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TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution

November 18, 2013

TO: Persons on the attached mailing list.

RE: Waste Control Specialist LLC and Andrews County
Permit No. WQ0004857000

Decision of the Executive Director.

The executive director has made a decision that the above-referenced permit application
meets the requirements of applicable law. This decision does not authorize
construction or operation of any proposed facilities. Unless a timely request
for contested case hearing or reconsideration is received (see below), the TCEQ
executive director will act on the application and issue the permit.

Enclosed with this letter is a copy of the Executive Director’s Response to Comments. A
copy of the complete application, draft permit and related documents, including public
comments, is available for review at the TCEQ Central office. A copy of the complete
application, the draft permit, and executive director’s preliminary decision are available
for viewing and copying at the Andrews County Public Library, 109 Northwest First
Street, Andrews, Texas.

If you disagree with the executive director’s decision, and you believe you are an
“affected person” as defined below, you may request a contested case hearing. In
addition, anyone may request reconsideration of the executive director’s decision. A
brief description of the procedures for these two requests follows.

How To Request a Contested Case Hearing.

It is important that your request include all the information that supports your right to a
contested case hearing. You must demonstrate that you meet the applicable legal
requirements to have your hearing request granted. The commission’s consideration of
your request will be based on the information you provide.
The request must include the following:
D Your name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible, a fax number.
(2) Ifthe request is made by a group or association, the request must identify:

(A)  one person by name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible,

the fax number, of the person who will be responsible for receiving all
communications and documents for the group; and
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(B)  one or more members of the group that would otherwise have standing to
request a hearing in their own right. The interests the group seeks to
protect must relate to the organization’s purpose. Neither the claim
asserted nor the relief requested must require the participation of the
individual members in the case.

(3) The name of the applicant, the permit number and other numbers listed above so
that your request may be processed properly.

(4) Astatement clearly expressing that you are requesting a contested case hearing.
For example, the following statement would be sufficient: “I request a contested
case hearing.”

Your request must demonstrate that you are an “affected person.” An affected
person is one who has a personal justiciable interest related to a legal right, duty,
privilege, power, or economic interest affected by the application. Your request must
describe how and why you would be adversely affected by the proposed facility or
activity in a manner not common to the general public. For example, to the extent your
request is based on these concerns, you should describe the likely impact on your health,
safety, or uses of your property which may be adversely affected by the proposed facility
or activities. To demonstrate that you have a personal justiciable interest, you must
state, as specifically as you are able, your location and the distance between your
location and the proposed facility or activities.

Your request must raise disputed issues of fact that are relevant and material to the
commission’s decision on this application. The request must be based on issues that
were raised during the comment period. The request cannot be based solely on issues
raised in comments that have been withdrawn. The enclosed Response to Comments
will allow you to determine the issues that were raised during the comment period and
whether all comments raising an issue have been withdrawn. The public comments
filed for this application are available for review and copying at the Chief Clerk’s office at
the address below.

To facilitate the commission’s determination of the number and scope of issues to be
referred to hearing, you should: 1) specify any of the executive director’s responses to
comments that you dispute; and 2) the factual basis of the dispute. In addition, you
should list, to the extent possible, any disputed issues of law or policy.

How To Request Reconsideration of the Executive Director’s
Decision.

Unlike a request for a contested case hearing, anyone may request reconsideration of the
executive director’s decision. A request for reconsideration should contain your name,
address, daytime phone number, and, if possible, your fax number. The request must
state that you are requesting reconsideration of the executive director’s decision, and
must explain why you believe the decision should be reconsidered.



Deadline for Submitting Requests.

A request for a contested case hearing or reconsideration of the executive director’s
decision must be received by the Chief Clerk’s office no later than 30 calendar days
after the date of this letter. You may submit your request electronically at
http://www.tceq.texas.gov/about/comments.html or by mail to the following address:

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Processing of Requests.

Timely requests for a contested case hearing or for reconsideration of the executive
director’s decision will be referred to the alternative dispute resolution director and set
on the agenda of one of the commission’s regularly scheduled meetings. Additional
instructions explaining these procedures will be sent to the attached mailing list when
this meeting has been scheduled.

How to Obtain Additional Information.

If you have any questions or need additional information about the procedures
described in this letter, please call the Public Education Program, toll free, at 1-800-
687-4040.

Sincerely,

é@a%a‘ C.Loto

Bridget C. Bohac
Chief Clerk

BCB/Ig
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MAILING LIST

Waste Control Specialist LLC and Andrews County
Permit No. WQ0004857000

FOR THE APPLICANT:

Sheila Parker, Director of Environmental

Waste Control Specialist LLC and
Andrews County

P.O. Box 1129

Andrews, Texas 79714

PROTESTANTS/INTERESTED
PERSONS:

Rose Gardner
P.O. Box 514
Eunice, New Mexico 88231

Peggy J. Pryor
1420 Northwest 12t Street
Andrews, Texas 79714

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
via electronic mail:

Brian Christian, Director

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Small Business and Environmental
Assistance

Public Education Program MC-108
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Daniel Ingersoll, Staff Attorney
Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Environmental Law Division MC-173
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Melinda Luxemburg, P.E., Technical Staff

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Water Quality Division MC-148

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

FOR PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL
via electronic mail:

Blas J. Coy, Jr., Attorney

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Public Interest Counsel MC-103

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK
via electronic mail:

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Office of Chief Clerk MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087
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TPDES PERMIT NO. WQO0004857000

APPLICATION BY BEFORE THE
WASTE CONTROL SPECIALISTS TEXAS COMMISSION
LLC AND ANDREWS COUNTY ON

FOR TPDES PERMIT NO.
WwWQ0004857000

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

w W W W W

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT

The Executive Director of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (the
Commission or TCEQ) files this Response to Public Comment (Response) on the
application by Waste Control Specialists LLC and Andrews County (Applicant), for a
major amendment to Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) Permit
Number WQ0004857000 and on the Executive Director’s preliminary decision. As
required by 30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Section 55.156, before an application is
approved, the Executive Director prepares a response to all timely, relevant and
material, or significant comments. The Office of the Chief Clerk received a timely
comment letter from Rose Gardner and Peggy Pryor. This response addresses all such
public comments received, whether or not withdrawn. If you need more information
about this permit application or the wastewater permitting process, please call the
TCEQ Public Education Program at 1-800-687-4040. General information about the
TCEQ can be found at our website at www.tceg.state.gov.

. Background

A. Description of Facility

Applicant operates the Byproduct Material Disposal Facility (BMDF), a facility
that receives, pretreats, and disposes byproduct material, which is a type of radioactive
waste as defined in 30 TAC § 336.1105(4) and the Texas Health and Safety Code §
401.003(3)(B) in a landfill operated under the authority of Radioactive Material License
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(RML) No. R0O5807. Currently the only authorized byproduct material disposed in the
BMDF is sealed Fernald waste canisters. The Applicant has applied for a major

amendment to remove Other Requirement No. 16, which was included in the existing
permit based on an agreement between the Applicant and the State of New Mexico to

address New Mexico surface water quality standards.

The draft permit authorizes the discharge of previously monitored effluents
(PMEs) from internal Outfall 103, non-contact industrial stormwater, and stormwater
associated with construction activities at the BMDF at a daily average dry weather flow
not to exceed 0.44 million gallons per day (MGD) via Outfall 005; landfill wastewaters
(i.e., landfill leachate, gas collection condensate, drained free liquids, laboratory derived
wastewater, contact industrial stormwater, washwater [from washing the surfaces of
trucks, equipment, containers, and other items that have come in direct contact with
waste at the BMDF and that have not been adequately decontaminated], and personnel
decontamination) only from the Byproduct Material Disposal Unit (BMDU), associated
with the disposal of Fernald waste containers only in the BMDU, at the BMDF, at a daily
average flow not to exceed 0.44 MGD via internal Outfall 103; and non-contact
industrial stormwater and stormwater associated with construction activities at the

BMDF on an intermittent and flow variable basis via Outfall 004.

The effluent is discharged via Outfalls 004 and 005 to an unnamed ditch in the
State of Texas; thence to an unnamed ditch in the State of New Mexico; thence to
Monument Draw in the State of New Mexico; thence to Monument Draw in the State of
Texas; thence to Upper Pecos River in Segment No. 2311 of the Rio Grande Basin.

The effluent limits for this discharge are described in the Fact Sheet and
Executive Director’s Preliminary Decision, which is attached to this Response as
Attachment A.

The unclassified receiving waters have minimal aquatic life use for the unnamed
ditch in the State of Texas. The designated uses for Segment 2311 are high aquatic life
use and primary contact recreation. An antidegradation review of the receiving waters
was performed. A Tier 1 antidegradation review has preliminarily determined that

existing water quality uses will not be impaired by this permit action. Numerical and
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narrative criteria to protect existing uses will be maintained. This review has also
determined that no water bodies with intermediate, high, or exceptional aquatic life uses
are present within the stream reach accessed; therefore, no Tier 2 antidegradation
determination is required. No significant degradation of water quality is expected in
water bodies with intermediate, high, or exceptional aquatic life uses downstream, and
existing uses will be maintained and protected. All determinations are preliminary and

subject to additional review and revisions.

The plant site is located at 9998 State Highway 176 West, approximately 1.25
miles north of the intersection of State Highway 176 with the Texas and New Mexico

state line, Andrews County, Texas.

B. Procedural Background

The application was received on July 27, 2011, and declared administratively
complete on August 11, 2011. The Notice of Receipt of Application and Intent to Obtain
Permit (NORI) was published on August 25, 2011 in the Andrews County News,
Andrews County, Texas. The NORI was also published in the Hobbs News-Sun, Hobbs,
New Mexico. The Executive Director completed the technical review of the application
on January 2, 2013, and prepared a draft permit. The Notice of Application and
Preliminary Decision was published on June 13, 2013 in the Andrews County News in
Andrews County, Texas. The NAPD was also published in the Hobbs News-Sun in
Hobbs, New Mexico. The comment period for this application closed on July 15, 2013.
This application was administratively complete on or after September 1, 1999; therefore,
this application is subject to the procedural requirements adopted pursuant to House
Bill 801, 76t Legislature, 1999.

C. Access to Rules, Laws, and Records
Please consult the following websites to access the rules and regulations

applicable to this permit:

e to access the Secretary of State website: www.sos.state.tx.us;
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e for TCEQ rules in Title 30 of the Texas Administrative Code:
www.sos.state.tx.us/tac/ (select “TAC Viewer” on the right, then “Title 30

Environmental Quality”);

o for Texas statutes: www.capitol.state.tx.us/statutes/statutes.html;

e to access the TCEQ website: www.tceq.texas.gov/ (for downloadable rules in Adobe
PDF format, select “Rules” then “Download TCEQ Rules”);

e for Federal rules in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations:

www.gpoaccess.gov/cfr/index.html; and

e for Federal environmental laws: www.epa.gov/epahome/laws.htm.

Commission records for this application are available for viewing and copying at
the TCEQ’s main office in Austin, 12100 Park 35 Circle, Building F, First Floor (Office of
the Chief Clerk), until the TCEQ takes final action. The application for this facility has
been available for viewing and copying at the Andrews County Public Library, 109
Northwest 1st Street, Andrews, Texas, since publication of the NORI. The draft permit
and the Fact Sheet and ED’s Preliminary Decision have been available for viewing and

copying at the same location since publication of the NAPD.

Il1. Comments and Responses

Comment 1:
Peggy Pryor expressed interest in the findings and a general interest in the water
quality permit.

Response 1:

This Response includes the Fact Sheet and Executive Director’s Preliminary
Decision for this Application in Attachment A. The fact sheet provides a detailed
description of the Executive Director’s review of the Application and a summary of the

proposed effluent limitations in the draft permit. Members of the public may also view
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the Application and the draft permit, which are available at the TCEQ’s main office in
Austin or at the Andrews County Public Library, 109 Northwest 1st Street, Andrews,
Texas.

Comment 2:
Rose Gardner raised a concern that the discharge would have radioactive

contamination.

Response 2:

The Applicant operates the BMDF, a facility that receives, pretreats, and disposes
of byproduct material, which is a type of radioactive waste as defined in 30 TAC §
336.1105(4) and the Texas Health & Safety Code § 401.003(3)(B) (cited as the Texas
Radiation Control Act), in a landfill operated under the authority of RML No. R0O5807.
One definition of byproduct material is process waste from the mining and recovery of
naturally-occurring uranium, and contains uranium, radium, radon, and some other
nuclides in the uranium-thorium decay chains. Currently, the only authorized byproduct

material disposed of in the BMDU is sealed Fernald waste canisters.

Fernald waste canisters are 4,000-pound, half-inch-thick steel canisters filled
with U.S. Department of Energy’s Fernald Site silo residues blended with cement, mixed
with flyash, and enclosed with lids riveted into place. There are no other byproduct
materials authorized for disposal in the BMDU and direct contact with byproduct
material is not authorized by the RML or the draft permit. Existing Other Requirement
Nos. 12 and 13 in the draft permit contain the following provisions pertinent to disposal
of this radioactive material and any associated wastewater:

12.  The operation whereby untreated landfill wastewater removed from the
Byproduct Material Disposal Unit (BMDU) is discharged via Outfall 103 from the
two 500,000 gallon storage tanks located within the boundary of the Byproduct
Material Disposal Facility (BMDF) shall be specifically authorized by a minor
amendment to the current, originally issued RML No. R0O5807 dated May 29,

2008 for only the disposal operations as defined in Other Requirement No. 13.
Such authorization shall be restricted to the conditions that the wastewater meets
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the effluent limitations of TPDES Permit No. WQ0004857000 for Outfall 103,
and that the only wastes that have been disposed in the BMDU, considering all
cells containing waste, are the Fernald waste canisters.

13.  The design and operation of Outfall 103, which is an onsite outfall located within
the boundary of the BMDF, shall be specifically authorized by RML No. RO5807.
Such authorization shall have considered the design, operational, and
environmental impact aspects of the disposal operations at the BMDF, and shall
be based upon the anticipated uncontaminated characteristics of the stormwater
removed from the BMDU and stored in the two 500,000 gallon tanks not
requiring treatment prior to discharge at Outfall 103. The BMDU operation shall
be limited to the receipt and disposal of byproduct material contained in the
sealed Fernald waste canisters, wherein this limitation, and the required design
and operation of Outfall 103 shall also be incorporated into RML No. RO5807 by
a minor amendment to this current, originally issued license dated May 29, 2008.

The existing permit was previously evaluated by the Radioactive Materials
Division (RMD) and effluent limits were included in the existing permit based on
recommendations from the RMD. In accordance with the recommendations from the
RMD, technology-based effluent limitations for combined radium 226 and 228 (5 pCi/I
daily maximum per 30 TAC § 336.1133 and the EPA Safe Drinking Water Act, SDWA),
gross alpha-particle activity (15 pCi/l daily maximum excluding uranium and radon per
30 TAC 8§ 336.1133 and the EPA SDWA), gross beta/photon emitters (Report pCi/l daily
maximum > 50 pCi/l per RMD recommended screening value), and total uranium (30

pg/1 daily maximum per EPA SDWA), have been included at internal Outfall 103.

Also, based on best professional judgment (BPJ), the maximum contaminant
levels for naturally occurring radionuclides guidelines at 30 TAC § 290.108 were
reviewed for combined radium 226 and 228 (5 pCi/l daily maximum), gross alpha-
particle activity (15 pCi/l daily maximum excluding uranium and radon), and uranium
(30 pg/1 daily maximum) and were comparable to the recommendations from the RMD.
Therefore, the existing effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for radioactive
constituents have been continued in the proposed permit. Final effluent limitations are

established in the proposed permit as follows:
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Daily Average Daily Maximum
Qutfall | Parameter ma/l ma/l
005 Flow, dry weather (MGD) (0.44 MGD) (Report MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A 15
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) N/A 200
Aluminum, Total Report Report
pH (standard units) (6.0 minimum) | (9.0 maximum)
103 Flow (MGD) (0.44 MGD) (Report MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A 15
Biochemical Oxygen Demand, 5-day (BODs) 42 220
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 27 88
Ammonia Nitrogen (NH3-N) 3.7 10
Dissolved Oxygen (DO), minimum N/A (2.0 mg/l min.)
a-Terpineol 0.019 0.042
Aniline 0.015 0.024
Benzoic Acid 0.073 0.119
Naphthalene 0.022 0.059
p-Cresol 0.015 0.024
Phenol 0.029 0.048
Pyridine 0.025 0.072
Total Arsenic 0.508 1.07
Total Chromium 0.46 1.1
Total Zinc 0.296 0.535
Combined Radium 226 and 228 N/A 5 pCi/I
Gross alpha-particle activity
(excluding uranium and radon) N/A 15 pCi/I
Gross Beta/photon emitters N/A Report pCi/I
Uranium, Total N/A 30 ug/l
pH (standard units) (6.0 minimum) | (9.0 maximum)
004 Flow (MGD) (Report MGD) (Report MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A 15
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) N/A 200
pH (standard units) (6.0 minimum) | (9.0 maximum)

Based on a review of the effluent data, there were no permit exceedences at

Outfall 103 during the review period beginning with the initial discharge month of
October 2009 through August 2012, and the discharge is compliant with the effluent
limitations associated with 30 TAC 8 336.1133, 30 TAC § 290.108, and the EPA SDWA.
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Comment 3:
Rose Gardner raised a concern that the discharge would contaminate sources of

groundwater used by local residences or ranchers.

Response 3:

The Applicant’s renewal permit application was evaluated for the purpose of
protecting aquatic life, human health, and the environment. At a minimum, the review
includes an analysis of the existing uses of the receiving waters under the Texas Surface
Water Quality Standards (TSWQS) at 30 TAC § 307.5(c), which aids in establishing the
appropriate discharge limitations, and determines the quality of the treated wastewater
discharged by the Applicant into the receiving stream. The water quality effluent limits
established in the proposed permit are determined by the water quality, the individual
characteristics of the receiving stream, and the impacts that the effluent may have on
the receiving stream based on its volume, its flow rate, and the type of wastewater being
discharged by the facility. This information is used to develop discharge limitations
protective of the quality of the water so that the use of the water will not be impaired
and the health and safety of individuals and wildlife that may come into contact with the

water are protected.

The Executive Director’s technical review of the permit application begins with a
review by the Water Quality Assessment (WQA) Section. The WQA Section determines
the designated uses of the water bodies that would receive the proposed discharge, the
critical conditions for the water bodies (such as during low flow) when the water bodies
are most susceptible to adverse effects, and the limitations to ensure the dissolved
oxygen criteria are met. Upon completion of the review, the WQA Section provides
recommendations used in developing the draft permit. The draft permit is also
developed using information about the facility provided in the permit application and in
the current permit. The effluent limitations are set by comparing technology-based
effluent limitations with the water quality-based effluent limitations.
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To determine what effluent limits are appropriate, the permit writer first reviews
the information about the facility and the proposed discharge, and develops technology-
based effluent limitations based on federal effluent guidelines. Then, using the
application and recommendations from the WQA Section, the permit writer develops
water quality-based effluent limitations using specific numeric aquatic life criteria
established in Table 1 of the TSWQS for those specific toxic substances where adequate
toxicity information is available and that have the potential for exerting adverse impacts
on water in the state.

Finally, the permit writer compares the technology-based limitations with the
water quality-based effluent limitations and applies the more stringent effluent limit to
the draft permit. The permitted discharge and the critical conditions for the water body
are used to calculate water quality-based effluent limitations. This discharge to an
intermittent stream assumes no dilution at the point of discharge to the receiving
stream and water quality-based effluent limitations are calculated based on discharges
comprised of 100% treated effluent. The effluent data submitted with the application is
then screened for compliance with the TSWQS to ensure protection of aquatic life in the
receiving stream and to protect the designated uses of the intermittent streams.

In summary, the TSWQS specify narrative and general criteria for the protection
of aquatic life and human health in water in the state. The draft permit includes effluent
limitations and monitoring requirements designed to ensure that the proposed
discharges are protective of the TSWQS. The Water Quality Division has determined
that the draft permit was prepared in accordance with the TSWQS and is protective of
the aquatic life, human health, and the environment. If surface water quality is
protected, then the groundwater quality in the vicinity will not be impacted by the

discharge.

Executive Director’s Response To Public Comment, Permit No. WQ0004857000 Page 9





Comment 4:
Rose Gardner inquired as to whether there were any alternatives to discharging
wastewater from this facility into New Mexico, such as containing the materials in

Texas.

Response 4:

The jurisdiction of the TCEQ is established by the Legislature and is limited to
issues set forth in statute and rules. Chapter 26 of the Texas Water Code (TWC) does not
provide the Executive Director with the authority to require the relocation of a proposed
or existing facility. Instead, the Executive Director must assess any application against

applicable rules to determine whether to grant or deny a permit.

In general, the wastewater permitting process involves protecting the water
guality of the state’s rivers, lakes and coastal waters for the protection of aquatic life and
human health. The draft permit, if issued, does not give the Applicant the right to use
private or public property for conveyance of wastewater along the discharge route. This
includes property belonging to any individual, partnership, corporation or other entity.
The permit does not authorize any invasion of personal rights or any violation of federal,
state, or local laws or regulations. It is the Applicant’s responsibility to acquire the
necessary property rights and comply with any other applicable rules and regulations to
use the facility site and the discharge route, including any permits required by other

state or federal agencies with applicable authority.

Comment5:

Rose Gardner raised a concern over the lack of information coming from the New
Mexico Environmental Department (NMED) and was concerned that NMED has agreed
to the terms of this discharge. Rose Gardner also inquired as to whether the State of
Texas is willing to accept the wastes from the Urenco enrichment facility located across

the New Mexico border from this facility.
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Response 5:

Under Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Section 124.10(c)(2)(iii),
states with delegated National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
programs must provide notice to affected states that a draft permit has been prepared.
On December 20, 2011, the Executive Director sent a copy of the NORI to NMED via
certified mail. At the same time, the Executive Director added NMED to the list of
individuals required to receive all future notices on this application, including the
NAPD. At this time the Executive Director has not received comments from NMED on
this application. New Mexico does not have an approved state NPDES permit program.
However, if the Urenco National Enrichment Facility applied to EPA for a permit to
discharge wastes into waters of the U.S., EPA would have to provide TCEQ with notice
of the draft permit, depending on the point of discharge, discharge route, and water
bodies affected.

Comment 6:
Rose Gardner and Peggy Pryor requested a public hearing on this application.

Response 6:

The cover letter transmitting this Response provides a deadline before which
requests for a contested case hearing must be filed. The requests for a contested case
hearing already received by the TCEQ’s Office of the Chief Clerk and any other requests
for a contested case hearing that are timely filed with the TCEQ’s Office of the Chief
Clerk, including those requests listed above, will be processed separately and in
accordance with the requirements of 30 TAC, Chapter 55, Subchapter F. All requests for
a contested case hearing by an affected person must comply with the requirements of 30
TAC § 55.201.
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Changes Made to the Draft Permit in Response to Comments:
No changes were made to the draft permit in response to comments.

Respectfully submitted,

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
ZaK Covar

Executive Director

Robert Martinez, Director
Environmental Law Division

r

Daniel Ingersoll, Staff Attorney
Environmental Law Division
State Bar No. 24062794

P.O. Box 13087, MC 173
Austin, Texas 78711-3087
Phone (512) 239-3668

Fax: (512) 239-0606

REPRESENTING THE EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR OF THE TEXAS COMMISSION
ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.
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ATTACHMENT A

Fact Sheet and Executive Director’s Preliminary Decision

APPLICATION BY
WASTE CONTROL SPECIALISTS LLC AND ANDREWS COUNTY
FOR TPDES PERMIT NO. WQO0004857000
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FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

For proposed Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) Permit No. WQ0004857000
(TX0131644) to discharge to water in the state.

Issuing Office: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Applicant: Waste Control Specialists LLC and Andrews County

P. O. Box 1129
Andrews, Texas 79714

Prepared By: Melinda Luxemburg, P.E.

Date:

Wastewater Permitting Section
Water Quality Division
(512) 239-4541

January 2, 2013

Permit Action: Major Amendment with Renewal; TPDES Permit No. WQ0004857000

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Director has made a preliminary decision that this permit, if issued, meets all statutory and
regulatory requirements. It is proposed the permit be issued to expire on September 1, 2018 in accordance
with 30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) §305.71, Basin Permitting.

APPLICANT ACTIVITY

The applicant operates the Byproduct Material Disposal Facility (BMDF), a facility that receives,
pretreats, and disposes of byproduct material, a type of radioactive waste as defined in 30 TAC
8336.1105(4) and the Texas Health & Safety Code § 401.003(3)(B) (cited as the Texas Radiation Control
Act), in a landfill operated under the authority of Radioactive Material License (RML) No. R05807. One
definition of byproduct material is process waste from the mining and recovery of naturally occuring
uranium, and contains uranium, radium, radon, and some other nuclides in the uranium-thorium decay
chains. Currently, the only authorized byproduct material disposed of in the Byproduct Material Disposal
Unit (BMDU) is sealed Fernald waste canisters.

DISCHARGE LOCATION

The plant site is located at 9998 State Highway 176 West, approximately 1.25 miles north of the
intersection of State Highway 176 with the Texas and New Mexico state line, Andrews County, Texas
79714. The effluent is discharged via Outfalls 004 and 005 to an unnamed ditch in the State of Texas;
thence to an unnamed ditch in the State of New Mexico; thence to Monument Draw in the State of New
Mexico; thence to Monument Draw in the State of Texas; thence to Upper Pecos River in Segment No.
2311 of the Rio Grande Basin.

RECEIVING STREAM USES

The unclassified receiving waters have minimal aquatic life use for the unnamed ditch in the State of
Texas. The designated uses for Segment No. 2311 are high aquatic life use and primary contact recreation.
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The general criteria and numerical criteria which make up the stream standards are provided in the Texas
Administrative Code, 30 TAC §88307.1 - 307.10, effective July 22, 2010.

DISCHARGE DESCRIPTION

The following is a quantitative description of the discharge described in the Monthly Effluent Report data
for the period October 2009 through August 2012. The "Average of Daily Avg." values presented in the
following table are the average of all daily average values for the reporting period for each parameter.
The "Maximum of Daily Max." values presented in the following table are the individual maximum
values for the reporting period for each parameter.

Average of Daily Averages | Maximum of Daily
Qutfall Parameter milligrams per liter, mg/I mg/l
005 Flow, dry weather (MGD) (0.1654 MGD) (3.2 MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A <15
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) N/A 217
pH (standard units) (6.87 minimum) (9.85 maximum)
103 Flow (MGD) (0.08254 MGD) (0.264 MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A <15
Biochemical Oxygen Demand, 5-day
(BODs) <22 <220
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) <11.9 <88
Ammonia Nitrogen (NH3-N) <0.8036 <10
a-Terpineol <0.0145 <0.042
Aniline <0.0125 <0.024
Benzoic Acid <0.0465 <0.119
Naphthalene <0.0115 <0.059
p-Cresol <0.0125 <0.024
Phenol <0.0195 <0.048
Pyridine <0.0175 <0.072
Total Arsenic <0.266 <1.11
Total Chromium <0.235 <1.10
Total Zinc <0.0668 <0.535
Combined Radium 226 and 228 N/A <5 pCi/l
Gross alpha-particle activity
(excluding uranium and radon) N/A <15 pCi/l
Gross Beta/photon emitters N/A <50 pCil/l
Uranium, Total N/A <30 ug/l
Dissolved Oxygen (DO)
(note: collected at Outfall 005) (6.58 mg/l minimum) N/A
pH (standard units) (6.9 minimum) (7.95 maximum)
004 Flow (MGD) (0.2218 MGD) (1.557 MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A <6.02
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) N/A 88.7
pH (standard units) (6.47 minimum) (10.47 maximum)
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Based on the reviewed data, the following permit exceedences occurred at Outfall 005.

Outfall 005 Parameter Date Reported Violation, mg/I Permit Limit, mg/I
COD July 2012 217 (max) 200 (max)
pH, standard units (su) September 2011 | (9.85 max) (9.0 max)

The two effluent limitation exceedances at Outfall 005, noted above, do not require any additional
changes to the draft permit.

There were no permit exceedences at Outfall 103 during the review period.

Based on the reviewed data, the following permit exceedences occurred at Outfall 004.

Outfall 004 Parameter Date Reported Violation, mg/I Permit Limit, mg/I

(9.0 max)

pH, standard units (su) September 2011 | (10.47 max)

The one effluent limitation exceedance at Outfall 004, noted above, does not require any additional
changes to the draft permit.

PROPOSED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

The draft permit authorizes the discharge of previously monitored effluents (PMEs; from internal Outfall
103), non-contact industrial stormwater, and stormwater associated with construction activities at the
BMDEF at a daily average dry weather flow not to exceed 0.44 MGD via Outfall 005; landfill wastewaters
(i.e., landfill leachate, gas collection condensate, drained free liquids, laboratory derived wastewater,
contact industrial stormwater, washwater [from washing the surfaces of trucks, equipment, containers, and
other items that have come in direct contact with wastes at the BMDF and that have not been adequately
decontaminated], and personnel decontamination water) only from the BMDU, associated with the
disposal of Fernald waste canisters only in the BMDU, at the BMDF, at a daily average flow not to exceed
0.44 MGD via internal Outfall 103; and non-contact industrial stormwater and stormwater associated with
construction activities at the BMDF on an intermittent and flow variable basis via Outfall 004.

Final effluent limitations are established in the draft permit as follows:

Daily Average Daily Maximum
Qutfall | Parameter mg/l mg/I
005 Flow, dry weather (MGD) (0.44 MGD) (Report MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A 15
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) N/A 200
Aluminum, Total Report Report
pH (standard units) (6.0 minimum) (9.0 maximum)
103 Flow (MGD) (0.44 MGD) (Report MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A 15
Biochemical Oxygen Demand, 5-day (BODs) 42 220
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Daily Average Daily Maximum

Qutfall Parameter mo/l mg/l

103 Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 27 88
Ammonia Nitrogen (NH3-N) 3.7 10
Dissolved Oxygen (DO), minimum N/A (2.0 mg/l minimum)
a-Terpineol 0.019 0.042
Aniline 0.015 0.024
Benzoic Acid 0.073 0.119
Naphthalene 0.022 0.059
p-Cresol 0.015 0.024
Phenol 0.029 0.048
Pyridine 0.025 0.072
Total Arsenic 0.508 1.07
Total Chromium 0.46 1.1
Total Zinc 0.296 0.535
Combined Radium 226 and 228 N/A 5 pCil/l
Gross alpha-particle activity
(excluding uranium and radon) N/A 15 pCi/l
Gross Beta/photon emitters N/A Report pCi/l
Uranium, Total N/A 30 pg/l
pH (standard units) (6.0 minimum) (9.0 maximum)

004 Flow (MGD) (Report MGD) (Report MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A 15
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) N/A 200
pH (standard units) (6.0 minimum) (9.0 maximum)

The discharge via Outfalls 004 and 005, and internal Outfall 103, are primarily stormwater driven and are
intermittent and flow variable; therefore, the constituents to be discharged are more appropriately
monitored through concentration limitations. A high flow volume combined with a low concentration can
exceed a mass limit, therefore intermittent and variable flows are better characterized through
concentration limitations, which are continued from the existing permit.

SUMMARY OF CHANGES FROM APPLICATION

The applicant requested a major amendment with renewal of the existing permit and after review of the
application the following more protective requirements were added to the draft permit.

1. Added a daily average and daily maximum report requirement for total aluminum at Outfall 005 that
self-expires July 31, 2018. The applicant contends the aluminum concentrations in the stormwater
driven discharge are attributable to naturally occurring aluminum present in the site soils. The total
aluminum report requirement is linked to dual aluminum work plans proposed by the applicant.

2. Added slightly more protective daily average and daily maximum water quality-based effluent
limitations of 0.508 mg/I total arsenic and 1.07 mg/l total arsenic, respectively, at Outfall 103 due to the
freshwater aquatic life criteria in Table 1 of the 2010 TSWQS (30 TAC 8307.6(c)). The effluent data
shows the permittee is compliant with these newly calculated effluent limitations. Therefore, the permit
does not authorize a compliance period.
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SUMMARY OF CHANGES FROM EXISTING PERMIT

The applicant requested the following changes in their amendment request that the Executive Director has
recommended granting.

1. The applicant requested removal of Other Requirement No. 16. The inclusion of Other Requirement
No. 16 in the existing permit was based on an agreement between WCS and the State of New Mexico
to address New Mexico surface water quality standards codified in the Standards for Interstate and
Intrastate Surface Waters, New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission, 20.6.4 New Mexico
Administrative Code as amended through August 1, 2007. The applicant contends that various
parameters in Other Requirement No. 16 where calculated incorrectly, such as using inappropriate
hardness values, and that this new information allows removal of this requirement from the permit.
Also, the outfall (Outfall 002) for this requirement is prior to the crossing of the unnamed ditch into
the State of New Mexico, approximately one-mile downstream of the discharge points (Outfalls 004
and 005), and that any discharge into New Mexico is predominately stormwater. The applicant states
that at the direction of the New Mexico Environmental Department (NMED) they will seek an
authorization from NMED to discharge into New Mexico in place of the existing Other Requirement
No. 16.

According to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 8122.44(1)(2)(i)(B)(1) in the case of effluent
limitations “...a permit may not be renewed, reissued, or modified...to contain effluent limitations
which are less stringent than the comparable effluent limitations in the previous permit
(unless)...Information is available that was not available at the time of permit issuance (other than
revised regulations, guidance, or test methods) and which would have justified the application of a
less stringent effluent limitation at the time of permit issuance.” Based on the above information,
Other Requirement No. 16 has been removed from the draft permit.

2. The applicant requested pursuit of a site-specific aluminum partitioning coefficient. The applicant has
submitted a “Work Plan for an Evaluation of Aluminum in Storm Water Discharges” and a “Work Plan
for an Aluminum Partitioning Coefficient Study.” Both work plans have been reviewed and approved for
the applicant to proceed with the two aluminum studies proposed to be conducted simultaneously, per an
E-mail dated November 9, 2012, from the Water Quality Standards Implementation Team. Therefore,
the following new Other Requirement No. 16 addressing the performance, results and permitting action
required to apply the resulting site-specific aluminum partitioning coefficient, has been added to the
draft permit.

16. The permittee shall proceed with the “Work Plan for an Evaluation of Aluminum in Storm
Water Discharges.” The purpose of this work plan is to outline an approach for collecting
samples of stormwater alone to demonstrate that aluminum levels in stormwater are directly
responsible for aluminum levels in discharges at WCS.

The permittee shall proceed with the “Work Plan for an Aluminum Partitioning Study.” The
purpose of this work plan is to outline an approach for determining the site specific ratio of
dissolved aluminum to total aluminum for Outfall 005 discharges. This study will also
demonstrate that any proposed aluminum effluent limits will not cause “instream” effects in the
normally dry receiving ditch by determining the No Observed Effects Concentration (NOEC).

The results of the work plans shall be submitted to the Water Quality Standards Team (MC-
150) of the TCEQ Water Quality Division. Once the results of the work plans are completed by
the permittee, a permitting action is required to evaluate the appropriateness of a site-specific
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partition coefficient for aluminum and any required effluent limitation or reporting requirement.

The following additional changes have been made to the draft permit.

1.

The Definitions and Standard Permit Conditions, Other Requirements, and Biomonitoring sections of
the draft permit have been updated, based on current TCEQ policy.

The permit name has changed from “Waste Control Specialists LLC” to “Waste Control Specialists
LLC and Andrews County.” Andrews County is the owner of the land and facilities. However, Waste
Control Specialists LLC (WCS) has a long-term lease agreement to operate the facilities and is
responsible for all environmental permitting and regulatory compliance. The lease expires on August
31, 2035.

The existing Other Requirement Nos. 14 and 15, have been updated to only include sampling for
hexavalent chromium, as the submitted effluent data was not tested to the appropriate minimum
analytical level (MAL), based on current TCEQ policy.

The Stormwater Associated with Construction Activities section of the existing permit has been
updated to coincide with the recently reissued Construction General Stormwater Permit (TXR150000)
issued March 5, 2013. The existing eligible discharges included concrete batch plants, which has also
been included in the draft permit.

X. DRAFT PERMIT RATIONALE

The following section sets forth the statutory and regulatory requirements considered in preparing the
draft permit. Also set forth are any calculations or other necessary explanations of the derivation of
specific effluent limitations and conditions, including a citation to the applicable effluent limitation
guidelines and water quality standards.

A. REASON FOR PERMIT ISSUANCE

The applicant has applied to the TCEQ to remove Other Requirement No. 16, which was included in
the existing permit based on an agreement between WCS and the State of New Mexico to address
New Mexico surface water quality standards, and in-turn apply for a New Mexico groundwater
discharge permit.

The current permit authorizes the discharge of previously monitored effluents (PMEs; from internal
Outfall 103), non-contact industrial stormwater, and stormwater associated with construction activities
at the BMDF at a daily average dry weather flow not to exceed 0.44 MGD via Outfall 005; landfill
wastewaters (i.e., landfill leachate, gas collection condensate, drained free liquids, laboratory derived
wastewater, contact industrial stormwater, washwater [from washing the surfaces of trucks,
equipment, containers, and other items that have come in direct contact with waste at the BMDF and
that have not been adequately decontaminated], and personnel decontamination water) only from the
BMDU, associated with the disposal of Fernald waste canisters only in the BMDU, at the BMDF at a
daily average flow not to exceed 0.44 MGD via internal Outfall 103; and non-contact industrial
stormwater and stormwater associated with construction activities at the BMDF on an intermittent and
flow variable basis via Outfall 004.
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B. WATER QUALITY SUMMARY

The discharge route is via Outfalls 004 and 005 to an unnamed ditch in the State of Texas; thence to
an unnamed ditch in the State of New Mexico; thence to Monument Draw in the State of New
Mexico; thence to Monument Draw in the State of Texas; thence to Upper Pecos River, in Segment
No. 2311 of the Rio Grande Basin. The unclassified receiving waters have minimal aquatic life use for
the unnamed ditch in the State of Texas. The designated uses for Segment No. 2311 are high aquatic
life use and primary contact recreation. Effluent limitations and conditions established in the draft
permit are in compliance with state water quality standards and the applicable water quality
management plan. The effluent limits in the draft permit will maintain and protect the existing
instream uses. Additional discussion of the water quality aspects of the draft permit will be found at
Section X.D. of this fact sheet.

In accordance with 30 TAC §307.5 and the TCEQ implementation procedures (January 2003) for the
Texas Surface Water Quality Standards, an antidegradation review of the receiving waters was
performed. A Tier 1 antidegradation review has preliminarily determined that existing water quality
uses will not be impaired by this permit action. Numerical and narrative criteria to protect existing
uses will be maintained. This review has preliminarily determined that no water bodies with
intermediate, high, or exceptional aquatic life uses are present within the stream reach accessed;
therefore, no Tier 2 degradation determination is required. No significant degradation of water quality
is expected in water bodies with intermediate, high, or exceptional aquatic life uses downstream, and
existing uses will be maintained and protected. The preliminary determination can be reexamined and
may be modified if new information is received.

Six endangered aquatic species of critical concern, as identified in Appendix A of the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service’s biological opinion on the State of Texas authorization of the Texas
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, have been identified in Segment No. 2311 in several water
bodies located in Culberson, Jeff Davis, Pecos, and Reeves Counties. However, the discharge
associated with this permit action does not involve these water bodies and is not expected to impact
any endangered species. This determination is subject to reevaluation due to any updates or
amendments to the biological opinion.

Segment No. 2311 is currently listed on the State's inventory of impaired and threatened waters, the
2008 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list. The listing is for depressed dissolved oxygen (DO) from
US 80 (Business 20) to Farm-to-Market Road 1776 (AU 2311 05) and from Farm-to-Market Road
1776 to United States Highway 67 (AU 2311_06). This discharge is greater than 100 stream miles
from the Upper Pecos River and will not contribute to the DO impairment. A Waste Load Evaluation
(WLE) has not been prepared for Segment No. 2311.

C. TECHNOLOGY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/CONDITIONS

1. GENERAL COMMENTS

Regulations promulgated in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) require
technology-based limitations be placed in wastewater discharge permits based on effluent
limitations guidelines, where applicable, or on best professional judgement (BPJ) in the absence
of guidelines.

The draft permit authorizes the discharge of PMEs (via internal Outfall 103), non-contact
industrial stormwater, and stormwater associated with construction activities at the BMDF at a
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daily average dry weather flow not to exceed 0.44 MGD via Outfall 005; landfill wastewaters
(i.e., landfill leachate, gas collection condensate, drained free liquids, laboratory derived
wastewater, contact industrial stormwater, washwater [from washing the surfaces of trucks,
equipment, containers, and other items that have come in direct contact with wastes at the
BMDF and that have not been adequately decontaminated], and personnel decontamination
water) only from the BMDU, associated with the disposal of Fernald waste canisters only in the
BMDU, at the BMDF at a daily average flow not to exceed 0.44 MGD via internal Outfall 103;
and non-contact industrial stormwater and stormwater associated with construction activities at
the BMDF on an intermittent and flow variable basis via Outfall 004.

The guidelines at 40 CFR Part 445 - Landfills Point Source Category consist of Subpart A —
RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) Subtitle C Hazardous Waste Landfill and
Subpart B — RCRA Subtitle D Non-Hazardous Waste Landfill. Byproduct material is not a solid
waste as defined under 40 CFR Part 261, which contains definitions applicable to the RCRA
Subtitle C regulations. Specifically, 40 CFR §261.2(a)(1) states: “A solid waste is any discarded
material that is not excluded by §261.4(a) or that is not excluded by variance granted under
88260.30 and 260.31.” Byproduct material is excluded as a solid waste in 40 CFR 8261.4(a)(4).

Byproduct material is also not listed in 40 CFR Part 261 (ldentification and Listing of
Hazardous Wastes) as a hazardous waste. The definition of hazardous waste is provided in 40
CFR §261.3(a), which begins “A solid waste, as defined in §261.2, is a hazardous waste if...”
To paraphrase §261.3, a hazardous waste must first be a solid waste. Since byproduct material is
excluded from the definition of a solid waste, it cannot be a hazardous waste.

Additionally, 40 CFR §445.20 states that Subpart B (RCRA Subtitle D Non-Hazardous Waste
Landfill) applies only to discharges of wastewater from landfills subject to the provisions of 40
CFR Part 258 (Criteria for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills) and 40 CFR Part 257 (Criteria for
Classification of Solid Waste Disposal Facilities and Practices). Again, byproduct material is
excluded as a solid waste.

The BMDU is not specifically subject to federal effluent guidelines at 40 CFR Part 445 —
Landfills Point Source Category. A new source determination was performed and the discharge
of wastewater from this facility is not a new source as defined at 40 CFR § 122.2.

The wastewater generated consists of landfill wastewaters (i.e., landfill leachate, gas collection
condensate, drained free liquids, laboratory derived wastewater, contact industrial stormwater,
and wash water [from washing the surfaces of trucks, equipment, containers, and other items
that have come in direct contact with waste at the BMDF and that have not been adequately
decontaminated], and personnel decontamination water) associated with the disposal of Fernald
waste canisters only in the BMDU, non-contact industrial stormwater, and stormwater
associated with construction activities at the BMDF. Any sanitary sewage will either be
transfered to holding tanks at Waste Control Specialists (WCS) adjacent facility prior to
transport off site for treatment and final disposal or directly transported off site.

The BMDF site is approximately a 36-acre parcel of land, enclosed by a security fence, adjacent
to the WCS site currently permitted under TPDES Permit No. WQ0004038000, which adresses
the wastewaters associated with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) landfill
and RCRA treatment and storage units under Hazardous Waste Permit (HW-50358), and the
storage and treatment of low level radioactive waste originally issued under radioactive
materials license (RML) No. L04971 and renumbered to RML No. R04971.
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The BMDF may eventually include a Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF) although the
construction of a WWTF is not required for emplacement of Fernald waste canisters in the
BMDU. Any future Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) operation, including the design and
performance of the various unit operations for specific radionuclide removal, reagents utilized
for radionuclide removal, radionuclide content of treatment residuals containing radionuclides,
and the routing and handling of treated effluent from the WWTP operation will be specifically
authorized by a major amendment to the currently issued RML No. R05807, dated May 29,
2008, prior to construction of the WWTP. Any discharges of wastewater from the WWTP may
require the prior installation of the WWTP within the boundary of the BMDF, and the
operational ability to treat wastewater in the WWTP to meet the permitted effluent limitations
prior to discharge.

Any future WWTF will be located within the 36-acre site and will consist of contact water tanks
and associated units for the accumulation of industrial wastewaters along with the Wastewater
Treatment Plant (WWTP) that will be housed in the WWTP building. The WWTF system
currently consists of two 500,000-gallon contact water holding tanks (BPT-1 and BPT-2) and
the associated secondary containment structure, four contact water transfer pumps (BPT-P1
through BPT-P4) and aboveground piping located within the secondary containment structure.

Any future WWTF system may also include a double-walled aboveground transfer line from the
contact water tank secondary containment structure to the WWTP, and inline filter units,
transfer trucks and pumps for the transfer of contact water from the landfill to the WWTF. The
initial treatment train may be composed of four treatment stages operated in series: a physical-
chemical precipitation and clarification stage, a pressure filtration stage, a granular activated
carbon (GAC) adsorption stage, and a potential, future nitrogen removal stage. Other site
features may include a Gate House, an Inspection Station, an Incoming Container Storage Area,
a Container Decontamination Building, and an Outgoing Container Staging Area.

The BMDF is currently licensed under RML No. R05807, which authorizes the receipt of
byproduct material as defined in 30 TAC §336.1105(4) and Section 401.003(3)(B) of the Texas
Health & Safety Code (cited as the Texas Radiation Control Act), from other persons; and
authorizes the disposal of byproduct material in the form of dry, discrete solid objects and
containerized bulk byproduct material by shallow land burial (i.e., landfill known as the
Byproduct Material Disposal Unit). The applicant also obtained approval of its application for
RML No. R04100 that would authorize the construction and operation of the Compact
(Vermont-Texas) Low Level Waste (LLW) near-surface disposal facility, and the Federal
(mostly Department of Energy, DOE) LLW near-surface disposal facility, which are separate
and apart from the BMDF and have an associated Texas Land Application Permit No.
WQ0004948000.

The existing permit was previously evaluated by the Radioactive Materials Division (RMD) and
effluent limitations were included in the existing permit based on recommendations from the
RMD. In accordance with the recommendations from the RMD, technology-based effluent
limitations for combined radium 226 and 228 (5 pCi/l daily maximum per 30 TAC 8336.1133
and the EPA Safe Drinking Water Act, SDWA), gross alpha-particle activity (15 pCi/l daily
maximum excluding uranium and radon per 30 TAC 8336.1133 and the EPA SDWA), gross
beta/photon emitters (Report pCi/l daily maximum > 50 pCi/l per RMD recommended
screening value), and total uranium (30 pg/l daily maximum per EPA SDWA), have been
included at internal Outfall 103.
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Also, based on BPJ, the maximum contaminant levels for naturally occurring radionuclides
guidelines at 30 TAC 8290.108 were reviewed for combined radium 226 and 228 (5 pCi/l daily
maximum), gross alpha-particle activity (15 pCi/l daily maximum excluding uranium and
radon), and uranium (30 pg/l daily maximum) and were comparable to the recommendations
from the RMD. Therefore, the existing effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for
radioactive constituents have been continued in the draft permit.

2.  CACULATIONS

Although the BMDU is not specifically subject to federal effluent guidelines at 40 CFR Part
445, the effluent limit guidelines have been applied in the existing permit based on BPJ.
Technology-based effluent limitations at 40 CFR Part 445 Subpart A for RCRA Subtitle C
Hazardous Waste Landfills have been applied at internal Outfall 103.

The technology-based effluent limitations established in the draft permit are as follows:

Outfall | Parameter Daily Average, mg/l | Daily Maximum, mg/I
005 Flow, dry weather (MGD) (0.44 MGD) (Report MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A 15
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) N/A 200
pH (standard units) (6.0 minimum) (9.0 maximum)
103 Flow (MGD) (0.44 MGD) (Report MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A 15
BODs -- 220
Ammonia Nitrogen (NHs-N) - 10
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 27 88
a-Terpineol 0.019 0.042
Aniline 0.015 0.024
Benzoic Acid 0.073 0.119
Naphthalene 0.022 0.059
p-Cresol 0.015 0.024
Phenol 0.029 0.048
Pyridine 0.025 0.072
Total Chromium 0.46 1.1
Total Zinc 0.296 0.535
Combined Radium 226 and 228 N/A 5 pCil/l
Gross alpha-particle activity
(excluding uranium and radon) N/A 15 pCill
Gross Beta/photon emitters N/A Report pCi/l
Uranium, Total N/A 30 pg/l
pH (standard units) (6.0 minimum) (9.0 maximum)
004 Flow (MGD) (Report MGD) (Report MGD)
Oil and Grease N/A 15
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) N/A 200
pH (standard units) (6.0 minimum) (9.0 maximum)

D. WATER QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/CONDITIONS
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1. GENERAL COMMENTS

The Texas Surface Water Quality Standards found at 30 TAC Chapter 307 state that "surface
waters will not be toxic to man from ingestion of water, consumption of aquatic organisms, or
contact with the skin, or to terrestrial or aquatic life." The methodology outlined in the Procedures
to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards) (IPs) is designed to insure compliance
with 30 TAC Chapter 307. Specifically, the methodology is designed to insure that no source will
be allowed to discharge any wastewater that: (1) results in instream aquatic toxicity; (2) causes a
violation of an applicable narrative or numerical state water quality standard; (3) results in the
endangerment of a drinking water supply; or (4) results in aquatic bioaccumulation that threatens
human health. Calculated water quality-based effluent limits can be found in Appendix A of
this Fact Sheet and Executive Director’s Preliminary Decision (fact sheet).

TPDES permits contain technology-based effluent limits reflecting the best controls available.
Where these technology-based permit limits do not protect water quality or the designated uses,
additional water quality-based effluent limitations and conditions are included. State narrative and
numerical water quality standards are used in conjunction with EPA criteria and other toxicity
databases to determine the adequacy of technology-based permit limits and the need for additional
water quality-based controls.

2. AQUATIC LIFE CRITERIA

a. SCREENING

Water quality-based effluent limitations are calculated from freshwater aquatic life criteria
found in Table 1 of the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (30 TAC Chapter 307).

Discharge is to an unnamed ditch (intermittent stream) greater than three miles upstream of
perennial waters. Therefore, there is no mixing zone or zone of initial dilution (ZID) for this
discharge directly to an intermittent stream and acute freshwater criteria apply at the end of
pipe. Chronic freshwater criteria do not apply to discharges to intermittent streams where
there is no perennial waterbody within three miles downstream from the point of discharge.
The following critical effluent percentage is being used to calculate the water guality-based
effluent limits in Appendix A of this Technical Summary:

Acute Effluent %: 100%

Wasteload allocations (WLAS) are calculated using the above estimated effluent percentage,
criteria outlined in the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards, and partitioning coefficients
for metals (when appropriate and designated in the implementation procedures). The WLA is
the end-of-pipe effluent concentration that can be discharged when after mixing in the
receiving stream, the instream numerical criteria will not be exceeded. From the WLA, a long
term average (LTA) is calculated using a log normal probability distribution, a given
coefficient of variation (0.6), and a 90th percentile confidence level. The LTA is the long-term
average effluent concentration for which the WLA will never be exceeded using a selected
percentile confidence level. The LTA is used to calculate a daily average and daily maximum
effluent limitation for the protection of aquatic life using the same statistical considerations
with the 99th percentile confidence level and a standard number of monthly effluent samples
collected (12).
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FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

Assumptions used in deriving the effluent limitations include segment values for hardness,
chlorides, pH and total suspended solids (TSS) according to the segment-specific values
contained in the TCEQ IPs guidance document. The segment values are 2203 mg/lI CaCOs for
hardness, 4030 mg/l Chlorides, 7.6 standard units for pH, and 6.0 mg/l for TSS. For additional
details on the calculation of water quality-based effluent limitations, refer to the TCEQ
guidance document. TCEQ practice for determining significant potential is to compare the
reported analytical data against percentages of the calculated daily average water quality-
based effluent limitation. Permit limitations are required when analytical data reported in the
application exceeds 85% of the calculated daily average water quality-based effluent
limitation. Monitoring and reporting is required when analytical data reported in the
application exceeds 70% of the calculated daily average water quality-based effluent
limitation.

b. SCREENING

Analytical data reported in the application was screened against calculated water quality-
based effluent limitations for the protection of aquatic life. Reported analytical data does not
exceed 70% of the calculated daily average water quality-based effluent limitation for aquatic
life protection, except for total aluminum. The applicant has submitted a “Work Plan for an
Evaluation of Aluminum in Storm Water Discharges” and a “Work Plan for an Aluminum
Partitioning Coefficient Study.” In addition, a daily average and daily maximum report
requirement for total aluminum is included at Outfall 005, which self-expires July 31, 2018.

In accordance with an electronic mail dated November 9, 2012, from the Water Quality
Standards Implementation Team, both work plans have been reviewed and approved for the
applicant to proceed with the two aluminum studies proposed to be conducted simultaneously.
The applicant contends the aluminum concentrations in the stormwater driven discharge are
attributable to naturally occurring aluminum present in the site soils. The total aluminum
report requirement is linked to these dual aluminum work plans proposed by the applicant.

The results of the work plans shall be submitted to the Water Quality Standards Team (MC-
150) of the TCEQ Water Quality Division. Once the results of the work plans are completed
by the permittee, a permitting action is required to evaluate the appropriateness of a site-
specific partition coefficient for aluminum and any required effluent limitation or reporting
requirement.

The existing water quality-based daily average and daily maximum total arsenic effluent
limitations have been replaced by slightly more protective water quality-based effluent
limitations due to the freshwater aquatic life criteria in Table 1 of the 2010 TSWQS (30 TAC
8307.6(c)). The following more protective water quality-based effluent limitation for total
arsenic replaces the existing water quality-based effluent limitation in the draft permit.

Outfall Parameter Daily Average, mg/Il Daily Maximum, mg/I
005 Total Aluminum Report Report

103 (existing) Total Arsenic 0.527 1.11

103 (proposed) | Total Arsenic 0.508 1.07

c. DISSOLVED OXYGEN

Page 12





Waste Control Specialists LLC and Andrews County TPDES Permit No. WQ0004857000

FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

i. DISCUSSION

Only internal Outfall 103, which discharges via Outfall 005, is expected to contain
significant concentrations of oxygen demanding substances. In accordance with the
interoffice memorandum dated August 31, 2011, from the Water Quality Assessment
Team of the Water Quality Assessment Section to the Industrial Permits Team
(Modeling Memo), an analysis of the discharge was conducted using a default QUAL-
TX model for an effluent flow of 0.44 MGD. No headwater flow was used in the
model. Coefficients and kinetics used in the model are standardized default values.

ii. PERMIT ACTION

Based on model results, the existing daily average effluent limits of 42 mg/l BODs and
3.7 mg/l NH3-N at Outfall 103, modeled with a 2 mg/l dissolved oxygen (DO), are
predicted to be adequate to ensure that the dissolved oxygen level will be maintained
above the criterion established by the Standards Implementation Team for the unnamed
ditch (2 mg/l DO). The results of this evaluation can be reexamined upon receipt of
information that conflicts with the model assumptions.

Daily Average Daily Maximum
Outfall Parameter mo/l mo/l
103 BODs 42 --
NH;-N 3.7 --
DO (minimum) -- 2.0 min

3. AQUATIC ORGANISM TOXICITY CRITERIA (48-HOUR ACUTE)

a.

SCREENING

The existing permit includes 48-hour acute freshwater biomonitoring requirements at Outfall
005. A review of the whole effluent toxicity testing database for Outfall 005 indicates that
in the past five years the permittee has performed eight 48-hour acute tests, with no
demonstrations of significant toxicity (i.e., zero failures) by both species. The following is
the lethal and sublethal biomonitoring history:

48-Hour Acute Biomonitoring History - Outfall 005

Test Number | Date(s) Result )
Species Last 5 years | Failed | % NOEC Endpoint
Ceriodaphnia dubia or 4 N/A
Daphnia pulex
(water flea)
Pimephales promelas 4 N/A
(fathead minnow)
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FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

A reasonable potential (RP) determination was performed in accordance with 40 CFR
8122.44(d)(1)(ii) to determine whether the discharge will reasonably be expected to cause or
contribute to an exceedance of a state water quality standard or criterion within that standard.
Each test species is evaluated separately.

The RP determination is based on representative data from the previous five years of WET
testing. The following table identifies the thresholds for the number of test failures required to
necessitate that a WET limit be placed in the permit or the consideration of additional Best
Professional Judgment (BPJ) factors, such as the duration and magnitude of the failures.

WET Reasonable Potential Determination Thresholds

More than 3 failures in the past five years = WET limit

3 failures with 2 or 3 occurring in the past 3 years = WET limit

1 to 3 failures in the past five years but 1 or less in last 3 years = BPJ

0 failures = No limit

With zero failures by both test species, a determination of no RP was made. If RP is not
demonstrated, WET limits are not required and the test species are eligible for the testing
frequency reduction. All of the test results were used for this determination.

b. PERMIT ACTION

TCEQ has determined that there may be pollutants present in the effluent that may have the
potential to cause toxic conditions in the receiving stream. Whole effluent biomonitoring is
the most direct measure of potential toxicity, which incorporates the effects of synergism of
effluent components and receiving stream water quality characteristics. Biomonitoring of the
effluent is, therefore, required as a condition of this permit to assess potential toxicity. The
biomonitoring procedures stipulated as a condition of this permit are as follows:

i. Acute static renewal 48-hour definitive toxicity tests using the water flea (Ceriodaphnia
dubia or Daphnia pulex). The frequency of the testing is once per six months.

ii. Acute static renewal 48-hour definitive toxicity tests using the fathead minnow
(Pimephales promelas). The frequency of the testing is once per year.

Toxicity tests shall be performed in accordance with protocols described in the latest
revision of the Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving
Waters to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, Fourth Edition, EPA/600/4-90/027F.

The stipulated test species are appropriate to measure the toxicity of the effluent
consistent with the requirements of the state water quality standards. The biomonitoring
frequency has been established to reflect the likelihood of ambient toxicity and to provide
data representative of the toxic potential of the facility's discharge.

This permit may be reopened to require effluent limits, additional testing, or other
appropriate actions to address toxicity if biomonitoring data show actual or potential
ambient toxicity to be the result of the permittee's discharge to the receiving stream or
water body.
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FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

C.

DILUTION SERIES

The draft permit requires five (5) dilutions in addition to the control (0% effluent) to be used
in the toxicity tests. These additional effluent concentrations are 32%, 42%, 56%, 75%, and
100%. The low-flow effluent concentration (critical dilution) is defined as 100% effluent.

All the dilution series outlined above was calculated using a 0.75 factor applied to the critical
dilution. The critical dilution is the estimated effluent dilution at the edge of the aquatic life
mixing zone, which is calculated in section X.D.2.a. of this fact sheet.

4. AQUATIC ORGANISM TOXICITY CRITERIA (24-HOUR ACUTE)

a.

SCREENING

The existing permit includes 24-hour acute freshwater biomonitoring requirements at Outfall
005. A review of the whole effluent toxicity testing database for Outfall 005 indicates that
in the past five years the permittee has performed four 24-hour acute tests, with no
demonstrations of significant mortality by both species. The following is the biomonitoring
history:

24-Hour Acute Biomonitoring History - Outfall 005

Test Number | Date(s) Result )
Species Last 5 years | Failed | % NOEC Endpoint
Ceriodaphnia dubia or 2 N/A
Daphnia pulex
(water flea)
Pimephales promelas 2 N/A
(fathead minnow)

As discussed previously, a reasonable potential (RP) determination was performed in
accordance with 40 CFR §122.44(d)(1)(ii) and a determination of no RP was made. Minimum
24-hour acute marine biomonitoring requirements are proposed in the draft permit as
outlined below.

PERMIT ACTION

24-hour 100% acute biomonitoring tests are required at Outfall 005, at a frequency of once
per six months for both test species for the life of the permit. The biomonitoring procedures
stipulated as a condition of this permit are as follows:

i. Acute 24-hour static toxicity tests using the water flea (Daphnia pulex). A minimum of
five (5) replicates with eight (8) organisms per replicate shall be used for this test.

ii. Acute 24-hour static toxicity tests using the fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas). A
minimum of five (5) replicates with eight (8) organisms per replicate shall be used for
this test.
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XI.

XIlI.

XII.

FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

5. AQUATIC ORGANISM BIOACCUMULATION CRITERIA

a. SCREENING
The discharge point is located at a distance greater than three miles upstream of perennial
waters. Human health screening is not applicable because of the distance between the
discharge point and perennial waters that support fisheries.

b. PERMIT ACTION

None.

6. DRINKING WATER SUPPLY PROTECTION

a. SCREENING

Water Quality Segment No. 2311, which receives the discharges from this facility, is not
designated as a public water supply. Screening reported analytical data against water quality-
based effluent limitations calculated for the protection of a drinking water supply is not
applicable.

b. PERMIT ACTION

None.

PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS

This facility is not defined as a publicly owned treatment works (POTW). Pretreatment requirements are
not proposed in the draft permit.

VARIANCE REQUESTS

No variance requests have been received.

PROCEDURES FOR FINAL DECISION

When an application is declared administratively complete, the Chief Clerk sends a letter to the applicant
advising the applicant to publish the Notice of Receipt of Application and Intent to Obtain Permit in the
newspaper. In addition, the Chief Clerk instructs the applicant to place a copy of the application in a public
place for review and copying in the county where the facility is or will be located. This application will be
in a public place throughout the comment period. The Chief Clerk also mails this notice to any interested
persons and, if required, to landowners identified in the permit application. This notice informs the public
about the application, and provides that an interested person may file comments on the application or
request a contested case hearing or a public meeting.

Once a draft permit is completed, it is sent, along with the Executive Director’s preliminary decision, as
contained in the technical summary or fact sheet, to the Chief Clerk. At that time, Notice of Application
and Preliminary Decision will be mailed to the same people and published in the same newspaper as the
prior notice. This notice sets a deadline for making public comments.
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XIV.

FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

The applicant must place a copy of the Executive Director’s preliminary decision and draft permit in the
public place with the application. This notice sets a deadline for public comment.

Any interested person may request a public meeting on the application until the deadline for filing public
comments. A public meeting is intended for the taking of public comment, and is not a contested case
proceeding.

After the public comment deadline, the Executive Director prepares a response to all significant public
comments on the application or the draft permit raised during the public comment period. The Chief Clerk
then mails the Executive Director’s Response to Comments and Final Decision to people who have filed
comments, requested a contested case hearing, or requested to be on the mailing list. This notice provides
that if a person is not satisfied with the Executive Director’s response and decision, they can request a
contested case hearing or file a request to reconsider the Executive Director’s decision within 30 days after
the notice is mailed.

The Executive Director will issue the permit unless a written hearing request or request for reconsideration
is filed within 30 days after the Executive Director’s Response to Comments and Final Decision is mailed.
If a hearing request or request for reconsideration is filed, the Executive Director will not issue the permit
and will forward the application and request to the TCEQ Commissioners for their consideration at a
scheduled Commission meeting. If a contested case hearing is held, it will be a legal proceeding similar to
a civil trial in state district court.

If the Executive Director calls a public meeting or the Commission grants a contested case hearing as
described above, the Commission will give notice of the date, time, and place of the meeting or hearing. If
a hearing request or request for reconsideration is made, the Commission will consider all public
comments in making its decision and shall either adopt the Executive Director’s response to public
comments or prepare its own response.

For additional information about this application contact Melinda Luxemburg, P.E. at (512) 239-4541

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

The following section is a list of the fact sheet citations to applicable statutory or regulatory provisions and
appropriate supporting references.

PERMIT(S)
TCEQ Permit No. WQ0004857000 issued on July 24, 2009.
APPLICATION

TPDES wastewater permit application received July 27, 2011 and additional information received August
10, 2011, July 3, 2012, July 11, 2012 and August 23, 2012.

40 CFR CITATION(S)

40 CFR 8§ 122
40 CFR 88 261
40 CFR 88 257
40 CFR 88§ 258
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FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION
40 CFR 88 445 (Subpart A)
40 CFR 88 445 (Subpart B)

D. LETTERS/MEMORANDA/RECORDS OF COMMUNICATION

TCEQ Interoffice Memorandum dated August 31, 2011, from Tom Y. Harrigan of the Water Quality
Assessment Team to Industrial Permits Team, Wastewater Permitting Section (Modeling Memo).
TCEQ Interoffice Memorandum dated August 30, 2011, from Laurie Fleet of the Water Quality
Assessment Team to the Industrial Permits Team, Wastewater Permitting Section (TEXTOX Memo).

TCEQ Interoffice Memorandum dated September 1, 2011, from Michael B. Pfeil of the Standards
Implementation Team, Water Quality Assessment Section to the Industrial Permits Team, Wastewater
Permitting Section (Biomonitoring Memo).

E-mail dated November 9, 2012, from Michael B. Pfeil of the Standards Implementation Team, Water
Quality Assessment Section to Melinda Luxemburg of the Industrial Permits Team, Wastewater
Permitting Section (WCS aluminum studies).

TCEQ Interoffice Memorandum dated August 22, 2011, from Lili Murphy thru John Trevino of the
Water Quality Standards Implementation Team to Industrial Permits, Wastewater Permitting Section
(Standards Memo).

E. MISCELLANEOUS

Federal Clean Water Act, Section, 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, 402 and 405; Texas Water Code,
Chapters 5, 7, 25, 26, 27, 28 and 50; 30 TAC, Chapters 39, 50, 55, 281, 305, 319, 320, and 335; Texas
Health and Safety Code, Chapter 361; Commission policies; and EPA guidelines.

The State of Texas 2010 Integrated Report — Texas 303(d) List (Category 5), Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality, November 2011.

Texas Surface Water Quality Standards, 30 TAC 88307.1 - 307.10, effective July 22, 2012, as approved by
EPA.

Texas Surface Water Quality Standards, 30 TAC 88307.1 - 307.10, effective August 17, 2000, and
Appendix E, effective February 27, 2002, for portions of the 2010 Standards not yet approved by EPA.

Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater and Marine
Organisms, Fifth Edition, (EPA-821-R-02-012).

Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards, Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality, January 2003.

Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards, Appendix D, Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality, June 2010 draft.

Guidance Document for Establishing Monitoring Frequencies for Domestic and Industrial Wastewater
Discharge Permits,@ TCEQ Document No. 98-001.000-OWR-WQ, May 1998.
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FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

TEXTOX

APPENDIX A

MENU #1 - INTERMITTENT STREAMS

The water quality-based effluent limitations demonstrated below are calculated using:

Table 1, 2010 Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (30 TAC 307) for Freshwater Aquatic Life

TPDES Permit No. WQ0004857000

"Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (TSWQS)," TCEQ, January 2003.
"Procedures to Implement the TSWQS," Appendix D, TCEQ, June 2010.

PERMITTEE INFORMATION:

Permittee Name:

\Waste Control Specialists LLC and Andrews County

TPDES Permit No. \WQ0004857000

Outfall No: 005

Prepared By: Melinda Luxemburg, P.E.
Date: January 11, 2013

DISCHARGE INFORMATION:

Immediate Receiving Waterbody: Unnamed ditch in Texas
Segment No: 2311

TSS: 6.0

pH (Standard Units): 7.6

Hardness (mg/l as CaCOs): 2203

Chloride (mg/l): 4030

Effluent Flow for Aquatic Life (MGD) 0.43 (<10 MGD)
Critical Low Flow [7Q2] (cfs): 0.0

Acute Effluent % for Aquatic Life: 100

CALCULATE TOTAL/DISSOLVED RATIO (dissolved fraction & enter water effect ratio if applicable):

Stream/River |Intercept (b)| Slope (m) | Partition Dissolved Water Effects
Metal Coefficient | Fraction Ratio (WER)
(Kpo) (Cd/Ct)

Aluminum N/A N/A N/A 1.00 Assumed 1 Assumed
/Arsenic 5.68 -0.73 129404.56 0.56 1 Assumed
Cadmium 6.60 -1.13 522640.82 0.24 1 Assumed
Chromium (Total) 6.52 -0.93 625632.55 0.21 1 Assumed
Chromium (+3) 6.52 -0.93 625632.55 0.21 1 Assumed
Chromium (+6) N/A N/A N/A 1.00 Assumed 1 Assumed
Copper 6.02 -0.74 278078.92 0.37 1 Assumed
Lead 6.45 -0.80 672169.81 0.20 1 Assumed
Mercury N/A N/A N/A 1.00 Assumed 1 Assumed
Nickel 5.69 -0.57 176381.81 0.49 1 Assumed
Selenium N/A N/A N/A 1.00 Assumed 1 Assumed
Silver 6.38 -1.03 378882.21 0.31 1 Assumed
Zinc 6.10 -0.70 359165.10 0.32 1 Assumed

Page 19






Waste Control Specialists LLC and Andrews County

TPDES Permit No. WQ0004857000

FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

AQUATIC LIFE (TEXTOX MENU #1)

CALCULATE DAILY AVERAGE AND DAILY MAXIMUM EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

Parameter Acute WLAa LTAa Daily Daily
Standard Average Maximum
(ug/L) (ug/L) (ug/L)
Aldrin 3.0 3.000 1.719 2.527 5.346
Aluminum 991 991.000 567.843 834.729 1765.992
Arsenic 340 639.514 346.083 508.742 1076.32
Cadmium 171.747 713.410 408.784 600.742 1271.32
Carbaryl 2.0 2.000 1.146 1.685 3.564
Chlordane 2.4 2.400 1.375 2.022 4.277
Chlorpyrifos 0.083 0.083 0.048 0.070 0.148
Chromium (+3) 7171.722 34092.901 19535.232 28716.791 60754.6
Chromium (+6) 15.7 15.700 8.996 13.224 27.978
Copper 261.656 698.224 400.082 588.121 1244.26
Cyanide (free) 45.8 45.800 26.243 38.578 81.617
4,4'-DDT 1.1 1.100 0.630 0.927 1.960
Dementon N/A 0.000 N/A N/A N/A
Diazinon 0.17 0.17 0.097 0.143 0.303
Dicofol 59.3 59.300 33.979 49.949 105.674
Dieldrin 0.24 0.24 0.138 0.202 0.428
Diuron 210 210.000 120.330 176.885 374.226
Endosulfan | (alpha) 0.22 0.220 0.126 0.185 0.392
Endosulfan 11 (beta) 0.22 0.220 0.126 0.185 0.392
Endosulfan sulfate 0.22 0.220 0.126 0.185 0.392
Endrin 0.086 0.086 0.049 0.072 0.153
Guthion N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Heptachlor 0.52 0.520 0.298 0.438 0.927
Hexachlorocyclohexane (Lindane)(1.126 1.126 0.645 0.948 2.01
Lead 1424.22 7168.14 4107.34 6037.80 12773.8
Malathion N/A 0.000 N/A N/A N/A
Mercury 2.4 2.400 1.375 2.022 4.277
Methoxychlor N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Mirex N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Nickel 6407.00 13187.47 7556.42 11107.94 23500.5
Nonylphenol 28 28 16.0 23.6 49.9
Parathion (ethyl) 0.065 0.065 0.037 0.055 0.116
Pentachlorophenol 15.942 15.942 9.135 13.429 28.410
Phenanthrene 30 30.000 17.190 25.269 53.461
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)[2.0 2.000 1.146 1.685 3.564
Selenium 20 20.000 11.460 16.846 35.641
Silver, (free ion) 0.8 29.158 16.708 24.560 51.960
'Toxaphene 0.78 0.780 0.447 0.657 1.390
Tributlytin (TBT) 0.13 0.130 0.074 0.110 0.232
2,4,5 Trichlorophenol 136 136.000 77.928 114.554 242.356
Zinc 1609.872 5079.131 2910.342 4278.202 9051.16
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FACT SHEET AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY DECISION

CALCULATE 70% AND 85% OF DAILY AVERAGE EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

Parameter 70% 85%
Aquatic Life

Aldrin 1.769 2.148
Aluminum 584.310 709.520
/Arsenic 356.120 432.431
Cadmium 420.639 510.776
Carbaryl 1.179 1.432
Chlordane 1.415 1.718
Chlorpyrifos 0.049 0.059
Chromium (+3) 20101.7588 24409.27
Chromium (+6) 9.257 11.241
Copper 411.685 499.903
Cyanide (free) 27.004 32.791
4,4-DDT 0.649 0.788
Dementon N/A N/A
Diazinon 0.100 0.122
Dicofol 34.964 42.457
Dieldrin 0.142 0.172
Diuron 123.820 150.352
Endosulfan | (alpha) 0.130 0.158
Endosulfan 11 (beta) 0.130 0.158
Endosulfan sulfate 0.130 0.158
Endrin 0.051 0.062
Guthion N/A N/A
Heptachlor 0.307 0.372
Hexachlorocyclohexane (Lindane) 0.664 0.806
Lead 4226.46 5132.13
Malathion N/A N/A
Mercury 1.415 1.718
Methoxychlor N/A N/A
Mirex N/A N/A
Nickel 7775.56 9441.75
Nonylphenol 16.5 20.0
Parathion (ethyl) 0.038 0.047
Pentachlrophenol 9.4001 11.414
Phenanthrene 17.689 21.479
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 1.179 1.432
Selenium 11.792 14.319
Silver, (free ion) 17.192 20.876
'Toxaphene 0.460 0.558
Tributlytin (TBT) 0.077 0.093
2,4,5 Trichlorophenol 80.188 97.371
Zinc 2994.742 3636.473
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