100 ug/1 
500 ug/1 
<60 ug/1 

50 ug/1 
4 pCi/1 
5 pCi/1 

0.08 pCi/1 
13000 ug/1 

<2 ug/1 
70 ug/1 
40 ug/1 
25 ug/1 

100 ug/1 
4000 ug/1 

<10 ug/1 
50 ug/1 
10 ug/1 
<5 ug/1 

5 uq/1 
0.1 ug/1 

1 ug/1 
<0.1 ug/1 

<5 ug/1 
1 ug/1 

<0.8 ug/1 
3 ug/1 

<0.1 ug/1 
<4 ug/1 
<5 ug/1 

1 ug/1 
5 _ug/l 
1 ug/1 

0.2 ug/1 
10 ug/1 
<2 ug/1 

o.s ug/1 

2 ug/1 



GC/HS FRACTION-PESTICIDES 

None 
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The applicant also indicated in the application that 
laboratory analysis has detected each of the following 
constituents in the current process sewer flow: chlorine, 
strontium, uranium, vanadium, and xylene. 

J. Receiving water oualitv standards 

The Columbia River in vicinity of the proposed 
discharge is designated in Chapter 173-201 WAC, Water 
Quality standards for surface Waters of the state of 
Washington, as a Class A (excellent) receiving water with 
the following characteristic uses: water supply (domestic, 
industrial, agricultural); stock watering; salmonid 
migration, rearing, spawning, and harvesting: other fish 
migration, rearing, spawning, and harvesting: clam, 
oyster, and mussel rearing, spawning, and harvesting; 
crustaceans and other shellfish (crabs, shrimp, crayfish, 
scallops, etc.) rearing, spawning, and harvesting; wildlife 
habitat: recreation (primary contact recreation, sport 
fishing, boating, and aesthetic enjoyment): and commerce and 
navigation. · 

Receiving water quality criteria to protect these uses 
are contained in WAC 173-201A-030(2), 040, 050, and 130(21): 
EPA's Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Part 131 (57 FR 60848 December 22, 
1992): EPA Quality criteria for Water 1986 (so-called the 
Gold Book) as amended; and/or other criteria published by 
EPA. This is also in accordance with WAC 173-201A-040(5) 
which specifies that "Concentrations of toxic, and other 
substances with toxic propensities not listed in subsection 
(1) of this section shall be determined in consideration of 
USEPA Quality criteria for Water, 1986, and as revised, and 
other relevant information as appropriate." 

For temperature, the water quality standards contain a 
"Special Condition" for the Columbia River in vicinity of 
the proposed discharge. It is specified in this condition 
that river temperatures shall not exceed 20.0°c due·to human 
activities. When natural conditions exceed 20.0°c, no 
temperature increase will be allowed which will raise the 
receiving water temperature by greater than O.J•c: nor shall 

. -such temperature increases, at any time, exceed t • 34/(T+9) 
: where "t" represents the maximum permissible temperature :- ·­
- .increase measured at a dilution zone boundary: and "T" - ~- = 

represents the background temperature as measured at a polnt -­
or points unaffected by the discharge and representative · · 
of the highest ambient water temperature in the vicinity of 
the discharge. 

7 
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In terms of pH, the applicable receiving water 
criterion calls for hydrogen ion concentration (pH) to be 
maintained within the range of 6 . 5 to 8 .5 with a human­
·caused variation within a range of less than o . 5 pH unit . 

The other receiving water quality criteria most 
applicable to the proposed discharge are listed below in 
Table 2 along with their sources. 

Table 2 - other Applicable water ouality criteria 

Parameter 
Cug/1) 

Water Quality Criteria!' 

Bis(2-ethylhexyl 
phthalate) 

Dichlorobromo­
methane 

Chlorodifluoro-
methane 

Methylene Chloride 
Toluene 
1,1,1-Trichloro-

ethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Chloroform 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Aluminum (Al) 
Beryllium (Be) 
Cadmium (Cd) 
Copper (Cu) 
cyanide (Cn) 
Iron (Fe) 
Lead (Pb) 
Manganese (Mn) 
Mercury (Hg) 
Nickel (Ni) · 
Nitrite (No;) 
Selenium (Se) 
Silver (Ag) 
Zinc (Zn) 
Radium (pCi/1) 

Acute chronic 

Human Health!'- 1.8 

Human Health1'- 0.27 

Human Health1'- 5.7 

Human Health!'- 4.7 
Human Health!'- 6800 
None above background 

Human Health!'- 0.27 
Human Health!'- 5.7 
None above background 
Human Health!'- 0.8 
750 87 
None 
2.1 
10.2 
22.0 

above background 
0.7 
7.1 
5.2 

Water Supply 300 
32.4 1.3 
Water supply 50 
2.4 0.012v 
935.8 104.0 

20.0 
1.0 
72.4 
Water 

601 ' 
5.0 

65.6 
Supply 51' 

Source 

EPA Toxics Rule 

EPA Toxics Rule 

EPA Toxics Rule 

EPA Toxics Rule 
EPA Toxics Rule 
WAC 17J-201A-040(1) 

EPA Toxics Rule 
EPA Toxics RUle 
WAC 173-201A-040(1) 
EPA Toxics Rule 
53 FR 33177, 4/J0/88 
WAC 173-201A-040(1) 
WAC 17J-201A-040(3) 
WAC 173-201A-040(3) 
WAC 173-201A-040(3) 
EPA Gold Book 
WAC 173-201A-040(3) 
EPA Gold Book 
WAC 17J-201A-040(3) 
WAC 173-201A-040(J) 
EPA Gold Book 
WAC 17J-201A-040(J) 
WAC 173-201A-040(J) 
WAC 17J-201A-040(J) 
WAC 173-201A-050(1) 

JI Unless otherwise speci~ied, the criteria are expressed in 
terms of acute and chronic levels for protection of aquatic 
life. 

~, These human health criteria are based on consumption of water 
and organisms with a 10-' risk factor for carcinogens~ 
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21 This human health criterion is based on best professional 
judgement and was chosen by analogy to the human health 
criterion for chloroform. 

~, If the four-day average chronic concentration is exceeded more 
than once in a three-year period, the edible portion of the 
consumed species should be analyzed. Said edible tissue 
concentrations shall not be allowed to exceed 1.0 mg/kg of 
methylmercury. 

~, This chronic level is protective for salmonid fishes. 

~' Criterion is based on WAC 173-201A-0S0(l)(b) and 40 CFR § 
141.15, and is the maximum permissible contaminant level 
combined for radium 226 and radium 228. 

The Table 2 criteria for iron, manganese, and radium are 
based on Columbia River water use for domestic water supply. 
Where metal criteria were determined from formulas listed in 
the water quality standards that ~pecify hardness, a river 
water hardness value of 65 mg/1 total hardness (as caco,) 
was used. (See Appendix A for specific calculations.) This 
hardness value is representative of the pH values which 
occur in the Columbia River in vicinity of the proposed 
discharge. 

4. statutory and Regulatory Requirements 

A. Requirements Related to contro of conventional. 
Nonconventional. and Toxic Pollutants 

It is stipulated in the Water Quality Act of 1987 (Act) 
that issued NPDES permits must contain effluent limitations 
reflecting the most stringent of (1) receiving water quality 
standards established pursuant to state law or regulations 
and (2) technology-based effluent guidelines established by 
EPA for three levels of wastewater treatment technology. 
These levels include Best Practicable Control Technology 
Currently Available (BPT); Best Conventional Pollutant 
Control Technology currently Available (BCT) for the 
parameters: BOD" TSS, pH, fecal coliform bacteria, and oil 
& grease: and Best Available Technology Economically 
Achievable (BAT) fqr nonconventional and toxic pollutants. 

Wher~_eff~uent guidelines have not been promulgated by 
EPA, the ,Ace -and NPDES regulations at 40 CFR § 125.3 require 
the ~ElrJllit ~writer to establish BPT, BCT; or BAT effluent 
limits on a -case-by-case basis based on Best Professional 
Judgement (BPJ). -

There are no EPA promulgated effluent guidelines 
applicable to the TEDF. The suspended solids (TSS) and pH 
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l imitations of the proposed permit are based on BPJ 
deterr•ination of BPT (BCT limits were also set equal to 
these li•its). The temperature and whole effluent ~oxicity 
li• itations are based on receiving water quality~standardso 
And all of the other limitations in this permit are based on 

· BPJ/BAT. 

e. control of Radioactivity and Radionuclides 

The anticipated presence of alpha activity, beta 
activity, and total radium in the treated waste flow is 
indic~ted in the permit application. And in documents 
attached to and submitted with the application, the 
following radionuclides have been identified and are 
anticipated to be present in the raw process waste flow 
(TEDF influent): americium (Am)-241, cesium (Cs)-137, 
cobalt (Co)-60, plutonium (Pu)-238, plutonium (Pu)-239/240, 
plutonium (Pu)-241, promethium (Pm)-147, ruthenium (Ru)-
106, strontium {Sr)-90, strontium (Sr)-Total, tritium (H3 ), 

and uranium (U)-Total. 

The term "pollutant" as defined in NPDES regulations at 
40 CFR § 122.2, includes the radioactive material "radium". 
Therefore, EPA is addressing this parameter "in the proposed 
pernait. 

All of the other radioactivity and radionuclide 
parameters mentioned above are regulated solely by the 
Department of Energy (DOE), Richland Field Office, and are 
controlled under the Atomic Energy Act by DOE in accordance 
with provisions of DOE Order 5400.5, "Radiation Protection 
of the Public and the Environment". The Richland Field 
Office will also monitor the TEOF outfall 001 discharge for 
radioactivity and radionuclides. (See Appendix B, March 3, 
1993 letter from James D. Bauer, Department of Energy, 
Richland Field Office.) 

5. Basis of Limitations 

The wastewater constituents in the influent to the TEOF 
that require treatment can broadly be classified in three 
groups: metals, organics, and cyanide. Because of the wide 
range of wastewater parameters involved in the process 
waste flow, . there is no conventional type of treatment 
system available for treating this type of waste. This 
required that treatability testing be conducted on the 
wastestream to determine the unit processes needed for 
t r eating the wastewater. such testing of the waste flow was 
conducted for the applicant by CH2M-Hill and it was 
determined through these tests that a TEOF treatment train 
consisting of iron co-precipitation, UV/peroxide, and thiol 
functional ion exchange can ·meet most of the regulatory 
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tar.get limits (which in most cases are the water qua l 'ty 
criteria contained in the Washington Water Quality Standards 
or EPA's Toxic Rule) in the TEDF effluent discharge. Those 
parameters which cannot be reduced to the regulatory target 
limits and receiving water quality standards through the 
treatment train, can be reduced to the standards criteria 
levels within a mixing zone in the Columbia River a short 
distance downstream of the discharge. 

The results of CH2M- Hill's treatability testing on the 
wastestream and subsequent recommendations for the treatment 
train, are contained in a report entitled, "Engineering 
Summary Report, Hanford JOO Area, Treated Effluent Disposal 
Facility, Project L-045H, March 1992"· (ESR) which was 
included as Attachment A of the NPDES permit application. 
The ESR and data included in the NPDES permit application 
provide the basis for most of the BPJ limitations in the 
proposed permit. · 

BPJ/BPT limitations for TSS are based on permit 
application data, and the BPJ/BPT limit for pH is based on 
the facts that (1) where national effluent guidelines for 
waste sources have been promulgated by EPA, most contain a 
6.0 to 9.0 pH unit limitation, and (2) as a general 
observation, oxidation is required to remove organic 
wastes, precipitation or ion exchange technology is 
required to remove metals, there is no other way of 
practically controlling discharges of strongly acidic and 
alkaline substances than through pH adjustment, and a pH 
range of 6.0 to 9.0 is ideally suited for all of these 
treatment technologies. 

BPJ/BAT limits for bis(2 ethylhexyl)phthalate, 
dichlorobromomethane, chlorodifluoromethane, methylene 
chloride, cadmium, cyanide, mercury, nitrite, and sulfide 
are based on the ESR. Through use of the selected treatment 
train, levels of these parameters can be achieved that will 
meet the permit limits. 

Chloroform was not considered in the ESR as a 
regulatory target limitation to be achieved in the treated 
effluent, but it is expected to be in the TEDF influent at 
levels higher than the Toxics Rule human health criterion. 
Since chloroform is similar in chemical structure to 
chlorodifluoromethane which was a regulatory target limit in 
the ESR at 5.7 ug/1 (believed to be effectively treated by 
the planned UV/peroxide treatment unit process to less than 
5 ug/1) and is covered in the ESR by the same human health 
criterion of 5.7 ug/1, identical effluent limitations for 
both chemicals based on BPJ/BAT are included in the -
proposed permit. 

---------
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Beryllium was covered in the ESR with a regulatory 
_ target limit of 5 . 3 ug/1 ,treatable to less than 5 ug/1 ), 

--~~- )mt treatability tests reported in the ESR sh~~ -~hat ~he 
~~- -: ~ryllium concentration in a spiked sample of -u~f~ltered 

- waste water was reduced by treatment from 25 ug/l · to · less 
_than 1 ug/1. Therefore, the permit limits for _beryllium in 
the proposed permit are based on a BPJ/BAT level of 1 ug/1. 

BPJ/BAT limits for total coliform bacteria, ·aluminum, 
copper, lead, manganese, selenium, silver, and zinc are 
based on both the ESR and data provided in the permit 
application. 

BPJ/BAT limits for toluene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 
trichloroethylene, 1,1-dichloroethane, tetrachloroethylene, 
iron, nickel, arsenic, and radium are based on permit 
application data. 

The applicable receiving water quality standards 
criteria will essentially be met in the TEDF effluent 
discharge pipe for all of the effluent parameters except for 
dichlorobromet~ane, trichloroethylene (the monthly average 
effluent limit will meet the standards criteria level but 
the daily maximum will not), tetrachloroethylene (the 
monthly average effluent limit will meet the standards 
criterion level but the daily maximum limit will not) , 
mercury, and temperature. The standards criteria for the 
first four of these parameters will be met a very short 
distance downstream of the TEDF discharge outfall/diffuser, 
less than 20 feet at low river flow conditions. (Dilutions 
of treated effluent with Columbia River water on the order 
of 3.7, 1.5, 6.3, and 83.3, respectively, are needed and 
will be achieved. The chronic water quality standards 
criterion for mercury is 0.012 ug/1, but the current 
analytical detection limit for this parameter is 0.2 ug/1 : 
consequently, the proposed permit limits for this parameter 
are "non-detectable".) 

The permit application contains expected effluent 
temperatures of 65°F(dail_y average) and 70°F(daily maximum) 
tor the winter season, and 95°F(daily average) and 
105°F(daily maximum) for the summer season. In response to 
questions raised by the EPA permit writer on the NPDES 
permit application and ESR, the applicant through it's 
contractor (CH2M-Hill) conducted some followup modelling of 
the discharge to describe the expected discharge plume at 
the location of the proposed outfall/diffuser (Columbia 
River on the West side of Johnson Island) during worst case 
conditions based on a regulated low river flow of 36,000 
cubic feet per second (cfs)(proportioned to ·the amount of · 
river flow in the West Channel), 325 gallons per minute 
(gpm) (0.468 million gallons per day) of TEDF effluent flow 
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at a maximum ~ischarge temperature of 105°F, and a maximum 
ambient rive~ temperature of 21.5°C (70.7°F). 

The results of this modelling indicated that the most 
restrictive of the Columbia River Washington Water Quality 
Standards temperature criteria (no increases greater than 
o.3•c allowed when the ambient river temperature exceeds 
20.o•c) will be met 71 feet downstream from the point of 
discharge. The modelling also indicated the width of the 
discharge plume at this point to be 12.1 feet. This is 
an acceptable mixing zone, considering the fact that this 
zone is representative of absolute worst case discharge 
conditions. It is specified in the Washington Water Quality · 
Standards at WAC 173-201A-l00(7)(a) that the maximum size of 
discharge mixing zones shall not extend greater than 300 
feet downstream nor greater than 25 percent of the width nor 
greater than 25 percent of river flow at the point of 
discharge but in WAC 173-201A-100(6), it is explained that 
"The size of a mixing zone and the concentration of 
pollutants present shall be minimized." In view of WAC 173-
201A-l00(6) and the applicant's river modelling of the 
proposed discharge, the mixing zone used in the proposed 
permit is based on a length of 71 feet, width of 12.1 feet, 
and the respective volume of West Channel Columbia River 
flow (calculated for the river velocity and crossectional 
area at a width of 12.1 feet) at the point of discharge. 

Within this mixing zone, the Washington Water Quality 
Standards criteria for temperature and mercury, as well as 
the EPA Toxics Rule water quality criteria for 
dichlorobromomethane, trichloroethylene, and 
tetrachloroethylene will be met. Therefore, the BPJ/BAT 
effluent limits in the proposed permit are based on the ESR 
for dichlorobromomethane and mercury, and NPDES permit 
application data for trichloroethylene, tetrachloroethylene, 
and temperature. And as explained above, all of the 
applicable receiving water quality criteria for the other 
effluent parameters covered by the permit will be met in the 
TEDF discharge pipe. The proposed permit limitations are 
predicated on the outfall/diffuser being constructed as 
described in the ESR and Table 8 of a September 15, 1992 
CH,M-Hill Technical Memorandum entitled, "Hanford JOO Area 
outfall Dilution Modeling". 

The proposed permit contains the following water 
quality standards related whole effluent toxicity limitation 
for the TEDF discharge based on the "no observable effect 
concentration" (NOEC) on the most sensitive of three test 
species. Using the mixing zone described above and 
information contained in the ESR and October 7, 1992 draft 
CH,M-Hill Technical Memorandum entitled, "Hanford 300 Area 
outfall Dilution Modeling: Extreme Low-Flow Discharge 
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condition", the whole effluent toxicity (NOEC) limitation 
was calculated as follows. 

At the discharge point under low r iver flow conditions , 

surface river velocity• 1.86 ft/sec 
Bottom river velocity= 1.35 ft/sec 

Average river velocity=- 1,86 + 1,35 = 1.61 ft/sec 
2 

Width of discharge plume= 12.1 feet 

Volume of West Channel Columbia River flow through a width 
of 12.1 feet at the point of discharge (Q.), or the mixing 
zone volume 

• AV • 124 ft 2 x 1. 61 ft/s.ec - 200 ft' /sec, 

where A• crossectional area of the discharge plume 
based on a width of 12.1 feet and depths of 
the West Channel in the discharge plume at a 
water level · of 341 feet above the National 
Geodetic Datum (NGVD} 

and 

V = average river velocity 

Percent of Volume of West Channel river flow 

- 200 ft1 /sec x 100 = 3.6% 
5633 ft 1/sec 

Q,m_ • 300 gal/min x 60 min/hr x 24 hr/day x _l_ 
10• 

=- 0.432 mgd 

Q-~ a--1 r1- u- == 5633 cfs x O. 646317 mgd/cfs 

- 3640.704 mgd 

Toxicity {NOEC) = 
0.036 

= 0,432 X 100 
0.036 (3640.704) + 0.432 

= 0.33% Effluent 

X 100% 
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This limitation is desigred to protect freshwater organisms 
in the West Channel Columbia River at Johnson Island from 
any potential observed toxicity effects due to the 
discharge. The toxicity limitation is proposed in 
conformance with the national policy adopted by EPA 
concerning the development of .water quality-based permit 
limitations for toxic pollutants (49 FR 9016, March 9, 1984) 
which emphasizes the use of an integrated strategy 
consisting of both biological and chemical methods to 
address control of toxic pollutants from industrial and 
municipal sources to meet water quality standards. 

The limitation is based on a regulated low Columbia 
River flow of 36,000 cfs which was proportioned to the 
amount of river flow expected ·through the West Channel at 
Johnson Island: and the allowable mixing zone as described 
above, was factored in to the whole effluent toxicity 
limitation calculations. 

The proposed effluent limitations for the TEDF 
discharge are as follows. 

Table 3 - -outfall 001 Effluent Limitations 

Bis(2-ethylhexyl 
phthalate) 

Dichlorobromo­
methane 

Chlorodifluoro-
methane 

Methylene Chloride 
Toluene 
1,1,1-Trichloro-

ethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Chloroform 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Aluminum (Al) 
Arsenic (As) 
Beryllium (Be) 
Cadmium (Cd) 
Copper (Cu) 
cyanide (Cn) 
Iron (Fe) 
Lead (Pb) 
Manganese (Mn) 
Mercury (Hg) 
Nickel (Ni) 

Mo. Avg. 
ug/1 lb/day 

<1.8 

<1.0 

<5.0 

<2.0 
5.0 
1.0 

<0.0065 

<0.0036 

<0.0180 

<0.0072 
0.0180 
0.0036 

0.2 0.0007 
<5.0 <0.0180 
<2.0 <0.0072 
0.8 0.0029 
70 0.2521 

1 0.0036 
<1.0 <0.0036 
<0.7 <0.0029 

J.O · 0.0108 
<5.0 <0.0180 

100 0.3602 
0.7 0.0025 

<10 <0.0360 
Non-detectable 

1 0.0036 

Daily Max. 
ug/1 lb/day 

1.8 0.0065 

1.0 0.0036 

5.0 0.0180 

2.0 0.0072 
6.0 0.0216 
5.0 0.0180 

0.4 0.0014 
5.0 0.0180 
2.0 0.0072 
5.0 0.0180 
85 0.3061 
10 0.0360 
1.0 0.0036 
0.7 0.0029 
7.0 0 . 0288 
s.o 0.0180 
1000 3.6016 
1.0 0 . 0036 
40 0 . 1441 
Non-detectable 
30 0.1081 
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Nitrite (NO,-} 
Selenium (Se} 
Silver (Ag} 

<60 <0.2161 60 'J.2161 
<4.0 <0.0144 5.0 0.0180 
<0 . 1 <0.0004 1.0 0.0036 

Zinc (Zn) <5 <0.1801 10 0.0360 
RadiuJI (pCi/1} 
suspended Solids 
Temperature °F (°C) 
Total Coliform 

0.08 
3000 

95 (35} 
50 

11 
o.~ -

9000 32 
105 (40.6) 

100 
(No. per 100ml} 
Whole Eff. Toxicity 
pH-:- pH units 
Floating solids and 

Not equal to or less than 0.33% Effluent. 
Not less than 6.0 nor greater than 9.0. 

visible foam - None in other than trace 
amounts. 

s. Treated Effluent Disposal Facility CTEPfl startup 

The applicant will be required to install and have in 
operating condition, and "startup" all pollution control 
equipment before beginning to discharge effluent from the 
TEDF. And within the shortest feasible time not to exceed 
90 days, the permittee must meet all permit conditions, 
including all of the proposed permit effluent limits. 

And during this initial TEDF startup period, the 
permittee will be required to comply with all of the 
monitoring requirements of the proposed permit. 

6. Monitoring Requirements 

Self-monitoring of discharge parameters is necessary 
for the permittee to demonstrate compliance with effluent 
limitations and to assure that water quality standards are 
being met. The monitoring requirements are based on the 
Agency's determination of the sample types and minimum 
sampling frequencies needed to adequately characterize the 
discharge. 

A. Effluent Monitoring 

The Outfall 001 discharge as measured in the effluent 
flow from the EF-T-10 Effluent Tank will be required to 
be monitored on a biweekly grab sample basis for 
bis(2-ethylhexyl}phthalate, dichlorobromomethane, 
chlorodifluoromethane, methylene chloride, toluene, 
1,1,1-trichloroethane, trichloroethylene, chloroform, 
1,1- dichloroethane, tetrachloroethylene, aluminum, arsenic, 
beryllium, cadmium, copper, cyanide, iron, lead, manganese, 
mercury, nickel, nitrite, selenium, silver, · zinc, radium, 
total coliform bacteria, and ammonia; three times per week 
on a grab sample basis for suspended solids (TSS); daily on 
a grab sample basis for pH; and continuously for 
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temperature. In addition, waste influent flow to and 
effluent from the TEDF will be required to be monitored 
daily. 

B. Ambient Water Quality Monitoring 

To document the impact, if any, of the discharge on 
receiving water quality, and to verify on a · continuing basis 
that the TEDF discharge is not resulting in exceedence of 
the applicable receiving water quality standards, the 
proposed permit requires the applicant to conduct ambient 
monitoring of Columbia River water on the West side of 
Johnson Island in vicinity of the proposed discharge at low 
river flow dur'ing August of each year at each of the 
following locations. 

1. Immediately upstream of the TEDF discharge. 

2. Approximately 71 feet downstream of the TEDF discharge. 

The river grab samples will be required to be collected and 
analyzed for all of the effluent discharge parameters and 
total hardness {as caco,). In addition, metal samples for 
cadmium, copper, lead, nickel, silver, and zinc would be 
required to be collected and analyzed for both "dissolved" 
and "total recoverable" individual metals, while all of the 
other metals and arsenic will be required to be collected 
and analyzed on a "total recoverable" paramete~ basis. 

c. Biomonitoring Requirements 

Based on the EPA national policy mentioned above 
concerning the use of an integrated strategy involving both 
biological and chemical methods to address toxic pollutants, 
some whole effluent toxicity biomonitoring of the outfall 
001 {TEDF) discharge is proposed. Biomonitoring of the 
discharge four times per year on a 24 hour composite basis 
is proposed based on use of three organisms: Fathead minnow 
Pimephales promelas, ceriodaphnia dubia, and Selenastrum 
capricornutum. 

This type of biomonitoring has been used by the Agency 
in ambient stream monitoring studies, and has been required 
in other NPDES permits. It will be used to monitor for 
possible synergistic or additive effects of combined 
pollutants in the discharge and to demonstrate compliance 
with the permit toxicity limitations. 
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Appendix A 

. .._. 
Parameter Criterion 

1. Cadmium (Cd) Acute = ( Q • 865) ( e< L l21[ln hardn•HJ-, .121)) 
= ( Q • 865) ( e( l. Ul[ln 15)- ,.121)) 

= 2.1 ug/1 

Chronic = ( Q • 865) ( e(0.7H2[1n b•-•J-,.HOJ) 
= ( 0. 865) ( e(0.78!12[1n n1- , .• ,o,) 

= 0.7 ug/1 

2 . Copper (Cu) Acute = ( Q • 862) ( e(o.t•U[ln h•-•J-1.•10) 
= ( 0. 8 6 2) ( e<o.,u211n u1-1.•u1) 

= 10.2 ug/1 

Chronic = ( Q • 86 2) ( e(O.l!Hllln he..-.J-1 . HI) 

= ( Q • 862) ( e(o.l!l•l(ln UJ-1. .. 5)) 

= 7.1 ug/1 

3. Lead (Pb) Acute = ( Q • 687) ( el1.27'(1n herdftee• J-1.HO) 

= ( Q • 687) ( e(1.27'(ln 15)-1.UO)) 

= 32.4 ug/1 ....--

Chronic = ( 0 • 687) ( e 11 •27,rt" h•-•J-• . 705)) 

-- = ( Q • 687) ( e!1.Z7'1lft l!IJ-• . 705)) 

= 1. 3 ug/1 

4. Nickel (Ni) Acute = ( 0 • 95) ( e(O.l•IO(ln h•rdft-) • J . Hl2)) 

= ( 0 • 95) ( e(O.HIO[lft H) • 2.HU)) 

... 935.8 ug/1 

Chronic = ( 0 • 95) ( e(O.IHOllft 11•-) • l . HHJ) 

= ( 0 • 95) ( e(O . HCO!lft C5J • l . lH5)) 

= 104.0 ug/1 

5. Silver (Ag) Acute = ( 0 • 531) ( e!l.72[1n ll• rdn-• J-C . 52)) 

= ( 0 • 5 31) ( e(l .72(ln UJ-1.UJ) 
= 1.0 ug/1 

I 

1· 5. Zinc (Zn) Acute = ( 0. 8 91) ( e 10 ·'°'11" ._._., ... -,) 

= ( 0 • 8 91 ) ( e<•-•mrin .. , ... -.,) 

= 72.4 ug/1 

Chronic = ( Q • 891) ( el0.H7'1ln ll...._)+e . 7CU ) ) 

= ( Q • 891) ( e(0.147'(ln HJt0.7111) 

= 65.6 ug/1 

·--
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Permit No.: WA-002591-7 
Application No.: WA-002591-7 

United State Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, 33 
u.s.c. Sl251 ~~-,as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987, 
P.L. 100-4, the "Act," 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Field Office 

is authorized to discharge from the 300 Area Treated Effluent Disposal 
Facility (TEDF) located on the Hanford Reservation near Richland, 
Washington to a receiving water named Columbia River at approximate 
River Mile 345.5 in accordance with discharge point(a), effluent 
limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth 
herein. 

This permit shall become effective 

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at 
midnight, 

Signed this day of 

Director, Water Division, Region 10 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

DRAFT 
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I. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONI TORI NG REQUIREMENTS 

A. Specitlc L1m1tat lona and Monitoring Requirement s 

During the period beginning on the effective date of thi• permit, , and la•tlng through th •xp!rgt!on date , the 
permittee la authorized to diacharge frOc:Q out fall 001 to t he Columbia Rive r a t approxim&t• Riv•r Kil• (R.H.) 
345.5, aubject to the following limitations and monitoring requ ir~menta. (See Part J.B . be low regarding TEDF 
atart-up conditiona .) 

l. Such discharge ahall · be limited as specified belows 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Flow-mgd 

Bia(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 

Dichlorobromomethane 

Chlorodifluoromethane 

Methylene Chlor ide 

Toluene 

1,1,1,-Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethylene 

Chloroform 

1,1-Dlchloroethane 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Aluminum (Al) 

Arsenic (As) 

Beryllium (Be) 

Cadmium (Cd) 

Copper (CU ) 

Cyanide (Cn ) 

Iron (Fe) 

Monthly Avg. 
yg/l 

<1.8 

<1.0 

<5.0 

<2.0 

s.o 

1.0 

0 . 2 

<S.O 

<2.0 

0.8 

70 

1 

<1.0 

<0 . 7 

3.0 

<5. (l) 

100 

DISCHABGE LIMITATIONS!' 

Monthly Avg. 
lb. /day 

<0.0065 

<0.0036 

<0.0180 

<0.0072 

0.0180 

0 . 0036 

0.0007 

<0.0180 

<0.0072 

0.0029 

0.2521 

0.0036 

<0.0036 

<0.0029 

0.0108 

<0.0180 

0.3602 

Daily Max . 
ug/1 

1.8 

1.0 

5.0 

2.0 

6.0 

s .o 

0.4 

5.0 

2.0 

5.0 

85 

10 

1.0 

0.7 

7.0 

s.o 
1000 

Daily Max. 
lb . /day 

0.0065 

0.0036 

0 . 0180 

0 . 0072 

0 . 0216 

0.1800 

0. 0014 

0. 0180 

0. 0072 

0. 0180 

0. 3061 

0 . 0360 

0 . 0036 

0.0029 

0.0288 

0.0180 

:il .6016 

MQNXN®XWG MQQYREMENTS 

Keaaur4tMnt 
Frequency 

Daily 

Biweekly 

Biweekly 

Biweekly 

Biweekly 

Biweekly 

Biweekly 

Bi weekly 

Biweekly 

Biweekly 

Biweekly 

Biw ekly 

Biweekly 

Biweekly 

Biweekl y 

Biweekly 

Biweekly 

Biweekly , 
I 

Sample 
Type 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Gra.b 

Grab 

Grab 

Grab 

Gra.b 

Grab 
I 
I 

I 



EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Lead (Pb) 

Manganese (Mn) 

Mercury (Hg)Y 

Nickel (Ni) 

Selenium (Se) 

Silver (Ag) 

Zinc {Zn) 

Radium, Total (pCi/1) 

Suspended Solid• (TSS) 

Total Coliform Bacteria 
(No. per 100 ml) 

Total Ammonia (a• N) 

Monthly Avg. 
ug/1 

· o. 1 

<10 

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS!' 

Monthly Avg. 
lb. /day 

0.0025 

<0.0360 

Non-detectable 

l 0.0036 

<60 

<4.0 

<0.1 

<5 

0.08 

3000 

95 (35) 

so 

<0 . 2161 

<0.0144 

<0.0004 

<0.1801 

11 

Daily Max. 
ug/1 

1.0 

40 

Daily Max. 
lb, /day 

0.0036 

0.1441 

Non-detectable 

30 

60 

s.o 
1.0 

10 

0.2 

9000 

105 

100 

(40.6) 

0.1081 

0.2161 

0.0180 

0.0036 

0.0360 

32 
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MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

Measurement Sample 
[[egyen~y !l'ype 

Biweekly Grab 

Biweekly Grab 

Biweekly Grab 

Biweekly Grab 

Biweekly Grab 

Biweekly Grab 

Biweekly Grab 

Biweekly Grab 

Biweekly Grab 

3 per week Grab 

Continuou• Recording 

Biweekly Grab 

Biweekly Gr ab 

2. Baaed on the no observable effect concentration (NOEC) for the three specie• and biomonitoring requirement s outlined 
in Part I.e. below, the whole effluent toxicity of th• discharge shall not be equal to or lee• than 0.33\ Effluent • . 

3. Th• pH ahall not be less than 6.0 nor greater than 9.0 • tandard unit•, and ahall be monitored dally on a grab 
sample. 

4. There shall be no dl•charge of floating aolida or vi• ible foam in other than trace amount •, or oily wastes which 
produce a aheen on the surface of th• receiving water. 

5. Sampl•• taken in .compliance with th• monitoring requirement• ahall be taken at the following location: I n the 
effluent flow frOCll the EF-T-10 Effluent Tank at the point of Effluent Tank overflow to the river outfall prior to 
di•charge into the Columbia River 
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6. Wa•t• i nfluent flow to the TEDF ahall al•o be monitored and recorded on a daily ba•is . Submittal of thi• flow data 
is not required unl••• requested bf the permit issuing authority . ' 1 

1. The arsenic and metal •ample• •hall be analyzed on an individual •total recoverable• parameter ba•i•. 

1 I 

O I 

I I 

• l ( ' l 

f l , I , . , , 

' I I I I ~ ' i 

!I All parameter limitations are expressed in units of "ug/1" and "lb/day" except for flow which is . 
expressed in "~gd", total radium which is expressed in pCi/1, temperature which is expressed in 
"°F and •c11 , total col i form bacteria which is expressed .in "No. per 100 ml", toxicity which is 
expressed in "I Effluent", a nd pH which is expressed in "pH units". 

!' Nondet ectable is defined as 0.2 ug/1. 
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B. Treated Effluent Disposal Facility CTEDfl startup 

The permittee shall install and have in operating condition, 
and shall "start up" all pollution cont;.rol equipment required to 
meet the conditions of this permit before beginning to discharge 
effluent from the TEDF. 

The permittee shall comply with all monitoring requirements 
specified in Part I.A. above and all other monitoring conditions 
of this permit beginning with the initiation of effluent 
discharge from the TEDF. 

And within the shortest feasible time (not to exceed 90 days from 
the issuance date of this permit), the permittee must meat all 
permit conditions, including the effluent limitations specified 
in Part I.A. above. 

- --- -- - ----
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Biomonitoring Program Requirements 

1., _Within 30 days ot the issuance date of this permit , the 
permittee shall submit any existing toxicity data to EPA t or 
review. 

Biomonitoring testing on the outfall 001 effluent shall be 
initiated within 90 days of the permit issuance date. 
Biomonitoring results shall be submitted the month after 
testing along with the monthly DMRs. 

2. The permittee shall conduct chronic tests for effluent 
toxicity using protocols contained in Short Term Methods for 

- -:Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving 
waters to Freshwater organisms (EPA/600/4-89/001) 0 such 
testing will determine if the effluent affects the survival 
or growth of the test organisms. The tests conducted shall 
be the 7-day fathead minnow, Pimephales promelas. test, the 
7-day ceriodaphnia dubia te~t, and the 4-day selenastrum 
capricornutum growth test. All tests shall be conducted on 
split samples from the same 24-hour composite samples of 
effluent. If, in any test, more than 10% of the control 
organisms die within 96 hours or more than 20% of the 
control organisms die during the duration of the test, th~t 
test shall be repeated. · 

Toxic effects will be demonstrated if there is a 
statistically significant difference in response between the 
control and test organisms for any of the three tests. The 
permittee shall conduct the three tests four times a year, 
during February, May, August, and November throughout the 
term of this permit. 

3. The chronic tests shall identify the no observable effect 
concentration (NOEC) for each of the three species. The 
tests shall include a series of dilutions using a dilution 
factor of 0.32 starting with 100% effluent (100, 32, 10, 3, 
1, and 0.3). The NOEC shall . be determined to be the · 
effluent concentration (expressed as% Effluent) in control 
water at which there is no statistically significant 
difference in response between the control and test 
organisms in any of the three tests. 
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4. All quality assurance criteria used shall be in accordance 
with Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents 
to Freshwater and Marine organisms, (Fourth Edition), 
(EPA/600/4-90/027), September 1991, Short Term Methods for 
Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving 
waters to Freshwater organisms, EPA/600/4-89/001, Quality 
Assurance Guidelines for Biological Testing, EPA/600/4-78-
o43, Quality Assurance Bibliography. EPA/600/4-ao-oo9, and 
other EPA Region 10 approved protocols. All test organisms 
and procedures used shall be in accordance with the 
protocols in EPA/600/4-90/027 and EPA/600/4-89/001. The 
selection of an appropriate control water for the toxicity 
tests shall be submitted to EPA for review and approval 
prior to use. 

Receiving water ouality Monitoring Requirements 

1. Within 3 months of the effective date of this permit, the 
permittee shall implement a receiving water quality 
monitoring program which meets the following specifications: 

a. The receiving water quality monitoring shall be 
conducted in the Columbia River on the West side of 
Johnson Island. 

b. As a minimum, monitoring stations shall be established 
at the following locations. 

(1) Columbia River (West side of Johnson Island) 
immediately upstream of the TEDF discharge 
outfall/diffuser. 

(2) Columbia River (West side of Johnson Island) at a 
point approximately 71 feet downstream of the TEDF 
discharge outfall/diffuser. 

(3) Both the upstream and downstream monitoring stations 
shall be located along the approximate centerline of 
the discharge plume. 

c. Receiving water sampling shall be conducted at low river 
flow during August of each year and the sampling day 
each year shall be selected to coincide with a day that 
effluent sampling is being conducted on the discharge. 
The discharge shall be sampled for all of the Part I . A. 
parameters and effluent characteristics identified in 
the respective effluent monitoring requirements above, 
with the additi~n of total hardness (as CaCO3 ) . 
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d o River grab samples at both monitoring stations shal l be 
_qollected immediately below the water surface tor all of 
the parameters identified in Part I . A.l o and 3 . above, 
with the addition ot total -hardness (as CaCO3). Metal 
samples tor cadmium, copper, lead, nickel, silver, and 
zinc shall be collected and analyzed tor both the 
"dissolved" and "total recoverable" individual metals. 
The other metals and arsenic shall be analyzed on an 
individual "total recoverable" parameter basis. 

e. The Columbia River flow on the West side of Johnson 
Island shall be measured or estimated at the time of 
each receiving water monitoring. 

t . Receiving water and discharge sampling results, along 
with the Columbia River flow in the West Channel, shall 
be submitted the month after sampling with the monthly 
DMR. 
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Definitions 
1. "Average monthly discharge limitation" means the highest 

allowable average of "daily discharges" over a calendar 
month, calculated- as the sum of all "daily discharges" 
measured during a calendar month divided by the number 
of "daily discharges" measured during that month ; 

2. "Bypass" means the intentional diversion of waste 
streams from any portion of a treatment facility. 

3. "Daily discharge" means the discharge of a pollutant 
measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour period 
that reasonably represents the calendar day for purposes 
of sampling. For pollutants with limitations expressed 
in units of mass, the "daily discharge" is calculated as 
the total mass of the pollutant discharged over the day. 
For pollutants with limitations expressed in other units 
of measurement, the "daily discharge" is calculated as 
the average measurement of the pollutant over the day. 

4. A "Grab" sample is a single sample or measurement taken 
at a specific time or over as short a period of time as 
is feasible. 

5. "Maximum daily discharge limitation" means the highest 
allowable "daily discharge". 

6. "Severe property damage" means substantial physical 
damage to property, damage to the treatment facilities 
which causes them to become inoperable, or substantial 
and permanent loss of natural resources which can 
reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a 
bypass. severe property damage does not mean economic 
loss caused by delays in production. 

7. A 11 24-hour composite" sample shall mean a flow­
proportioned mixture of not less than 8 discrete 
aliquots. Each aliquot shall be a grab sample of not 
less than 100 ml and shall be collected and stored in 
accordance with procedures prescribed in the most recent 
edition of standard Methods Loi:: .trut Examination 2.t. water 
iUls1 wastewater. • 
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::: -: :: -_ - : -. ;. = ... - - -
:-·..::-~ :_ ~ ~. ~::~ _~ .- a . : ·•upset" means an exceptional incident in which there is 

-~ - ~ • ~-- •
0 unintentional and temporary noncompliance wi~h 

-~~~ - technology-based permit ettluent limitations· because ot 
factors beyond the reasonable control ot the permittee. · 
An upset does not include noncompliance to the extent 
caused by operational error, improperly designed 
treatment facilities, inadequate treatment facilities, 
lack of preventative maintenance, or careless or 
improper operation. 

II. MONITORING, RECORDING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

A. Representative sampling. samples taken in compliance with 
~~= -- .: ~- : -the monitoring requirements established under Part I shall 

~ be collected from the effluent stream prior to discharge 
into the receiving waters. Samples and measurements shall 
be representative of the volume and nature of the monitor@d 
discharge. 

B. Monitoring Procedures. The mercury samples shall be 
analyzed using the Cold Vapor .Technique (Flameless Atomic 
Absorption Spectrophotometer-AA) test procedure . Sample g 
for the other metals shall be analyzed using the AA(Furn~@®) 
test procedure. All of these.procedures are outlined in ~he 
EPA Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes. 

All other monitoring must be conducted according to test 
procedures approved under 40 CFR Part lJ6. 
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c. Reporting of Monitoring Results. Monitoring results shall 
be summarized each month on the Discharge Monitoring Report 
(DMR) form (EPA No. 3320-1). The reports shall be submitted 
monthly and are to be postmarked by the 10th day of the 
following mo~th. Legible copies of these, and all other 
reports, shall be signed and certified in accordance with 
the requirements of Part IY,U, signatory Requirements. and 
submitted to the Director, Water Division and the State 
agency at the following addresses: 

original to: 

copy to: 

copy to: 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) 
Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue, WD-135 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) 
7601 w. Clearwater 
suite 102 
Kennewick, Washington 99336 

Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 
Attention: David Jansen 

D. Additional Monitoring by the Permittee. If the permittee 
monitors any pollutant more frequently than required by this 
permit, using test procedures approved under 40 CFR 136 or 
as specified in this permit, the results of this monitoring 
shall be included in the calculation and reporting of the 
data submitted in the DMR. such increased frequency shall 
also be indicated. 

• I 
I 
I 
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B. Records contents. Records of monitoring informa tion shall 
- • _-__ :- _- -:. .--. c ~ in9,l.ude: 

. - - - . --- - - - . ~2=~~s l c: The date , exact place, and time of sampli ng or 
: ~=--=- ~:~ . aeasurement; 

- -2. The individual(s) who performed the sampling or 
measurements; 

3. The date(s) analyses were performed; 
4. The individual(s) who performed the analyses; 
5. The analytical technique or methods used; and 
6. The results of such analyses. 

F. Retention of Records. The permittee shall retain records of 
all monitoring information, including all calibration and 

_ ~•~J~tenance records and all original stri p chart r ecordings 
: _.-- : ~~~ ~or continuous monitoring instrumentation, c opies of a ll 

G. 

~~~ports required by this permit, and records of all da t a 
used to complete the application for this permit, f or a 
period of at least three years from the date of the sample, 
measurement, report or application. This period may be 
extended by request of the Director at any time. Data 

-collected on-site, copies of Discharge Monitoring Reports , 
_and a copy of this NPDES permit must be maintai ned on- s it~ 
_during the duration of activity at the permitted l ocation o 

Twenty-four Hour Notice of Noncompliance Reporting. 

1. The following occurrences of noncompliance shall be 
reported by telephone within 24 hours from the time t he 
permittee becomes aware of the circumstances: 

a. Any noncompliance which may endanger health or the 
environment; 

b . Any unanticipated bypass which exceeds any effluefit 
limitation in the permit (See Part III ,G,. Bypass 9.f 
Treatment facilities.); 

c. Any upset which exceeds any effluent limitation in 
the permit (See Part III,H,. Upset Conditions .); 

d. Violation of a maximum daily discharge limitation 
for any of the pollutants listed in the permi t to be 
reported within 24 hours. 

- ~ .. ~ ···· 
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2. A written submission shall also be provided within five 
days of the time that the permittee becomes aware of the 
circumstances. The written submission shall contain: 

a. A description of the noncompliance and its causes; 

b. The period of noncompliance, including exact dates 
and times; 

c. The estimated time noncompliance is expected to 
continue if it has not been corrected; and 

d. steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and 
prevent reoccurrence of the noncompliance. 

3. The Director may waive the written report on a 
case-by-case basis if the oral report has been received 
within 24 hours by the Water Compliance Section in 
Seattle, Washington, by phone, (206) 553-1256. 

4. Reports shall be submitted to the addresses in fAtl 
11.c,. Reporting of Monitoring results. 

other Noncompliance Reporting. Instances of noncompliance 
not required to be reported within 24 hours shall be 
reported at the time that monitoring reports for Pa.rt II.C. 
are submitted. The reports shall contain the information 
listed in Part II.G.2. 

Inspection and Entry. The permittee shall allow the 
Director, or an authorized representative (including an 
authorized contractor acting as a representative of the 
Administrator), upon the presentation of credentials and 
other documents as may be required by law, to: 

1~ Enter upon the permittee's premises where a regulated 
facility or activity is located or conducted, or where 
records must be kept under the conditions of this 
permit; 

2. Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any 
records that must be kept under the conditions of this 
permit; · 

_3. inspect .at~reasonable times any facilities, equipment 
(includlng- monitoring and control equipment), practices, 
or operations regulated or required under this permit; 
or 

4. Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the purpose 
of assuring permit compliance or as otherwise authorized 
by the Act, any substances or parameters at any 
location. 

-----------
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COJPpliance schedules. Reports of compliance or 
noncompliance with, or any progress reports on -interim and 
final requirements contained in any Compliance Schedule o f 
this permit (Part I) shall be submitted no late~ than 
10 days following each schedule date. 

III. COMPLIANCE RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. Duty to comply. The permittee must comply with all 
conditions of this permit. Any permit noncompliance 
constitutes a violation of the Act and is grounds for 
enforcement action; for permit termination, revocation and 
reissuance, or modification; or for denial of a permit 

__ renewal application. The permittee shall give advance 
~- ..notice to the Director of any planned changes in the 

permitted facility or activity which may result in 
noncompliance with permit requirements. 

B. Penalties tor violations of Permit conditions. 
1. Civil penalty. The Act provides that any person who 

violates · a permit condition implementing Sections 301 8 

302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Act shall be 
subject to a civil penalty, not to exceed $25,000 per 
day for each violation. 

2. Criminal Penalties: 

a. Negligent Violations. The Act provides that any 
person who negligently violates a permit condition 
implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, 
or 405 of the Act shall be punished by a fine of not 
less than $2,500 nor more than $25,000 per day of 
violation, or by imprisonment for not more than 1 
year, or by both. 

b. Knowing Violations. The Act provides that any 
person who knowingly violates a permit condition 
implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, 
or 405 of the Act shall be punished by a tine of not 
less than $5,000 nor more than $50,000 per day of 
violation, or by imprisonment for not more than 3 
years, or by both. 



c. 

o. 

E. 

- - ------- --

Page 16 of 23 
Permit No.: WA-002591-7 

c. Knowing Endangerment. The Act provides that any 
person who knowingly violates a permit condition 
implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, 
or 405 ot the Act, and who knows at that time that 
he thereby places another person in imminent danger 
of death or serious bodily injury, shall, upon 
conviction, be subject to a fine of not -ore than 
$250,000 or imprisonment of not more than 15 years, 
or both. A person which is an organization shall, 
upon conviction of violating this subparagraph, be 
subject to a fine of not more than $1,000,000. 

d. False Statements. The Act provides that any person 
who knowingly makes any false material statement, 
representation, or certification in any application, 
record, report, plan, or other document filed or 
required to be maintained under this Act or who 
knowingly falsifies, tampers with, or renders 
inaccurate any monitoring device or method required 
to be maintained under this Act, shall upon 
conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than 
$10,000, or by imprisonment for not more than 2 
years, or by both. 

Except as provided in permit conditions in Part III,G,. 
Bypass of Treatment Facilities and Part III,H,. Upset 
Conditions, nothing in this permit shall be construed 
to relieve the permittee of the civil or criminal 
penalties for noncompliance. 

Need to Halt or Reduce Activity 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 conditions 
of this permit. 

Duty to Mitigate. The permittee shall take all reasonable 
steps to minimize or prevent any discharge in violation of 
this permit which has a reasonable likelihood of adversely 
affecting human health or the environment. 

Proper operation and Maintenance. The permittee shall at 
all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and 
systems of treatment and control (and related appurtenances) 
which are installed or used by the permittee to achieve 
compliance with the conditions of this permit. Proper 
operation and maintenance also includes adequate laboratory 
controls and appropriate quality assurance procedures. This 
provision requires the operation of back-up or auxiliary 
facilities or similar systems which are installed by a 
permittee only when the operation is necessary to achieve 
compliance with the conditions of the permit. 

. - ' 
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.- p ~~ -Removed substances. Solids , sludges, filt er backwash, or 
:~- ~=-- o ther pollutants removed in the course of treatment or 

control of wastewaters shall be disposed of in a manner such 
as to prevent any pollutant from such materials from · 
entering navigable waters. 

G. Bypass of Treatment Facilities: 
1. Bypass not exceeding limitations. The permittee 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 bypasses are not ·subject to the provisions of 
paragraphs 2 and 3 of this section. 

2. Notice: 

a. Anticipated bypass. If the permittee knows in 
advance of th_e need for a bypass, it shall submit 
pri or notice, if possible, at least 10 days befor~ 
the date of the bypass. 

b. Unanticipated bypass. The permittee shall submit 
notice of an unanticipated bypass as required under 
Part II.G., Twenty-four Hour Notice of Noncompliance 
Reporting. 

3. Prohibition of bypass. 

a o Bypass is prohibited and the Director may take 
enforcement action against a permittee for a bypass, 
unless: 

(1) The bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of 
life, personal injury, or severe property damage; 

(2) There were no feasible alternatives to the bypass, 
such as the use of auxiliary treatment facilities, 
retention of untreated wastes, or maintenance 
during normal periods of equipment downtimec This 
condition is not satisfied if adequate back-up 
equipment should have been installed in the 
exercise of reasonable engineering judgment to 
prevent a bypass which occurred during normal 
periods of equipment downtime or preventive 
maintenance; and 

(3) The permittee submitted notices as required under 
paragraph· 2 of this section. 
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b. The Director may approve an anticipated bypass, 
after considering its adverse effects, if the 
Director determines that it will meet the three 
conditions listed above in paragraph 3.a. of this 
section. 

H. Upset conditions. 

1. Effect of an upset. An upset constitutes an affirmative 
defense to an action brought for noncompliance with such 
technology based permit effluent limitations if the 
requirements of paragraph 2 of this section are met. No 
determination made during administrative review of 
claims that noncompliance was caused by upset, and 
before an action for noncompliance was caused by upset, 
and before an action for noncompliance, is final 
administrative action subject to judicial review. 

2. Conditions necessary for a demonstration of upset. A 
permittee who wishes to establish the affirmative 
defense of upset shall demonstrate, through properly 
signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other 
relevant evidence that: 

a. An upset occurred and that the permittee can 
identify the cause(s) of the upset; 

b. The permitted facility was at the time being 
properly operated; 

c. The permittee submitted notice of the upset as 
required under Part II,G,. Twenty-four Hour Notice 
of Noncompliance Reporting: and 

d. The permittee complied with any remedial measures 
required under Part III,D,. Duty to Mitigate. 

3. Burden of proof. In any enforcement proceeding, the 
permittee seeking to establish the occurrence of an 
upset ha the burden of proof. 

I. Toxic Pollutants. The permittee shall comply with effluent 
standards or prohibitions established under Section 307(a) 

· of the Act -for toxic pollutants within the time provided in 
the :regulations that establish those standards or 
pro1iibftions ; even if the permit has not yet been modified 
to incorporate the requirement. 

; 
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-~~~~V~{~;~ERAL REQUIREMENTS 

~ _ ~~:-.:-.~:-Ctfa-iiaes in Discharge ot Toxic substances. Notification 
shall be provided to the Director as soon as the permittee 
knows of, or has reason to believe: 

1. That any activity has occurred or will occur which would 
result in the discharge, on a routine or frequent basis, 
of any toxic pollutant which is not limited in the 
permit, if that discharge will exceed the highest of the 
following "notification levels": 

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

b. Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 ug/1) tor 
acrolein and acrylonitrile; five hundred micrograms 
per liter (500 ug/1) for 2,4-dinitrophenol ·and tor 
2;..methyl-4,6-dinitrophenol; and one milligram per 
liter (l mg/1) for antimony; 

c. Five (5) times the maximum concentration value 
reported for that pollutant in the permit 
application in accordance with 40 CFR 122.2l(g) (7 ) 0 
or 

d. The level established by the Director in accordance _ 
with 40 CFR 122.44(f). 

2. That any activity has occurred or will occur which would 
result in any discharge, on a non-routine or infrequent 
basis, of a toxic pollutant which is not limited in the 
permit, if that discharge will exceed the highest of the 
following "notification levels": 

a. Five hundred micrograms per liter (500 ug/1); 

b. One milligram per liter (l mg/1) for antimony; 

c. Ten (10) times the maximum concentration value 
reported for that pollutant in the permit 
application in accordance with 40 CFR 122.2l(g)(7); 
or 

d. The level established by the Director in accordance 
with 40 CFR 122.44(f). 



;, . 

Page 20 of 23 
Permit No.: WA-002591-7 

B. Planned Changes. The permittee shall give notice to the 
Director as soon as possible of any planned physical 
alterations or additions to the permitted facility. Notice 
is required only when: 

1. The alteration or addition to a permitted facility may 
meet one of the criteria for determining whether a 
facility is a new source as determined in 40 CFR 
122.29(b); or 

2. The alteration or addition could significantly change 
the nature or increase the quantity of pollutants 
discharged. This notification applies to pollutants 
which are subject neither to effluent limitations in the 
permit, nor to notification requirements under 
Part IV .A. 1. . 

c. Anticipated Noncompliance. The permittee shall also give 
advance notice of any planned changes in the permitted 
facility or activity which may result in noncompliance with 
permit requirements. 

D. Permit Actions. This permit may be modified, revoked and 
reissued, or terminated for cause. The filing of a request 
by the permittee for a permit modification, revocation and 
reissuance, or termination, or a notification of planned 
changes or anticipated noncompliance, does not stay any 
permit condition. 

E. Duty to Reapply. If the permittee wishes to continue an 
activity regulated by this permit after the expiration date 
of this permit, the permittee must apply for and obtain a 
new permit. - The application should be submitted at least 
180 days before the expiration date of this permit. 

F. Duty to Provide Information. The permittee shall furnish to 
the Director, within a reasonable time, any information 
which the Director may request to determine whether cause 
exists for modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating 
this permit, or to determine compliance with this permit. 
The permittee shall also furnish to the Director, upon 
request, -copies of records required to be kept by this 
permit. 

G. . .. 9t:b:el: ~Infsit:nmJ;fon. When the permittee becomes aware that i t 
~a~led to--'submit any relevant facts in a permit application , 
or submitted -incorrect information in a permit application 
or any report to the Director, it shall promptly submit such 
facts or information. 
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signatory Requirements. All applications, reports or 
information submitted to the Direc~or s~~l! _be signed and 
certified. 
- -
1. All permit applications shall be signed as- follows: 

a. For a corporation: by a responsible corporate 
otticer. 

b. For a partnership or sole proprietorship: by a 
general partner or the proprietor, respectively. 

c. For a municipality, state, federal, or other public 
agency: by either a principal executive officer or 
ranking elected official . 

2. All reports required by the permit and other information 
requested by the Director shall be signed by a person 
described above or by a duly authorized representative 
of that person. A person is a duly authorized 
representative only if: 

a. The authorization is made in writing by a person 
described above and submitted to the Director. 

b. The authorization specified either an individual or a 
position having responsibility for the overall operation 
of the regulated facility of activity, such as the 
position of plant manager, operator of a well or a well 
field, superintendent, position of equivalent 
responsibility, or an individual or position having 
overall responsibility for environmental matters for the 
company. (A duly authorized representative may thus be 
either a named individual or any individual occupying a 
named position.) 

3. Changes to the authorization . If an authorization under 
paragraph IV.H.2. is no longer accurate because a 
different individual or position has responsibility tor 
the overall operation of the facility, a new 
authorization satisfying the requirements of paragraph 
IV . H.2. must be submitted to the Director prior to or 
together with any reports, information, or applications 
to be signed by an authorized representative. 
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4. Certification. Any person signing a document under this 
section shall make the following certification: 

"I certify under penalty of law that this document and 
all attachments were prepared under my direction or 
supervision 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 system, 
or those persons directly responsible for gathering the 
information, 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 submitting false information, including 
the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing 
violations." 

I. Availability of Report~. Except for data determined to be 
confidential under 40 CFR Part 2, all reports prepared in 
accordance with the terms of this permit shall be available 
for public inspection at the offices of the State water 
pollution control agency and the Director. As required by 
the Act, permit applications, permits and effluent data 
shall not be considered confidential. 

J. oil and Hazardous Substance Liability. Nothing in this 
permit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any 
legal action or relieve the permittee from ny 
responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties to which the 
permittee is or may be subject under Section 311 of the Act. 

K. Property Rights. The issuance of this permit does not 
convey any property 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. 

L~ Seyerability. The provisions of this permit are severable, 
and if any provision of this permit, or the application of 
any provision of this permit to any circumstance, is held 
invalid, the application of such provision to other 
circumstance, and the remainder of this permit, shall not be 
affected thereby. 

M. Transfers, This permit may be automatically transferred to 
a new permittee if: 

1. The current permittee ~otifies the Director at least 
30 days in advance of the proposed transfer date; 
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_ ____ -~ ~~=:c: i ~. Th@ notice includes a ~ritten agreement between the 
~~!$ting and new permittees containing a specrcrc aate - - ­
fo~ transfer of permit responsibility, cove~ag~ ; and -

=- ~ .: :... __ : liability between them; and 

3. The Director does not notify the existing permittee and 
the proposed new permittee of his or her intent to 
modify, or revoke and reissue the permit. If this 
notice is not received, the transfer is effective on the 
date specified in the agreement mentioned in paragraph 2 
above. 

N. state Laws. Nothing in this permit 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 authority preserved by Section 510 of 
the Act. 
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